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Introduction
Archaeological investigation was carried out by 
Compass Archaeology between June 2001 and 
February 2002 on land at 137-141 High Street 
North, East Ham, London Borough of Newham. 
This work was required as part of the planning 
process before the construction of a new 
Kentucky Fried Chicken restaurant, and included 
both field evaluation and watching briefs during 
soil investigation and development groundworks.1 
The investigation was commissioned by Auriga 
Group Holdings Limited and has been recorded 
under the site code HEE01.
The site fronted onto the west side of High Street 
North, and was bounded to the south by Ron 
Leighton Way (Fig. 1; centre TQ 42377 84021). 
The plot itself was roughly rectangular in plan, 
with dimensions of c. 30m east-west by 15m 
north-south. Before redevelopment the land was 
open and had been used as a car park.

Location and archaeological 
background
The site is located on level ground at just over 
8.0m OD, some 1.25km to the west of the River 
Roding. The British Geological Survey3 indicates 
a natural ground surface of Taplow Terrace, 
described as gravel, sandy and clayey, over 
London Clay. The conclusion was supported by 
the preliminary soil investigation, which revealed 
sandy/silty clay with fine gravel over more 
homogeneous gravelly sand. London Clay was 
recorded at a depth of over 6m.
Historically, the site lies on the northern edge of 
East Ham, and on the road between this and the 
adjacent hamlet of North End. Both settlements 
would have formed small farming communities 
overlooking the Roding valley, and are shown in 
this form on Rocque’s map of 1746.4 This survey 
also indicates several buildings in the vicinity of 
the site, although most of the land is open.
Significant development of the site dates from the 
later 19th century. Bacon’s Atlas of 18885 shows 
a building facing onto High Street North, with 
further buildings along the line of the present Ron 
Leighton Way. By 1903 both sides of High Street 
North were heavily built up.

Summary of the archaeological 
investigation
The preliminary watching brief produced 
evidence for early post-medieval activity, in the 
form of slipped redware pottery dated to c. 1480-
1550. This was found in a test pit midway along 
the northern boundary (Fig. 2), and may mark the 
position of a pit dug to the rear of one of the early 
properties on High Street North.
Based on these results, further work was agreed, 
and a single evaluation trench opened within the 
proposed redevelopment footprint measuring 20m 
by 2m in plan (Fig. 2). Following machine 
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Fig. 1: site location and area of trench2
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clearance, potentially significant deposits and 
features were investigated and recorded as 
separate contexts [1] to [18].
The eastern end of the trench contained a back-
filled 19th-century cellar, and elsewhere soil 
horizons were truncated by recent activity more 
or less to the level of a reworked silty sand 
subsoil [contexts 6 and 7]. This latter deposit 
overlay a natural sandy silt/clay or brickearth [11] 
at a depth of c. 0.95m below present ground 
surface. There were two exceptions to this 
sequence, in the form of pits that had apparently 
been truncated by the subsoil formation (Fig. 3). 
The first of them [9] had no dating evidence, but 

the second [2] was a much more significant 
feature and contained quantities of Early Iron Age 
pottery.
A subsequent watching brief during development 
groundworks revealed the continuation and 
approximate extent of the Iron Age pit, but did 
not expose any significant features. Previous 
development  had heavily disturbed the eastern 
end and much of the southern part of the site.

The Early Iron Age pit
The earliest feature exposed during the 
investigation was the pit [2]. This cut the natural 
brickearth [11] in the south-west corner of the 
evaluation trench, and contained three separate 
but similar fills [contexts 3, 4 and 5]. All three 
fills (particularly [4]) produced pottery dating 
from the 8th to 5th centuries BC. Collectively this 
represents a significant Early Iron Age 
assemblage and it is discussed in detail  below.

