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1 ABSTRACT 

1.1 This report details the results and working methods of an archaeological watching 
brief and associated excavations that took place at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, 
London SW6, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham between 29th May 2009 
and 16th June 2009. 

1.2 The archaeological investigation was commissioned by the London Borough of 
Hammersmith and Fulham, and designed by Gifford (archaeological consultant) to 
inform a study into the feasibility of a partial restoration of Fulham Palace moat. 

1.3 The aims of this research were to:  

• Investigate the archaeological sequence adjacent to Gothick Lodge; 
• Establish the nature and condition of the banks and lining of the moat; 
• Record the historic profile of the moat; 
• Examine and record the nature, depth and extent of the moat fills; 
• Investigate and record the sluice gate mechanism. 

 

1.4 Addressing the research aims relating to the Gothick Lodge and the moat involved the 
excavation of three targeted archaeological trenches and the archaeological recording 
of twenty-six geotechnical auger core samples (window samples). These window 
samples were arranged in seven transects located at intervals along the infilled moat.  
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2 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 An archaeological watching brief and associated excavations were undertaken by Pre-
Construct Archaeology at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, London SW6, London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham between 29th May 2009 and 16th June 2009 
(Figure 1). 

2.2 The archaeological investigations were commissioned by the London Borough of 
Hammersmith and Fulham as part of the Bishops Park and Fulham Palace grounds 
Restoration and Revival project, and were designed by Gifford (archaeological 
consultants) and Morton Partnership (engineers). At Fulham Palace archaeological 
work was undertaken in conjunction with geotechnical examination of the north-west 
wall of Gothick Lodge to diagnose the causes of settlement that had been observed 
and a study into the feasibility of partial restoration of the moat and its sluice. The 
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham funded the archaeological 
investigations with assistance from the Heritage Lottery Fund and the Big Lottery. 

2.3 The work within the Fulham Palace moated site (Scheduled Monument no. 134) 
involved the excavation of three archaeological trenches (Trenches 98-100) and the 
archaeological recording of twenty-six geotechnical auger core samples taken on the 
line of the infilled moat. Pneumatic auger core samples were taken in seven transects 
at intervals around the west corner of the moat between the vehicle causeway 
entrance (constructed during the Fulham Palace Phase 1 refurbishment scheme) and 
the historic sluice gate. Trenches 98 and 99 were situated against the foundations of 
Gothick Lodge in order to establish the possible causes of its gradual settlement 
(Figures 2 and 3). 

2.4 Trench 100 was excavated in order to inspect the cast-iron winding mechanism and 
associated masonry of the gate of the historic sluice that connected the moat with the 
River Thames.  

2.5 The site is located at National Grid Reference TQ 2420 7635. 

2.6 The underlying geology at the site is London Clay. Ground level varies between 
approximately 4m and 5m OD across the site.  

2.7 The work was monitored by Dr Jane Sidell, Inspector of Ancient Monuments for 
English Heritage. Phil Emery of Gifford (archaeological consultant) designed and 
managed the archaeological investigation. 
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3 PLANNING BACKGROUND 

3.1 Scheduled Monument Consent for excavation of sections of moat either side of the 
moat bridge was initially granted in July 2005 (HSD 9/2/7234). A variation to this 
consent to incorporate the scheme of geotechnical core sampling, geotechnical test 
pits adjacent to Gothick Lodge and investigation of the sluice gate, was granted on 20 
May 2009.  

3.2 The site is located in the grounds of Fulham Palace Moated Site, Scheduled Ancient 
Monument (No. 134) under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 
1979, amended by the National Heritage Act 1983.  

3.3 In November 1990 the Department of the Environment issued Planning Policy 
Guidance Note 16 (PPG16) “Archaeology and Planning” providing guidance for 
planning authorities, property owners, developers and others on the preservation and 
investigation of archaeological remains. 

3.4 In short, government guidance provides a framework which: 

• Protects Scheduled Ancient Monuments 

• Protects the settings of these sites 

• Has a presumption in favour of in-situ preservation of nationally important 
remains 

• In appropriate circumstances seeks adequate information (from field 
evaluation) to enable informed decisions 

• Provides for the excavation and investigation of sites not important enough to 
merit in-situ preservation. 

