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BRISTOL ARCHAEOLOGICAL NOTES FOR 1912.4
XITI,

By JOHN E. PRITCHARD, F.S.A.

In taking up the phrases one has seen so frequently used
in recent times in our newspapers, such as the ‘ City’s
changing aspect,” or ‘‘ Bristol’s enterprise,” it may be
interesting to-night to investigate some of the events of
the past year which the writers had in mind, as well as
other statements connected with our local history which
need the light of careful consideration and correction.

An emirent eighteenth-century writer once said that:—

“ Those who have declared themselves of a particular
opinion, cannot bring themselves to think they could
possibly be in the wrong, consequently they cannot
persuade themselves of the necessity of re-examining
the foundation of their opinion.”

Though this was, I believe, written from a political
standpoint, somehow I think it just suits our case; and in
venturing to take the latter half of this sweeping assertion
first, I venture to hope—nay, I am confident—that after
looking at some recent statements carefully and comparing
them with hard facts, we shall find that after all there will
be a ready admission of the inaccuracies pointed out,
followed by an effort to set them right. In Bristol we should
at least prefer fact to fiction.

But before referring to those matters, let me take some
other events which have occurred during the past year.

The first note of alarm occurred about a year ago, when

! Read at the Bristol Evening Meeting, February 3rd, 1913.
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I heard from one of the Trustees of Ridley’s Almshouse, *
which is situated at the corner of Milk Street and Old King
Street, that the city had acquired a strip of their land for
necessary street widening upon which still stands one of the
two remaining WatcuMEN's BoxEes in this city, known,
as some are aware, as ‘‘ Charlies’ Boxes.” (See tllustration.)

To us in Bristol accustomed to the guardianship of a
police force sccond to none in England, it is difficult to
realise the state of things which existed in the old days and
nights of watchmen, when these curious boxes were necessary,
and no member of this Society can, of course, remember the’
quaint, if sometimes contradictory, cry recorded to have
come from these old fellows when on their rounds, such
as :—

“Past one and a cloudy night;”

or
“ Two o’clock in the morning, a fine frosty night.”
Many anecdotes exist about these old characters, and
relating to the watch box that used to stand nearly at the
top of the ascent leading front College Place to Brandon Hill
more than a century ago, it is said that :(—

““ One night, about cleven o’clock, two young gentle-
men were returning from dinner at Clifton, when passing
the watch box they discovered ‘ Charley ’ inside as fast
aslecp as Somnus, his lantern, as usual, hanging by his
side. They quictly closed the door and fastened it
outside, and then, giving the box a leave with their
shoulders, they sent it rolling down the hill on its side,
Chartey inside revolving with it, and coopered up as if
in a cask. The civic authorities were very irate at the
offence, though the old watchman, rolled in his seven-
fold great-coat, received no hurt. A reward. was offered
for the discovery of the perpetrators, and posted on all
the watch boxes, but to no purpose—the sccret was kept.”

1 See Trans. B, and G. Arch. Soc., vol. xxxii. p. 100.



RIDLEY'S ALMSHOUSE.
‘ CHARLEY'S BOX'' IN FOREGROUND (DEMOLISHED).
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In reviewing the subjects of the year, there is hardly time
to touch upon the history of such an old-world topic as this,
and I will leave it for one of our members to thrash it out.
It will form a most interesting paper for another session.
But just let me say that local history records a very
unsatisfactory state of things during the eighteenth century,
as up to the year 1730 there were only twelve night watchmen
employed for the protection of the residents of this city.
A century later, in 1832, the Corporation established some
day constables in addition, twelve in number, the night
watching still remaining in the hands of the ““ Old Charlies.”

These guardians, of course, took this nickname from
Charles I, as the ‘“ Bobbies” or ‘ Peelers” did from Sir
Robert Peel.

When the police force was established in 1836, with
a total of two hundred and thirty-two men, the old watch
boxes became useless as such, and many of them were
demolished, but some got merged with adjoining property,
whilst others were rented by small traders for green-grocery
stands, snuff and cigars and stationery, and one even was.
used as a ‘““ monster tea shop.”

The following list of the sites of the watch boxes is
hardly likely to be complete, but we know that one existed
at each of the following spots in the city ; it is quite possible
there were others :—

Wine Street.

Union Street.

Horsefair. -

St. Stephen’s Avenue.

North-west side of Drawbridge.

The Butts, opposite St. Augustine’s Church.
Top of ascent from College Place to Brandon Hill.
Top of St. Michael’s Steps.

Old Wool Hall, Thomas Street.

Redcliff Hill, near Trough.

Redcliff Street, by the Dundas Wharf,
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These are in addition to the one first alluded to, and the
only other remaining box is in Brunswick Square, erected
at the corner of Brunswick Chapel ground and York
Street.

As far as one can find out, they varied considerably in
size, and some were even movable, as we have heard.
Government red-tape measurements were unknown’in those
days.

The “Old Charlies” were usually recruited from old
servants, and often too infirm to work., But they were well
clad in thick coats provided for them, and supplied with a
lantern and of course the requisite staff for protection against
assault.

