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Jennii'cr llillrun, December 19713. 

Eieht Gwnples were examined; nIl were from the foundntionG 

of the medieval bridee except 39, which cwne from [l nearby "wir 

ond which WBS thought mieht be of similar nee to the bridee. 

Documentary evidence pl"ced the date of the timbers at c. A.D. 1200 

- 1215. 

The samp.les were prepared exactly as thoroe from Trichay 

Street (Hillom, thic vOlume). SAveral were found to be useless for 

tree-rine work since the:0n1Y had 20 - 40 rings l Table 1). 39 was 

unfortunately one of these so 
c, 

contempor;..uxi T,Y the weir that the 

Dnd the bridge could not be proved or dioproved. 

The three [·;runplcs I'd th more than 50 rin£:.;s wern 34 

(measured by Nrs R. 1"lorGan), 41, a narro\·/-ringed sensitive timber 

ideally ~uited for dendrochronoloCY, and ~2, a wide-ringed piece of 

wood '",i th complacent rin(;s. l~o croE>smatchinL; was found betH2en 

these timbe2's, Guceeotinc that they were not of the snrne date. 

Further comparioolls wit}l the dlLted chronolocies froln Trichuy stre~t 

(this vO].U1ne, p.OO), Dublin (llllillie, 1977) and London (Fletcher, 

19T{; Ref 6) Gave cji,;':ificnnt results for 34 and ~1 but not for 

the complacent 42. ~~he t-values Ere Given in Table 2; they siCni fy 

(witll0Ut dOllbt, since they were checked visually) thut timber 34 

covel's the years A.D. 1039 - 1127 whilst 41 belonGs to the period 

799 - 941. Neither s~mple had Rny sapwood preserved so that a 

terminus poct quem only could be civen in each cuse by adding the 

eotimated nttlnber of sapwood yaRra to the date of the outer rinG. 

ThUf3, 
q 

and 973±. ~or la Ler for 34 and ~1 the felling dates were 1159±.9 

ref3pectivf?1;:,' 6 

'l'heoe do not corr'''';pond with the expected d",te. Even 

nl]_owinC for more than 3?±.9 oflpwood rinGC:;, whi ch HOU Ld be 



-2-

exceptionul (see Trichny report, p.OO), the trees could not have 
, 

been felled in the early 13th century; nor could seasoning account 
for building purpOGes 

for the discrepancy since timber,(wns not seasoned in medieval times 

(Hollstein, 1965). The most probable explanation is that the wood 

was re-used. pOGsibly the timbers were part of an earlier bridee (or 

bridges) Gince it is unlikely that the 13th century bridge was the 

first to crOBS the ],;xe at that point. 34 and 41 are the two 

largest samples (Table 1): it may be that pcny subBtantial timbers 

were re-used from the previouG bridge whilst the smaller material 

was freshly cut from the surrounding area. 
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S~pwood Ycaro Sketch Dimenoiono 
sp.anned ( em) 

+ A.D.1039-1127 ~ 43 45 34 89 x 
-::1 , 

*36 29 ~~ 9-11 x 1 1 
/Of 

* 37 31 ~ 7-8 x 12 

*38 23 ~ 7-10 x 13 

* 39 42 17 • 9 x 10 

* 26 11 ~ 10 12 40 ' , x 

\ 
" 

41 143 A.D. 799-941 ~i/2l 4-6 x 20 
I i\~-

! 
42 67 ? 14-15 x 18 

Table 1: details of Exe lJrielee samples. + - oample measured by t4rs 

R. Horgan; .. - samples rejected because of insufficient number of 

rinGs. 

ExetC!r Dublin London 

34 3.07 3.10 

41 

Table 2: examples of' the t-vnlues, by which Gamples 34 and 41 were 

duted, 