Fig. 2: location of the main areas of investigation in 
relation to the site outline

Fig. 3: plan showing the principal features recorded 
in the investigation

Fig. 4: general view of the evaluation trench 
looking towards High Street North
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conjoining sherds from at least thirteen individual 
vessels present, both jars and bowls.
The bowls are carinated, tripartite types, mostly 
with angular profiles and short, flaring rims; 
forms typical of the Early Iron Age (Fig. 8, nos. 
1-5). They have been manufactured in a flint-
tempered fabric, predominantly quite fine in 
appearance and with smooth and burnished 
surfaces.
One, possibly two, of the bowls have red-
coloured or haematite coatings on the external 
surfaces and are well burnished to give a polished 
finish. The use of red finishes is widespread 
across central southern England from the Late 
Bronze Age/Early Iron Age periods; in Essex, 
Drury has dated this feature to the 6th century 
BC.6 One of the red-coloured bowls (no. 1) has 
areas of lamination and possible spalling on the 
surface, and there are cracks along what appear to 
be the original coil junctions, suggesting there 
were problems with the vessel’s manufacture. 
The discoloured areas on this vessel suggest it 
was exposed to heat whilst in use, which may 

Although not fully exposed in excavation, the pit 
[2] measured at least 1.1m by 1.2m in plan, and 
was quite steeply cut to a depth of 0.55m. The 
upper fill [3] was overlaid and truncated by the 
reworked subsoil [6], but it is reasonable to 
assume that the pit was originally cut from a land 
surface at least equivalent to the top of [6] and 
was therefore over 0.8m deep.

The prehistoric pottery
The single pit contained an interesting 
assemblage of Early Iron Age vessels, with 

Fig. 5: plan of Early Iron Age pit [2]

Fig. 6: view of pit [2] after excavation within the 
evaluation trench, looking south-west

Fig. 7: section through pit [2] and overlying 
deposits on the south side of the evaluation trench
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have exacerbated these problems and led to its 
discard.
The second red-coloured bowl has an omphalos 
base (not shown), and a second example was 
recovered (no. 4), both in finely flint-tempered 
fabrics. This base type occurs, if only rarely, in 
the Late Bronze Age assemblage at Runnymede 
Bridge7 and in Iron Age assemblages such as 
Cunliffe’s Long Wittenham-Allen’s Pit group and 
Darmsden-Linton group.8 The bowl with multiple 
grooved lines on the shoulder (no. 5) can also be 
related to the Darmsden-Linton style.
The jars are more fragmentary but are all coarse 
ware types, with unfinished surfaces. They have a 
coarser flint fabric, and one example has a dense 
layer of flint-grits on the underside of the base. 
This feature is common in Late Bronze Age 
(10th-8th centuries cal BC) and Late Bronze Age 

to Early Iron Age transitional assemblages (8th-
6th centuries cal BC). A handful of coarse-ware 
sherds was in a vesicular fabric, with voids where 
the original inclusions, in this case shell, have 
been leached out. These sherds also have a flint-
gritted underside. The Early Iron Age assemblage 
from North Shoebury, Essex, has predominantly 
shell-tempered fabrics, while elsewhere in 
London the occurrence of shelly fabrics is 
generally dated from the Late Bronze Age/Early 
Iron Age periods onwards.9

The number of bowls from this pit must be 
commented upon, although with some caution 
due to the overall small size of the assemblage. 
Of the thirteen identified vessels, eight are bowls, 
occurring in a variety of sizes, but all fine ware 
types. The five jars are represented by more 
fragmentary pieces, with no surviving rim or 

Fig. 8: Early Iron bowls from pit [2]
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shoulder sherds to illustrate. This differential in 
survival will undoubtedly effect identification, as 
the jars have been grouped into vessels on the 
basis of fabric, colour and texture, without the aid 
of domestic sherds, whereas for almost all the 
bowls some key sherds survived. Even if the ratio 
is a true reflection, the significance of this is 
unclear. Barrett has related the introduction and 
development of bowls in the Late Bronze Age to 
an increase in feasting and drinking, and clearly 
the pit assemblage discussed here, with both fine 
and coarse ware vessels of varying sizes, would 
serve a range of functions. However, there is no 
evidence to suggest that the assemblage was 
placed or deposited in a structured way, and no 
other evidence recovered from the pit to aid 
interpretation of the assemblage. The presence of 
the pit assemblage, although from an isolated 
feature, suggests that further activity in the 
vicinity is likely.
Whilst there is no comparative material from the 
immediate vicinity, there is Late Bronze Age 
material from Fort Street, Silvertown, West Ham 
and features of Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age 
date at Stratford Market Depot; a bronze axe is 
recorded on the GLSMR from East Ham.10 There 
is also a handful of comparable assemblages from 
further afield, including Hunts Hill Farm, 
Upminster, and Warren Farm, Romford, where 
flint-tempered tripartite vessels occur in the 
Darmsden-Linton style, which is also typical of 
assemblages from Essex, such as those from 
Rook Hall Farm and Lofts Farm.11