3.5 In considering any planning application for development, the planning authority is 
bound by the policy framework set by government guidance, in this instance PPG16, 
by current Development Plan Policy and by other material considerations. 
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4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

4.1 General 

4.1.1 Fulham Palace was founded in medieval times but not on the site of the present 
building which dates from the early post-medieval period. An archaeological 
excavation to the south of the moated enclosure found Neolithic and Roman activity 
(Arthur & Whitehouse 1978). While survival of earlier structures and features on the 
site is believed to be high, modern landscaping has masked the position and extent of 
features such as the moat itself. 

4.1.2 The origin of the moat is unknown with theories suggesting an Iron Age or Danish 
origin having been postulated. The earliest surviving documentary evidence of the 
moat itself dates to 1392. This refers to the ‘great ditch’ (magna fossa). A water-filled 
circuit is shown on maps from 1746 to 1916. Sections of the moat were subject to 
cleaning as late as the early 20th century. The sluice was built in 1618 and rebuilt in 
1842 following a flood. The moat was eventually filled in with building debris by 
Fulham Borough Council between 1921-4, the bishop receiving payments from the 
council for this use. (Emery 2009) 

4.2 Prehistoric 

4.2.1 Residual artefacts have been recovered from excavations across the moat, conducted 
by FARG in 1978, dating to the Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze and Iron Age. 
Excavations to the north of the palace have also produced residual material dating to 
the Neolithic and Iron Age. It is considered likely that the origins of the enclosure now 
delimited by the moat, lie in the later prehistoric or Roman period. 

4.2.2 In addition, it is known that the terrace gravels of the Thames flood plain were widely 
exploited in the Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze and Iron Age periods. Transitory hunting 
and fishing in the area gave way to early farming settlements but the location of these 
settlements in the vicinity of the study area is not known. However, Fulham and 
Putney are situated on one of the few places along the Thames where the stable 
terrace gravels are not overlain by alluvial deposits and this, combined with their 
location at the extreme south of a large meander in the Thames, are thought to make 
this area of strategic importance throughout the prehistoric period. 

4.2.3 The origins of occupation appear to be centred on a prehistoric ford across the river, a 
little up-river of the present Putney Bridge. This lay at the southern end of the 
conjectured route of a contemporary trackway, thought to run to the northeast along 
the line of Fulham Road. The conjectured line for this trackway is emphasised by a 
series of high quality finds dating from the Neolithic to the early Roman period which 
have been recovered from dredging of the River Thames. 

4.3 Roman 

4.3.1 Until 1972, the evidence for Roman activity in Fulham was limited to the discovery of 
the 1st century A.D. ‘Fulham Sword’ recovered from the Middlesex bank of the river in 
1887. In 1972-73 excavations across the moat produced evidence of fourth century 
Roman occupation of the palace site. This took the form of a bank and gravel 
surfaces. This was preceded by a destruction/ demolition phase which in turn was 
preceded by a possible construction phase.  
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4.3.2 Excavations in the grounds immediately to the north of the palace produced evidence 
for 4th century occupation with a boundary ditch and demolition debris deriving from a 
Roman building (SMR Number 051004). 

4.3.3 In addition a number of finds of Roman / Romano-British pottery have been recorded 
from the within the moat. The SMR records a find of Romano-British pottery from the 
throw of a tree to the south of the walled garden. 

4.4 Saxon and Medieval Periods 

4.4.1 During the Saxon and medieval periods the manor of the bishops of London was 
established on the site, almost certainly to the west of its current position within what 
is known as the ‘homestead moat’, a double-ditched rectangular enclosure in the 
southwest of the main moated site.  

4.4.2 A number of artefacts have been recovered from this period, particularly in the 
extreme north of the moat where an assemblage of Saxon pottery was recovered. 

4.4.3 The house was rebuilt during the 13th century to the east of the homestead enclosure 
when a less restricted site was needed for a larger residence. It was sited around the 
eastern courtyard and was thought to be associated with the formal delineation of the 
great moated enclosure, giving rise to the claim that this was the largest medieval 
moated enclosure in England. 