During the past year it has been noticed that certain
building changes have been going on in Queen Square, a spot
which is gradually losing its old-world character and pecullar
charm.

We have been accustomed in crossing this space in the
course of our every-day life to look upon the ranks of houses
overlooking the green sward (made historic by the famous
equestrian figure of William III) as immovable dwellings,
typical of the famous days of eighteenth-century Bristol,
when its wealthy merchants of those progressne times were
in occupation.

It is worth while remembering that this spot was known
as the ““ Marsh,” and possessed a ‘ bowling green’ up to
the time that the first house was crected for the Rev. Dr.
John Reade, Vicar of St. Nicholas in 1701. It was here that
modern bricks were first used for building purposes, the
entire square being finished before 1720.

Owing to the great increase of trade at this period, the
old Custom House on the Back was insufficient, and the
Corporation agreed to erect a suitable building in the square.
This is clearly depicted in probably the earliest view of the
square, drawn by W=- Halfpenny, a well-known architect
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circa 1735, and is distinguishable by the bold pillars to the
basement of the building.

The Riots of 1831 were responsible for the loss of that
important corner block, as well as of the Mansion House,
which stood at the other end of the same side. As all the
intervening houses were burnt at that time, it will be under-
stood that those that now stand on the north side of the
square are more modern than the rest ; this will be detected
by members if they will take a ramble through that district
and carefully inspect the entire scene. A great difference
will be noticeable in the houses, and the designs vary
considerably. .

There are very few double houses, but many that are
left are excellent examples of the period, No. 10 being one
of these.

Then No. 16, occupied by Messrs. Grace Brothers for
many years as offices, is a double stone-built mansion, with
heavy moulded pediment and cornice, backing the flour
mills on the Welsh Back. It stands at the corner of Mill
Lane, formerly called * Ferry Avenue,” which leads to the
ferry-boat crossing to Redclifi Parade.

Quite recently the houses adjoining—Nos. 13, 14 and
15—have been demolished, and upon that space a large
addition to the mills of Messrs. Grace Brothers has been
made. This is a distinct innovation to the square, though
down in the south-west corner—but not fronting the
green—is a new brick warehouse.

These commercial developments entirely alter the
architectural character of the square, but we can of course
only bow to the march of commerce.

The fine town residence, No. 15, recently demolished,
was one of the few stately stone-built double houses, with
striking elevation, and bold cornice and pediment; and
when this dwelling was doomed the fine staircase had
to go. '

I am glad to be able to show you some views of this
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grand interior fitment, * more especially as associated with it
“secret chambers” on the first landing. They
each measured 2 ft. 6 in. by 1 ft. 3in., thus giving suffi-
cient space for the admission of a human being. The
chambers were arranged for by ‘““hinging” the beautiful
fluted pilasters to be scen in the tllustration. 1 do not
remember any similar ““ hiding-places” in old Bristol houses.

This is undoubtedly one of the carliest instances of the
usc of Spanish mahogany for interior work in Bristol, for it
was only then—14%I2 to 1720—coming into use owing to its
cost.

were two

This house formerly contained some frescoes on plaster
believed to be the work of Antonio Verrio (1639-1707).
They were removed and presented to the city some few
years since by Messrs. Grace Bros. These represent “ The
Judgment of Paris,” and ‘‘ Achilles being supplied with
inpenectrable armour, made by Vulcan,” and they can be
seen in the Architectural Court at the Museum.

Two other double houses stood between Mill Avenue and
Bell Avenue (formerly Bell Lane), Nos. 22 and 25, the latter
brick-built, with stone dressings.

But the greatest house in the square, and the finest
architectural example, is without doubt No. 29, which is on
the south side. This is also built of brick and stone. It
is approached through its original wrought iron entrance
gate of fine design with side posts, and the house is divided
into five bays, four storeys high. The elevation is distin-
guishable by the introduction of the three orders of
architecture, the Tuscan, the Doric, and the Corinthian,
superimposed, the entire range of windows being well
planned. The ground and first floor windows have pedi-
ments differing, and the keystones are all carved with
‘“ grotesque”’ mask heads; a bold straight pediment sur-
mounting the frontage, with small dormer windows inserted
in the reof. (Sec illustrations.)

! By the courtesy of Messrs. Hancock & Co., of Park Strect.
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Number 32 on the same side is another double-fronted
house, but apart from this one there are no other buildings
of importance.

Just in passing I should like to mention two houses in
the city which possessed similar grotesque mask-head key-
stones as the one first noticcd. The first one stood in
Trinity Street, College Green, close to the east end of the
Cathedral, some few years since demolished, but the other
still stands in Dowry Square, just at the foot of Hope Hill.
Both these houses were brick-built in the same architectural
style.

That Bristol should not be destitute of places of rational
amusement, wrote Barrett in 1789, a theatre was built by
subscription, and an “ elegant Assembly or Music Room is
erected in Prince’s Street.”

When our Society spent its summer meeting here in 1906,
a visit to this room was included in the city itinerary. The
building, though in jeopardy then, remained intact until last
year, when the frontage and a good part of the body was
destroyed. The site has yet to be cleared. There is little
to be said of it beyond what most of us know. A grant of
land was made by the Corporation in 1453 for its erection,
subject to a ““ fine,” and with this proviso, that they reserved
the right of occupying the hall for “six days” in every
year. It was finished by the end of 1755, and a performance
of the Messialt was given in January, 1756, in the  New
Musick Rooms.”