Other features and deposits
The probable pit [9] (Fig. 2) may be of early date, 
although the fill did not produce any finds and 
was truncated by a reworked subsoil [7].
The subsoil horizons [6 and 7] formed parts of a 
layer which extended throughout the site, except 
where removed by post-medieval activity. 
However, there was little evidence for an 
overlying soil profile, and only two pieces of 
pottery were recovered, a leached shell-tempered 
sherd of possible Late Iron Age or early medieval 
date, and a post-medieval red-ware sherd dated to 
c. 1480-1600.

Towarsds the eastern end of the evaluation trench 
the subsoil was cut by an apparently linear feature 
[10], at least 3.0m long and 0.6m deep. This 
produced two sherds of post-medieval fine red 
ware dated to c. 1580-1700.

Conclusions
The archaeological investigation revealed one 
significant feature, in the form of a pit cut into the 
natural brickearth. The fill contained a substantial 
assemblage of Early Iron Age pottery, 161 sherds 
representing a minimum of thirteen vessels. 
Despite the absence of other contemporary 
remains, some form of occupation in the vicinity 
of the site is clearly indicated. This is suggested 
not only by the pit and quantity of finds, but also 
by the number of sherds forming single vessels 
and by the presence of probable cooking soot and 
burns.
Elsewhere, investigations revealed a 
straightforward sequence of natural brickearth 
overlaid by reworked subsoil, which was 
truncated by late-19th-century and later 
development. There was some evidence for early 
post-medieval occupation onto High Street North, 
with pottery and cut features dated to c. 1480-
1700.
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Books
The London Surveys of Ralph Treswell
John Schofield (ed.)
London Topographical Society Publication no. 
135, 1987 (new in paperback)
164 pages, 11 colour plates, 57 figures, 
bibliography, index. £16; £20.10 by post from 
London Topographical Society, Flat 13, 13 
Tavistock Place, London WC1H 9SH
This volume first appeared in hardback in 1987, 
and was reviewed in LA by Peter Leach in 1988 
(vol. 5, no. 14, 388). Now, some 15 years later, it 
has appeared in paperback, and it demonstrates 
the timelessness of a good book. Treswell’s 
known surveys were undertaken from 1580 to 
1614, with those in London being undertaken in 
the latter half of the period. His drawing, both in 
black-and-white as well as colour, cover a 
number of sites scattered across the City of 
London, as well as a few outside the city walls.
I commend Leach’s review to today’s subscribers 
as an example of an article in its own right, giving 
as it does a short account of Treswell’s career 
and a clear discussion of the contents of the 
volume. His one negative comment bears 
repeating here: ‘How were all these plans 
surveyed and drawn? … as all of us who have to 
survey buildings of many small irregular rooms 

know, it isn’t easy, and some thoughts on this 
would have been welcome.’ It is a shame that 
Schofield did not address this point in this edition, 
but it is, as Leach says, ‘a small omission’.
Fiona Haughey

Discovering London Statues and Monuments
Margaret Baker
Shire Publications, 2002
224 pages, fully illustrated in black and white and 
colour, bibliography, index. £10.99 paperback.
It is difficult, if not impossible, for anyone to walk 
around London and fail to encounter a statue or a 
monument. In central London in particular there is 
hardly a single street or square without either one 
or the other.
Before embarking on a tour of over six hundred of 
them, the author starts with a brief introduction, 
explaining the changes that have been made 
from the fourth to fifth editions of a publication 
that started life in 1968. She outlines future 
developments, and expresses dissatisfaction that 
the empty plinth in Trafalgar Square remains “a 
problem unresolved”. The reader is then guided 
through twenty-five chapters, each of which 
describes the statues and monuments in a 
specific part of London. The coverage starts with 