4.4.4 During the 14th century the loose arrangement of buildings forming the manor house 
were restyled into one coherent structure set around the eastern courtyard. The later 
15th century saw the erection of the great hall and service rooms.  

4.4.5 The SMR also contains an entry for the medieval bridge and gate piers although those 
visible today are clearly Victorian. 

4.5 Post-Medieval  

4.5.1 The early post medieval period saw substantial alteration and enlargement during this 
period. The three-storey porch at the western end of the screens passage was added 
in c.1500 when the western courtyard was developed. 

4.5.2 Between 1506 and 1522 the bishop in residence was Fitzjames who built a new 
service range along the south side of the west court along with enclosing the walled 
garden to the east of the house. One of the gateways into this garden survives on the 
northwest side. 

4.5.3 Also during the 16th and early 17th centuries, a state wing was added to the north side 
of the east court and a long gallery projecting from the east side of the same court. 
The latter was supported on a stone built garden gallery. These additions resulted in 
the creation of two further minor courtyards. This is thought to be the maximum size of 
the palace as during the 18th and 19th century the palace was substantially rebuilt and 
contracted in size as a result. 

4.5.4 Excavations carried out immediately to the north of the palace produced evidence for 
the 17th-century gardens along with the remnants of a contemporary wall. 

4.6 Eighteenth & Nineteenth Centuries 
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4.6.1 In 1715 the state wing on the north side of the east court was demolished to make 
way for a new north range.  

4.6.2 Bishop Sherlock was responsible for a radical remodelling of the great hall. In c. 1750 
he demolished the early parlour and solar block at the north end and built a grand new 
dining room. 

4.6.3 During the occupancy of Bishop Terrick the eastern part of the house was completely 
changed with the demolition of the medieval chapel and restructuring of the east 
court, which was embellished with the trappings of the new and fashionable 
“Strawberry Hill Gothick” style. This prompted the change of the layout of the grounds 
from a formal style to an informal landscape garden. 

4.6.4 During the early 19th century Bishop Howley largely undid the ornamentation carried 
out by Terrick, He also demolished the medieval kitchens and had an entirely new 
range on the north side of the west court. 

4.6.5 In 1866 the last major development was undertaken on the house when a new chapel 
was constructed as a projecting limb from the junction of the courts. 

4.6.6 In 1884 the Ecclesiastical Commissioners conveyed the freehold of the Bishop's 
Meadow to the Fulham District Board of Works, on the condition that the land should 
be laid out and maintained as a public recreation ground (Fèret 1900, 211). In 1893 
the completion of a concrete river wall enabled the laying out of Bishops Park (Fèret 
1900, 212). 

4.7 Twentieth Century 

4.7.1 Between 1921 and 1924, The Bishop in Residence systematically infilled the moat, 
charging local builders and contractors a fee per load to dump demolition rubble and 
builders waste. 

4.8 Previous Archaeological Investigations 

4.8.1 An Excavation by the Fulham Archaeological Rescue Group (FARG) in 1972-73 
across the southern part of the moat revealed Mesolithic and Neolithic flints together 
with residual Iron Age pottery within Roman deposits. Considerable Roman activity 
dating mainly to the 3rd and 4th centuries was revealed in the form of a possible votive 
horse and dog skull within a pit, a ditch and features. The moat’s inner bank would 
appear to date from the latter half of the 4th century (Whitehouse 1974a, 142-147; 
Arthur & Whitehouse 1978).  

4.8.2 An Excavation by FARG at the Kings Head Public House on Fulham High Street 
revealed that the site was once an extension of the moat of Fulham Palace, possibly a 
pond. The silt may have dated to the late Saxon period (Bloice 1975, 257). 