Its architect is not known, but the design has been
attributed to William Halfpenny.

This important building stood on the west side of
Prince Street, and possessed a fine freestone frontage,
with rustic basement. The approach was by a flight
of steps, and the pediment was supported by four massive
Corinthian columns, making a very effective appearance,
the entablature within the pediment, set above a triple-
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lighted window, bearing . the most interesting motto, in

letters of lead :— '
“ Curas Cithara tollit,”’

which is understood to mean that * Music dispels care,” or,

according to the old guide writers, ““ Music is a specific for

care.” (Sec illustration.) -

It is clear to us nowadays that with so many wealthy
families living in the vicinity of Prince Street, in the middle
of the eighteenth century, the social life of the community
demanded such a room; and Bristol consequently had
then, what she does not possess to-day, an attractive
regulation ball-room, where subscription dances were held
fortnightly.

Shiercliffe evidently thought this was of such importance
to the commercial city of Bristol that he printed in his first
Guide of 1789 a list of the “ established rules ” of the ball-
room. They are most comprehensive and worth reading.
Important civic events must have happened in this room,
and great persons must have attended. Latimer tells us that
a ball in honour of the Duke of York, brother of George 111,
was held here on 28th December, 1761, and we know also
that Edmund Burke attended the annual meeting of the
Anchor Society in that room on 14th November, 1774, when
the Mayor and the two Sheriffs were present. ‘

Tlie ball-room was a very handsome and lofty apartment,
go ft. long by 45 ft. wide, and contained some beautiful
moulded-plaster decorations at the end facing the entrance,
beneath which were two doorways leading to the retiring
rooms. !

It was well lighted by rows of segmental-headed windows
on both sides, and below an excellent carved and panelled
ceiling was a cornice of considerable strength in design.
There was a gallery at the east end.

As we are in Prince Street, a thoroughfare totally changed

1 For an illustration see Transactions, vol. xxix. p. 24.
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in character during the last half century, let me remind those
who appreciate early eighteenth-century architecture that at
the south end of that wide street, on the west side, there
still stand—who knows for how long >—three most interesting
and typical houses, known as Nos. 66, 68 and 7o.

The view on the screen will instantly prove to you that
I am not exaggerating the importance of these buildings.
They are stately dwellings, and were erected on Corporation
land, leases being granted, according to the city records, to
John Becher (Mayor 1721), Henry Combe (Linen Draper,
Mayor 1740), and other merchants, who had agreed to build
houses upon the site.

One feature about these houses is that they each carry
armorial bearings upon a scroll-work shicld on the tympanum
beneath the pediment. Few of our old Bristol houses are so
embellished, and it is interesting to retain the -association.

In visiting a house in Clifton some years ago, I was shown
an interesting Carved Stone Clhimney-Piece, which had been
removed from a mansion either in Temple or Redcliffe
Street.

I was informed that the arms were those of a French
count, and no suggestion to the contrary was of any
avail.’

The chimney-piece may not be considered of the greatest
interest, but it had been apparently in obscurity for many
years in one of the old mansions in the city, whence it was
transferred to a private residence on the hill, and it is now
finally lost to Bristol.

From the view I am showing it will be noticed that the
chimney-piece is of two periods, and must have come from
two distinct houses. We know part of its history, for the
arms are those of the “ Tarrow CHANDLERS COMPANY,”
and this is the first instance I can remember of these
being so used, though many cases are known of other
companies.



112 TRANSACTIONS FOR THE YEAR IQI3.

The coat is of the Tallow Chandlers’ Company, incor-
porated 1463, but this unfortunately does not prove the
man in whose house it was erected, as there was not any
accompanying shield bearing a family coat, and only proves
what so many members of a company or guild preferred
doing, using their corporate coat instead of their paternal.
Tatimer says that this Company had a Hall here, but the
locality of it is unknown.

The blazon is,  Per fess azure and argent a pale counter-
changed three doves of the second each holding in its beak
an olive branch or. On esquire’s helmet (so I read it) on
wreath argent and azure a demi-angel (? a cherub) issuing
from clouds proper, vested azure, wings expanded and
«crined or, on his head a cap (? of the second, i.c. az.)
thereon a cross patty of the third, holding a dish argent
glorified or, thercon the head of St. John Baptist
proper.”

Such is Burke’s blazon of the crest, which must have
given the sculptor a fine display of his skill, and I should
think has gradually dwindled away to what the photo says
of it now.!?

The usecfulness of the correspondence columns of the
Press has again been exemplified in archwological matters
by getting the ancient stone replaced in its original position
.on Redland Green.

This has been done by the city authorities with the aid
-of old photographs and ordnance plans.

There is no evidence as to its origin, and 1t is not

considered to be megalithic, but it may have been a Roman
boundary stone.

The old courts and lanes dividing up the back paths and
by-ways of the old city would make a very -interesting
study, and form a charming paper for onc of our winter
cvenings.

