Conservation Plan

for the
Great Western Steamship Company Dockyard

and
the ss Great Britain

January 1999
Reviewed & revised March 2007

Volume 1 of 2

Volume 1 prepared by
Keystone
in collaboration with
the S§ Great Britain Project









































































































































































[42] The light standard
on the north side of the
dock.

[43) The post World War I garage block at right angles to the towpath.
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3.5 - Boundaries

The boundaries of the site consist of outer boundaries fo the west portion of the GWSSC site, and
an inner boundary dating from c.1903 when the site was divided by the Corporation.

The GWSSC dockyard would have needed
physical boundaries for security, as well as for
privacy. The machinery in the factory was
extremely valuable. The construction of the
Grear Britain excited curiosity and although
numerous people did visit the site during
construction, the company was clearly not
keen for all its changes of plan 1o be on public
display: ‘The Directors take good care that the
public shall be kept in ignorance of their
proceedings as much as possible; for they will
not allow anyone to inspect the vessel and
their works at Bristol, without an order signed
by two Directors, and a contribution of 55
towards the sick fund of the workmen.
Whoever heard of such a demand?’ (The Civil
Engineer and Architects Journal, vol 6, April
1843).

The important side of the site for access was,
of course, the Floating Harbour with goods,
iron and machinery arriving by water. The
location of the dock office, overlooking the
harbour with its ‘back’ to the site, is good
evidence of this. The labourers and mechanics
could have used the towpath to get on and off
site. After 1876 the harbour railway must
have proved useful for goods arriving by train
and the importance of Gas Ferry Road as a
route to the site can only really have
developed in the 19205 and later as water
transport gave way to road.

Masonry Wall: the south boundary

The tithe map, surveyed in 1841, indicates that
the whole site had a physical boundary. The
dockyard was demarcated from the towpath on
the Floating Harbour side and there were
buildings built against or forming its
boundaries on the north & south sides.

The south boundary wall of the west portion
of the site, dividing the yard from the Albion,
is a rubble masonry wall with extensive
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evidence of patching, amendment and, in
places, apparent fire damage, perhaps from the
1940/41 bombing. The boundary has a
neticeable kink in it, roughly level with

- (though quite unconnected to) the kink in the

dock. While the ground levels on either side of
the west section of the wall are similar, the
ground rises sharply south of the boundary
behind the malthouse and here the boundary
wall doubles as a retaining wall. This change
in ground level is shown on Jessop’s 1802
design for improving the harbour at Bristol
(BRO 11168(59)) and predates the
construction of the adjacent malthouse, built
in 1895. Unfortunately, the existence of
buildings on the far side of the wall makes it
impossible to inspect throughout on both
sides.

There was a masonry wall round the Albion
dockyard by c.1848.1 | The date of the
surviving wall, east of the kink, is probably
pre 1848 and contemporary with the GWSSC,
although it might have been built by the
Albion. West of the kink the wall can be no
earlier than 1872 and is probably of that date,
when a boundary change with the Albion'is
shown on a plan [44]. This change gave the
Albion more space round the east side of their
dock. As shown on the plan, the new
boundary cut through two existing buildings,
one on the Albien side and one on the Great
Western Dockyard side.

Projecting at right angles off the boundary
wall, east of the kink, is an unexpected
survival. A section of walling, partly Pennant
rubble, partly brick, includes a blocked
segmental-headed archway [43]. The neat
ashlar arch with keystone partly missing on
the north side is held in place with a bolt. The
design of the arch could be of the 1840s.
Archaeological recording of the walling
{including evidence in the boundary wall),
allied to careful interpretation would probably
sort out this