4.8.3 Investigations at Fulham Palace by FARG in 1975 in the Walled Garden revealed 
evidence of Roman occupation with a ploughed–up gravel surface (road?), 4th century 
ditch and debris and coins which was overlaid by Tudor demolition rubble deposited in 
the 18th century probably during the major rebuilding of the East Wing in c.1764. In the 
paddock area in the northwest corner of the moated grounds evidence of medieval 
occupation was provided by gravel surfaces, ditches, pits together with residual 
Roman coins and worked flints (Bloice 1976, 370). 
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4.8.4 An excavation and resistivity survey in 1976 confirmed that the northwest corner of the 
moated grounds (paddock) of Fulham Palace was moated off separately in medieval 
period by multiple banks and ditches enclosing c.1 acre. Building debris and crop 
marks indicate that this is the site of the Palace buildings from at least the 12th to 14th 
centuries. Excavation in the walled garden revealed two 4th century ditches at right 
angles and other features which may form an enclosure adjoining the riverside 
entrance. Some Neolithic pottery and a quantity of residual worked flints were also 
recovered (Richardson 1977, 36). 

4.8.5 FARG during probing beneath floors and documentary research suggest that Great 
Hall of Fulham Palace was built during the 15th century and not the 16th century as 
once thought (Richardson 1978, 159). 

4.8.6 A trial trench excavated by FARG in 1978 in Fulham Palace under the floor of the 
former 18th century Drawing Room revealed pottery and dumped debris dating back to 
the 13th century from earlier structures. Coupled with examination of existing buildings 
and documentary research it has been shown that the 18th century East Wing was 
built upon earlier foundations of medieval and Tudor buildings demolished c.1764 and 
parts of these buildings are incorporated in the extant walls (Richardson 1979, 263). 

4.8.7 An archaeological investigation by Keith Whitehouse in 1984 at the Kings Head Public 
House, 4 Fulham High Street within the garden area which lies inside the Scheduled 
Monument revealed an unrecorded moat or ditch that appeared to run parallel with the 
main moat infilled in 1921-24. The ditch was filled with over 2m of silt and clay. C14 
dating of organic matter beneath a clay lining gave a date of AD570 ± 80. A further 
0.60m of silt fill deposits beneath this suggested an earlier date for the ditch 
(Richardson 1985, 51). 

4.8.8 An excavation by FARG in 1986 to the north of Fulham Palace in 1986 revealed a few 
sherds of Iron Age pottery. A 4th-century Roman ditch also contained worked flints. A 
red-brick cellar wall with an infill core of medieval stone debris was observed 
extending to a depth of 6 feet (1.75m). This wall probably dated to the 17th century and 
may be part of the buildings demolished in 1715. A dark deposit containing medieval 
pottery and a few minor 18th/19th-century garden features were found (Richardson 
1987, 274). 

4.8.9 An archaeological watching brief by FARG and Museum of London in 1987 on the 
insertion of a new gas main within the grounds of Fulham Palace revealed part of the 
substructure of the moat bridge consisting of brick chalk and ragstone. Between the 
bridge and the West quadrangle of the Palace culturally sterile garden soil was 
exposed to a depth of c.0.6m over a distance of some 75-80m along the driveway. A 
deep undated feature was observed adjacent to the gate of the West quadrangle and 
within the eastern corner of that quadrangle the top of a linear brick structure aligned 
ENE-WSW and possibly a drain were revealed at a depth of 0.2m (Richardson 1987, 
274). 

4.8.10 Three watching briefs by FARG were conducted within the area in 1987. Within the 
moated site several trees toppled over leaving craters near the site of the previous 
trial trench across the moat that revealed a handful of 3rd/4th-century Roman pottery. 
Within the Handicapped Adventure Playground the excavation of holes for a new 
boundary fence revealed no significant finds due to the shallowness of the holes. The 
re-laying of drainage in Bishops Park near the entrance to Fulham Palace revealed a 
handful of burnt stones and worked flints of possible Neolithic date (Girardon & 
Heathcote 1988, 411). 
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4.8.11 A watching brief by the Museum of London (DGLA) in 1990 in the walled gardens and 
playground at Fulham Palace revealed post-medieval build-up and garden soil 
(Thompson et al 1998). 

4.8.12 A watching brief by the Museum of London (DGLA) in 1991 at Fulham Palace 
revealed post-medieval wall foundations in a section of modern pipe trench 
(Greenwood & Thompson 1992, 417). 

4.8.13 An excavation by the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS) in 1991-92 in 
the West courtyard of Fulham Palace revealed two sections of wall possibly 16th 
century in date, and post-16th century deposits. Foundations of the existing 18th 
century walls and garden soil were observed in the area of the walled garden 
(Greenwood & Maloney 1993, 78). 