1 T am indebted to Mr. I'. Were for his notes on this shicld.
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I am told that an old passage, formerly named “ City
Bow Alley,” between Hillgrove Street, Kingsdown, and Gay
Street, has just been altered by the authorities to “ Gay
Lane.” This is undoubtedly a more convenicnt style, but
the identification of the old place will be a very difficult
matter to many in the future.

Some time since a question was asked by a corres-
pondent in one of the local papers as to the name of
Johnny Ball Lane, but no one has clearly answered it
as yet.

In an old deed relating to the Grammar School lands for
1731 it is called Johnny Balls Lane,” and in 1734 to 1744
““ John a Ball’s Lane.”

Probably some member may be able. to throw further
light upon that subject.

A letter in the correspondence column of the Times and
Mirror a few months ago called attention to the relics of the
Jortifications of the sieges of this city to be found on Brandon
Hill. It shows once more how carefully our historic
possessions are watched, and in the communication referred
to it was urged that the solitary ““ weather-worn iron notice ”’
was insufficient to indicate the considerable remains to be
still seen on the hill.

Of course, the Cabot Tower monopolises the principal
attention of the public who go there, but I understand from
the caretaker of the tower that in the summer months
numbers of visitors are largely interested in tracing the
lines of these fortifications.

Another descriptive notice might with advantage be
placed on the summit of the hill, and also upon the site of
the ““ water fort,”” which was built on the edge of the rock
overlooking the river below.

The slide on the screen is taken from Seyer’s Memoirs
of Bristol, in which work will be found a good account of the
fortifications.

Vor. XXXVI.
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The present simple notice is worded as follows :—

REMAINS OF FORT
PART OF THE
DEFENCES OF BRISTOL
DURING THE SIEGES

1643-1645

and is hardly fixed at the right spot to indicate the story.

Whence came the Gateway at Arno’s Castle, Brislington ?—
sometimes called Black Castle—has many times been asked
during my own time, and doubtless in days long before, but
the answers have varied considerably, and no satisfactory
result has accrued.

At the present time the subject has cropped up in more
definite, or may I say in more acute form, for in the spring of
1911 this property, long leld by Mr. Clayfield-Ireland, of
Brislington, was submitted to public auction, and secured by
a firm of local antique dealers.  After considerable and most
commendable renovation and some additions, Arno’s Castle
with its grounds has been planned for business purposes, and
is now occupied.

The Gateway which formerly stood some way down the
lane, just off the main road, has been recently taken down,
and is now rc-crected at the corner of the property, facing
the main thoroughfare and the Tramway’s Depot, about a
quarter of a mile from the village of Brislington. (See
tllustrations.)

The auction particulars referred to this masonry as
““ The Historic Carved Stone Gateway,” and stated that it
was believed to have been one of the old city gates.

In due course the buildings and grounds were opened to
tlie public, and a Guide to Arno’s Castle by Stanley Hutton,
lias been sold to visitors and others.

I have no intention of giving you a résumé cven of the
history of this curious pile of slag, noticed by Horace Walpole
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when he came to Bristol in 1766, as you can easily look up
the few known facts in local guide books ; but to those who
do not know its history, I may say that it was built by one
William Reeve, who appears, from what little is recorded,
to have been very much interested in the antiquities of this
city.

Just about his time many of the old buildings were being
demolished in our midst, and he was then able to secure
some of the relics, which he incorporated in his building
schemes at Brislington.

Now I wish to draw your critical attention to two or
threc paragraphs to be found in the Official Guide, and the
first quotation is as follows :(—

Page 8: “ The interesting relics are of many architectural
styles and periods, but chiefly of the 15th,
16th and 17th centuries. Among them
are some of supreme historical interest to
Bristolians, notably the remains of the ancient
gateways—Newgate, Lawford’s Gate, and the
Gate of Bristol Castle.” .

«This last, the most interesting relic of all
the Gates of Bristol, is, we are inclined to
believe, the present entrance Gateway to the
Castle and grounds now at Brislington.”

I will not now question the gateways Newgate and
Lawford’s Gate, though even they are wholly problematical,
for when they were demolished no one probably cared for the
stones, and no one knows where they went, but I wish to
deal solely with the so-called

GATE OF BRISTOL CASTLE,

claimed in the paragraph quoted to be at Brislington.

Students of the period of the Civil Wars unfortunately
know that no contemporary picture or plan of the castle
exists. A small plan of the city, measured and drawn by one
William Smith in 1568 (in the British Museum) is the earliest
in existence, and upon that the castle is shown, but no gate is
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visible. Several Dutch surveyors copied Smith’s plan, but
from them we get no help. We have to jump to the year
1671 for our next plan, which is dated some years after the
demolition of the fortress.

As no castle exists to-day, we have to assume the existence
of one, and ask ourselves as to its destruction. The most
reliable authority must again be Latimer, who has written
so clearly on the period of the Civil Wars. The order for
destruction was dated Dby the Protector December 28th,
1054, but it was not until the end of 1655 that the work was
completed after much difficulty.

The fortress was destroyed. It was then that the new
direct thoroughfare through the site of the castle, now
Castle Street, was formed, and a bridge was thrown over
Castle Ditch, connecting the new thoroughfare with the
Old Market.

As this entrance to the city was too much exposed to the
maranding clement on the Kingswood side, ““ directions were
given by the Council in December, 1058, for the erection of a
. gate in Castle Street, for the protection of the new approach

to the city.” ‘

¢

An order also for a second gate, ““ at the farther end of
Castle Bridge,” was given in the following month. The
chamberlain superintended the workmen engaged, and items
for wages occur in his books for many weeks. The gates,
one of which was decorated with a carving of the arms of
the city, and supplemented by a porter’s lodge, were com-
pleted in the following year ” (1059).

It is recorded that little more than a century later
both these gates were taken down, for the Council, at a
meceting in May, 17062, gave orders for thie demolition of
Quecn Street Gate, Castle precincts.

Castle Street was demolished later, in 1766.

Just in passing it will be well to read what Latimer said
about Newgate and Lawford’s Gate :—

“The gateway at Newgate was partially demolished
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about the same time (1766), the gate itself, as well as

two interesting mediceval statues on each side of it, being

removed. The figures were secured by Mr. Reeve, who
placed them on the inuer side of the entrance to  Black

Castle.’

““ At a meeting of the Council on the 8th July, 1709,
a committee recommended the removal of Lawford’s
Gate, and the purchase and destruction of tliree
adjoining houses, by which ¢ a very convenicut passage
would be there opened for persons, horses and carriages.”
Tlie chamber ordered the work to be executed forthwith.
The two ancient statues ornamenting the gate were
secured by Mr. Reeve, who placed them on the outside
of the entrance arch to ‘ Black Castle.””

It is interesting to recall the fact that these four figures
were given back to the city by Mr. Clayfield-Ireland in the
year 18¢g8, and are now in the Architectural Court.!?

So far we thus sec that Bristol Castle was destroyed by
the end of 1655, that a new gateway at the bottom of
Castle Street guarding the ditch was erected in 16359, and
afterwards demolished in 1766. .

We will now see what the old guide writers and others
have to say. Shiercliffe, who issued the first Bristol guide
in 1789, a remarkably interesting volume for the time—
only twenty-three years after the fortress was demolished,
states in referring to Arno’s Vale, near Bristol, that :—

“ Here is erected the old gate which formrely was
the entrance into Bristol Castle from the Old Market, in
which are placed, in niches, two ancient images. These
images, before their removal hither, stood on thz outside
of Lawford’s Gate, which was taken down in 1767 "
(really 17609).

The three later editions of Shiercliffe, 1793, 18035 and 1809
repeat the statement.

! These are described by R. Hall Warren, F.S.A., in Pro-. Clifton
Anig. Club, vol. vi. p. 251,
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The series of guides by the Matthews family overlapped
Shiercliffe’s. The first, issued in 1704, was written by the
Rev. George Heath, and contained this paragraph:—

““ After the demolition of the Castle, two gates were
built for the inclosure of its Precincts, Castle Gate and
Queen’s Gate, . . . . When the Castle Gate was taken
away and its materials were erected on a smaller scale
at a gentleman’s scat near the road to Brislington.”

The six later editions of 1797 to 1828 arc practically
identical, as far as this subject is concerned.

The two following guide writers, Edwards and Sheppard,
in all their editions simply copy Heath’s description.

The Rev. John Evans, in his four editions of Guides
and Pictures of the City, 1814-28, follows the same
description.

Now 1 should like to quote from the first History of
Bristol, written by William Barrett, published in 178g, and
this is what we find under the date 1766 :—

‘“Castle Gate taken down and removed by Mr.
William Receve, Merchant, to his scat at Brislington.”

The Rev. Samuel Seyer, in his Memoirs of DBristol,
published 1821, refers to the subject in the most casual way.
He says :— ’

“ When this gatchouse (Newgate) was taken down in
17006, instead of being placed in some other conspicuous
sitnation within the city, these statues were given to
Mr. Reeves, who set them up on the gateway of his
stables which he was building at Arno’s Vale in the
parish of Brislington, where they are still (1822) to be
seen.”

It is necessary now to review these extracts from city
documents and other sources.

(1) The great Castle of Bristol was doomed after the
conclusion of the sicges, when the Corporation was ordered to
destroy it.  We know this was carried out by the end of
1635.
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Latimer carefully records this, and Barrett makes the
clearest statement in these words :—

“ After Oliver Cromwell was proclaimed protector,
orders were given for demolishing the fortifications of
the Castle of Bristol, which was began the 3rd of January,
1655, to be dismantled ; and in 1656 a new road was
made into the county of Gloucester through the said
castle; a gate was erected 1659 called castle gate (in
1766 removed), before this the common road was through
Newgate into the county of Gloucester.

‘ Since the demolition of the castle two handsome.
streets have been built on its site, Castle-Street and
Castle Green ; on the castle orchard without the sally-
port have risen other streets, Queen-Street, etc. And
Cromwell’s levelling orders have been so well executed
that few traces of this venerable structure are now to be
seen, which has made such distinguished figure in history,
and been the subject of so much contention.”