4.8.14 A watching brief by MoLAS in 1995 in Fulham Palace garden revealed topsoil 
overlying an undated silt deposit (Greenwood & Maloney 1996, 10). 

4.8.15 Two watching briefs were conducted within the Scheduled Ancient Monument in 1997 
by MoLAS. The first at All Saints Primary School, Bishops Avenue revealed modern 
made ground overlying natural deposits. The second in West Court, Fulham Palace 
revealed modern levelling material and some stone blocks that could have belonged 
to an earlier (1860s) fountain structure within a trench running from the East gate to 
the fountain in the centre of the courtyard (Maloney & Gostick 1998, 86). 

4.8.16 A watching brief by MoLAS in 2000 at the Moat School, Bishops Avenue revealed 
natural brickearth, which may have been the result of flooding, overlaid by an undated 
marsh deposit in the central and north parts of the tennis courts works. The south part 
of the tennis court works showed that the marsh deposits had been reworked or 
replaced with a post-medieval garden soil (Maloney & Holroyd 2001, 76). 

4.8.17 An archaeological watching brief in 2002 was conducted by PCA at Bishops Park 
Moat Garden, Fulham during landscaping of the gardens (Maher 2002a); all observed 
deposits were found to be modern although three sherds of Roman pottery were 
found residually within the topsoil. 

4.8.18 A watching brief by PCA in 2002 on the insertion of bollards on the south side of 
Bishops Avenue revealed modern topsoil (Maher 2002b). 

4.8.19 An archaeological watching brief in 2002 was conducted by PCA at All Saints Primary 
School, Bishops Avenue, Fulham, on the removal of topsoil to facilitate the 
construction of a new play area, the insertion of three manholes and one pipe trench, 
to the rear of the school. All underlying deposits were found to be modern or recent 
features associated with probable former allotments or garden features. 

4.8.20 An excavation by MoLAS in 2002 at 31-35 Fulham High Street revealed evidence of 
occupation along the eastern side of Fulham High Street from the late 12th century into 
the medieval and post-medieval periods (Harward 2003a, 59-77). 

4.8.21 An archaeological evaluation at 84-88 Fulham High Street in 2003 by MoLAS revealed 
possible evidence of the postulated Fulham Stream represented by lower alluvial fills 
containing a prehistoric flint and Roman ceramics and upper fills dating to the late 
medieval. Medieval activity in the form of a gravel surface and a brickearth and peg 
tile feature and post-medieval structures and pits were also observed (Harward 
2003b). 
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4.8.22 A further phase of archaeological watching brief by PCA at All Saints Primary School 
in October 2003 (Bradley 2004), which involved the monitoring of ground works 
associated with the construction of a new path and access ramp on the north side of 
the school, revealed a sequence of topsoil overlying natural subsoil. No 
archaeological features or deposits were recorded, although several highly abraded 
pottery sherds of probable Bronze Age or early Iron Age date were recovered from the 
topsoil, together with several fragments of burnt flint and a single struck flint. 

4.9 Recent Archaeological Investigations 

4.9.1 An Archaeological Evaluation was conducted between the 19th May and 5th June 2003 
at Fulham Palace. The work consisted of seven trenches and an augering survey to 
investigate the moat, the line of a proposed new access route into the Palace 
grounds, a sample area of a proposed new breather trench around the Palace 
buildings, a new fire exit and a new disabled access ramp within an inner courtyard 
(Hulka 2003). 

4.9.2 An archaeological watching brief was conducted by PCA on behalf of Gifford & 
Partners on geotechnical window samples in November 2004 within the Warren and 
Bishops Park Moat Gardens on the proposed route of the new sewer (Sayer and 
Emery 2004). Within the Moat Garden the window samples identified the natural 
sands and gravels within six of seven of the window samples and archaeological 
deposits to a maximum depth of 5m below ground level (bgl). The archaeological 
sequence consisted of natural silting and peat deposits to a depth of 4.30m bgl, which 
are associated with either the moat or earlier natural streams, post-medieval activity 
towards the Fulham Palace Road to a depth of at least 5m bgl; 20th century made 
ground, some of which is probably associated with the in-filling of the moat in the 
1920's. Across The Warren the window samples identified possible archaeological 
deposits to a depth of 1.88m bgl, with two possible archaeological features on the 
southwestern edge of the warren. The deposits consisted of sandy silts, sandy clays 
and clayey sands overlying the natural sands and gravels. 