(2) Four years later, in 1659, after the new thoroughfare
had been cut through the castle site, the Corporation erected
a gate at the foot of Castle Street, as well as one in Queen
Street.

(3) These portals protected the Castle district for about a
century, when the corporation took them down—Queen’s
Gate in 1762 and Castle Gate in 1766.

(4) About that time lived one William Reeve, an
individual of some wealth, who was building at Brislington.
He appears to have obtained the stonework of the Castle
Street Gate in 1766, and removed it to his seat at Brislington.

It is perfectly clear to me that all the writers who referred
to the “ Castle Gate " really meant the gate erected at the
bottom of Castle Street in 1659, demolished 1766.

That actual spot was known as the “ Castle,” and Millerd
in both his plans, the small one of 1671 and the great finished
plan of 1673, marks the entrance there as the ““ CASTLE GATE.”
What can be clearer ?
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But herein lies the absurd statements and the negligent
writing of recent years.

The gateway at Arno’s Castle has been called both
Newgate and Lawf{ord’s Gate, often enough, doubtless, because
the figures from these gates had been secured by Mr. Reeve
to ornament the entrance to his stables.

There is absolutely no evidence that the gateways even
went to Brislington.

We find from this recent Guide fto Arno’s Castle, issued
for trade purposes, to which I have referred, that the compiler
has dubbed the entrance gateway the “ Gate of Bristol
Castle,” which is an absolute absurdity.

He further says:—

“ Barrett, the first of the many historians of Bristol,
explicitly states that in 1766 ¢ Castle Gate was taken
down and removed by Mr. William Reeve to his seat at
Brislington.””

And again:—

“ Latimer, the greatest authority on Bristol history,
tacitly confirms this, for in his annotated copy.of
Barrett’s History he passes by the statement un-
challenged.”  (See page 9 of Guide, lines 3 to g.)

Why, I venture to think that the compiler of this Guide
would be eternally offended if 1 even suggested that he did
not know what Barrett and Latimer had written on the
subject of the destruction of the castle and the Brislington
gateway.

He knows that the castle was destroyed by 1653, and he
must have known that when Barrett spolke of the Castle Gate
that that historian meant the gate at the foot of Castle Street
to which I referred just now. Who could construe the
facts otherwise ?

1t is not right to foist upon Latimer the responsibility of
such an astounding statement. .

Tacit confirmation indeed! 1 am compelled to add that
Jolin Latimer has over and over again written to the local
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papers protesting against statements made in the Press that
the gateway was an old structure, and those who appear to
take an interest in such matters and read the newspapers
must know this.

Personally I have never myself been able to accept the
absurd theory of age, and always looked upon the gateway as
composite work. In this opinion most of our architectural
members agree.

And to further summarise the facts, let me remind you of
two things, that assuming Reeve did obtain the stonework
of the gateway at the foot of Castle Street, you will have
observed from the facts I have narrated and the dates I have
given that he must have kept this at Brislington for fully
three years without any knowledge of the intended demolition
of Lawford’s Gate, which was not ordered down until 1769 .
(three years later), and which probably did not take place
. immediately.

It is therefore evident that the gateway was spacially
designed and erected to receive the four statues, two from
Newgate and two from Lawford’s Gate, any time after the
year 1769, for which he may possibly have utilised some of
the old material.

Finally, I should like to say that my friend Mr. Harold
Brakspear, F.S.A., whose knowledge of medi®val architecture
is unequalled, has made an examination of the gateway.
He had no hesitation in declaring it to be principally of
eighteenth-century design, and of very light construction.
He says he is convinced that it is of mixed work, and that its
erection was not earlier than late eighteenth century, though
there are some traces of earlier tooling. The city arms on
the inner side are probably of seventeenth-century carving.

As it stands at present, its size would not have conformed
to the requirements of a city gate, and it certainly was no
part of the gate of Bristol Castle.

It is our duty as a Society to draw attention to these
inaccuracies, these myths, and to demand their suppression.
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I now want to say something about the pile of modern
buildings in Denmark Street, acquired by a firm of printers
after the Red Maids’ School was removed to new quarters at
Westbury-on-Trym.

In the newspapers of April last we were informed of the
opening of the business there, and that the building had been
re-named with the new title of “ THE Gaunts’ House.”

Some letters of protest followed this statement, one
naturally coming from the pen of Mr. Russell Harvey ; but
as the ancient name of *“ The Gaunts’ House ” upon a modern
brass plate is now to be seen affixed to the nineteenth-century
building, it is certainly our duty, as members of this Society,
to question the accuracy of this action.

We in Bristol have lad much experience of  historic
. myths,” probably more than many other places, but with the
education of the present day, and the existence of a
University in our midst, it is really inconceivable that such
a miis-statement as the one I have pointed out could come into
operation even for advertising purposes.

In the first place, let me remind you that this structure
in Denmark Street was built for a specific educational purpose
as late as 1843, for lousing the charity known as the Red
Maids’ School.  When that schiool was transferred to its new
home, in the autumn of 1911, the pile of buildings became
void, nameless. How then can these modern debased Tudor
buildings be suddenly created into a medieval house at the
whim of twentieth-century folk ? Surely we are entitled to

““ historical accuracy ” in this matter.

Now the managing director of the printing house replied
to Mr. Russell Harvey's letter, and T think it may be well to
examine that contribution carefully and see firstly if there is
any ground for the claini he puts forth. 1 accept his
challenge and will adopt his text for my theme.

To begin with, he quotes from Barker's History of St.
Mark’s or the Lord Mayor’s Chapel, and as lie praises the

author for ** much careful research,” I presume he made the
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necessary study of that volume in order to pﬁblish his review
of it.

The first paragraph in his letter reads as follows :—

“ Like the Boys’ School it (the Red Maids’ School)
has occupied three different buildings, but, unlike it,
the third still stands on the site of Gaunts’ Estate.”

The second paragraph tells us that—

““The Red Maids continued in the occupation of the
premises described until the year 1840, when the present
extensive school premises, with a fine Elizabethan
frontage to Denmark Street, and still on the site of the
old Gaunts’ Hospital and on the same spot as the
previous school, were erected.”

The date given by Barker is hardly correct, but that does
not matter. It should be 1842.

The third extract, which is of the utmost importance to
the writer of the letter, was as follows :—

“ Further, a provision of the will of Alderman John
Whitson, the founder of the Red Maids’ School, stated
that the accommodation should be provided ‘either in
some convenient room in the new mansion liouse of the
Gaunts or Hospital of Queen Elizabeth, or in such other
necessary place.””’

Upon this he, the managing director of the printing
liouse, makes a definite statement :—

‘““ The history of the school shows that the mansion
house was adopted by the trustees.”

These are remarkable extracts to quote from the said
Hisfory, but from what source Barker got his information
wve are left to conjecture.

““On the site of the Gaunts’ Estate,”

‘“ Still on the site of the old Gaunts’ Hospital,”

are statements made within two pages of each other.

Now shall we consider the third paragraph for a moment.
The extract quoted was taken from Whitson’s will, from
which we see that he (Whitson) knew that Queen Elizabeth’s
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Hospital was carrying on its work in the house of the
Gaunts’.

If the writer of the letter (the managing director of the
printing house) who praised the Hisfory of St. Mark’s, had
quoted to the readers of the newspapers Barker’'s statement
respecting -Queen  Elizabeth’s Hospital, the conflicting
statemerits of that author would have been delightfully
exhilarating, but that pleasure now falls to me.

On page 7o Barker writes thus :—

“ The founding of Queen Elizabeth’s Hospital in one
of the buildings of the old Gaunts’ Hospital represents
another and more agrecable aspect of the times.”

And on page 71 we find this statement :—

“ At first the school was located in the ‘ Mansion
House’ of the Gaunts, a building adjacent to the
Chapel.”

Latimer in his dunnals, in referring to this foundation,.
says :— '

“ The Corporation next resolved on granting to the
school, in perpetuity, the mansion of the suppressed
monastery of the Gaunts and the adjacent orchard.
The school was opened in the summer of 1590, when
twelve boys were admitted 7

and Sampson, in his History of Queen Elizabetl’s Hospital :—

““ The premises used for the school were the mansion
house and orchard of the dissolved Hospital of the
Gaunts, the’ property of the Corporation, leased for
twenty-one years at the quit-rent of f£1 6s. 8d. per
annum.”

Apart from these extracts, the managing director of the
printing house might have examined the plans (Nos. 1 and 3)
inserted by Barker, which clearly marked the site of Quecn
Elizabeth’s Hospital as on the north side of the chapel.

Are not these statements clear proof that the mansion
housc of the Gaunts was the actual hoine of Queen LElizabeth’s
Hospital, which surcly all of us know was afterwards the
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‘Grammar School, and now is the site of the Merchant
Venturers’ School ?

But reverting again to the Red Maids’ School, I should
now like to deal with the two first paragraphs of the news-
paper letter together, and quote Mr. Sampson, who knew
more of the history of that school than anyone. In speaking
of the early days of the school, founded by the executors of
Whitson’s will in 1634, he says :—

‘‘ The house referred to was situated near the Gaunts
in College Green.”—Sampson’s Red Maids’ School, p. 26.

And in a declaration made by Mrs. Whitson’s executors
in 1655, we find that—

““In the lifetime of the said Exor: did fit and provide
an house and placed and maintained therein two poor

" maids. Now it is concluded by and between the Mayor

and Aldermen of the said city and the Feoffees of the
said Mr. Whitson that inasmuch as since the death of
the said Executrix lately deceased forty poor maids are
by the tenor of the said Mr. Whitson’s will to be placed
in and provided for in an hospital the Feoffees of the said
Mr, Whitson are to build another house near the house
built by the Mayor etc near the Gaunts in the College
Green, Bristol.”

May I now remind you that the last and third building
of the Red Maids’ School, to which I referred in the first-
instance, was erected between March, 1842, and August, 1843,
upon the site of the early house.

There is not, however, as I think I have proved, a single
entry to be found in any of the local records in proof of the
statement made by Barker that the Red Maids’ School stands
on the site of the Gaunts’ Estate, and I think I have made it
clear that Barker’s quotations are wholly contradictory.

The land attached to the hospital doubtless was con-
siderable, and besides fronting College Green at the upper
part of Unity Street adjoining the church, must have ex-
tended as far as Pipe Lane (where there are some relics let
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into the corner house, belicved to have come from the old
foundation), and probably joined the gardens of the
Carmelites.

There is no definite evidence that Gaunts’ land extended
on the south-east side towards the harbour, though it is
quite probable.

And as if it was necessary to be extravagantly incorrect
in order to gain a point, listen to the sixth paragraph of the
letter :—

‘A line drawn in continuation of the south wall of
the church towards Denmark Street would cut off a
considerable portion of the school, and if the existing
plans, admittedly conjectural, are even approximately
accurate, the Red Maids” School must occupy a portion
of the site of the Hospital of the Gaunts.”

Though this slicing off the plan for personal convenience
does not affect the real issue, may I show you the picture. It
is so delightful to realise the facts in this way, and I fancy the
plans of Rocque (1742), Ashmead (1829) and the present
“ Ordnance plan ” will convince you. (See composite plan. ?)

This is a case where we might have been greatly helped
by other old plans from the original deeds, but none showing
the whole of the Gaunts’ Estate are in possession of the city,
neither have the Charity Trustees any connected with Queen
Ilizabeth’s Hospital or the Red Maids. The fact is, as the
Rev. C. S. Taylor says, “The deeds would have lost all
their value by the ‘surrender,” and the Corporation title
would prevail,” hence they have undoubtedly long since been
destroyed.

Millerd’s large plan of 1673, however, is interesting, as it
clearly shows the entrance to and site of Queen Elizabeth’s
Hospital, and also indicates where the 1656 Hospital of the
Red Maids may have stood.

It is of course possible that the Red Maids’ School may

1 We are greatly indebted to our member Mr. S. Loxton for this
work.
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have occupied Gaunts’ land, but had that been the case one
could have imagined that reference would have been made
to this fact in some of the numerous documents in the custody
of the Trustees. Whether that be so or no is not the case in
point, for it is as clear as the * sun at noonday "’ that the only
people who can claim the site of “ The Gaunts’ House ’ are
the Merchant Venturers, whose school stands on the ground
formerly occupied by Queen Elizabeth’s Hospltal and after-
wards by the Grammar School.

Incorporated in the business premises of Messrs. John
Harvey & Sons Ltd., whose family has been in possession of
those buildings since 1796, is the ‘“ master’s house "’ of the
Hospital of the Gaunts, where quite recently a small window
was discovered, which T am glad to say has been opened up.

Finally, I contend that the right to name the recently-
vacated Red Maids’ School ““ The Gaunts’ House ” is
groundless and incorrect.

It is to be regretted that the very charming business
pamphlet should contain inaccuracies that have doubtless
been circulated far and wide, for its artistic merits are
excellent. I was favoured with a copy by the managing
director, and value its possession as such, but naturally its
merit has disappeared because the facts are wholly misleading.

To credit themselves with the original site of the mansion
-of the Gaunts, and to date the house on the cover as 12z0—
1912, has no foundation.

Neither is it correct to imply ““ an unique blend of classic
antiquity and strenuous modernity '’ under the circumstances.

Mr. Russell Harvey rightly called attention to the error
of the printing company in April last, in contesting their
-claim to the site of the Gaunts. Another contributor to the
column of the daily paper did the same thing, but nothing
apparently has been done. '

This is my reason for bringing the matter forward, so
that the members of this Society, and others besides, may
know the real facts.



BRISTOL ARCHEOLOGICAL NOTES FOR IQIZ2. 129

The owners of the recently-vacated Red Maids’ School
may call their building, I presume, by almost any name they
choose, but they cannot, with any regard to historic accuracy,
<laim to use the title of “ THE GauNTS’ HOUSE, as this right
belongs to the Society of Merchant Venturers.

The present owners of the modern building of the old
Red Maids’ School are certainly under a responsibility to the
city of Bristol to rectify this matter, and they should loyally
do so.

As to the Archzological Court at the Museum, it is to be
regretted that no progress has been made during the past
year in the better exhibition of the larger antiquities of
Bristol, now housed in the basement there.

The three or four notices exhibited in the hall of the Art
Gallery and the Museum indicate that * Visitors wishing to
inspect the Architectural Room may do so on application.”

This is really an invitation to the ‘“ apartment in the
basement,” which is electrically lighted by the authorities,
but unfortunately it does not satisfy the many students of .
archxology and architecture who come to this city for
training. They naturally expect to find in a city of the
importance of Bristol ancient examples of domestic work to
help them in their studies, artistically set up for their examin-
ation and measurement, in some degree as they will be found
at South Kensington. A number of students have made use
of our specimens, but the conditions for study are not very
helpful. The light is bad, and there are no appliances. I will
say nothing as to the state of the apartment or the correctness
of labelling.

There are rumours that the interesting collections of
Romano-British relics are to be scientifically arranged at last.
This will be very welcome to students of that period, who have
been unable hitherto to find out what the city really possessed.

Is it too much to hope that the local English antiquities
will be taken in hand next ? ’

I0
Vor. XXXVI.