4.9.3 The Phase 1 Refurbishment work was monitored by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd 
as an archaeological watching brief. It revealed the presence of a possible prehistoric 
pit, Roman pits or ditches, enclosure ditches of the original palace enclosure, 
postholes, rubbish pits, a hearth and well all of which date to the medieval period, and 
the development of the palace during the post-medieval period, including features of 
the stable yard, Tudor buildings, drainage features and elements of the 19th century 
kitchen within Bishop Sherlock’s Dining Room (Leary forthcoming; Emery & Mayo 
2008). 

4.10 The Moat 

4.10.1 The earliest surviving documentary evidence for the moat dates from 1392, when it is 
referred to as a ‘great ditch’. In the post-medieval period, from 1746 to 1916, it is 
illustrated on successive maps as water-filled. It was sporadically cleaned until the 
early 20th century and was finally filled in between 1921-4 (Emery 2009). 

4.10.2 Documentary evidence indicate that the sluice mechanism, the target of investigation 
in Trench 100, was originally built in 1618 and rebuilt in 1842 after a flood (Emery 
2009). 
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5 ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY 

5.1 Recording and Methodology 

5.1.1 All works were undertaken in accordance with English Heritage Guidance Papers and 
within the restrictions of the works being within the boundaries of a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument. As the site is a Scheduled Ancient Monument there was the presumption 
that all deposits and structures were significant as they were part of the setting of the 
Monument. 

5.1.2 All structures, deposits and finds were recorded according to accepted professional 
standards as detailed in the method statement written by Helen Hawkins of Pre-
Construct Archaeology (2009). 

5.1.3 All records were assigned the Museum of London site code FLB03. This is a 
continuation of the previous phases of work by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd at 
Fulham Palace, and therefore all numbering (contexts, sections, trenches etc) was 
sequential from those previous phases. 

5.2 Trench 98-99 (Figures 2-5) 

5.2.1 Trench 98, which also had the geotechnical assignation Test-Pit 1, was excavated 
alongside the northwest-facing wall of the Gothick Lodge, approximately 2.5m from its 
north corner. 

5.2.2 Trench 99, which also had the geotechnical assignation Test-Pit 2, was excavated 
alongside the northwest-facing wall of the Gothick Lodge, approximately 3.25m from 
its western corner. 

5.3 Trench 100 (Figures 2-3, 14-16) 

5.3.1 The excavation of Trench 100 was informed by documentary and photographic 
information provided by Phil Emery of Gifford. The excavation took place between the 
8th and 15th of June 2009. The historic sluice under investigation was situated near the 
west corner of the moat. The trench measured 2.0m x 3.0m and was centred on the 
top of the cast-iron mechanism of the sluice gate. For reasons of safety the maximum 
depth of the excavation did not exceed 1.5m below the modern ground surface. 

5.3.2 Entwined around the sluice mechanism and walls was a mature, self-seeded 
sycamore tree. This tree and its considerable root network prevented full exposure of 
the sluice workings. The tree was reduced to root level (4.71m OD) by a contractor 
supplied by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. It was not possible to 
remove the root ball of this tree within the time frame of this excavation.  

5.3.3 Topsoil and modern deposits from around the iron sluice mechanism were removed 
to expose the supporting masonry. Deposits on either side of the sluice were then 
excavated. Deposits on the north-east (moat) side of the sluice were excavated to 
3.70m OD. Deposits on the south-west side of the sluice were reduced to 3.25m OD.  

5.4 Window Sample Recording and Methodology (Figures 2-3, 6-13) 

5.4.1 The strategy was proposed for a series of core samples to be taken across the infilled 
moat, utilising a pneumatic auger designed for the extraction of “window samples”. 
Although referred to as such in the subsequent text, technically as these samples 
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were extracted in sealed plastic tubes for later examination, they are correctly known 
as windowless samples.  

5.4.2 The samples were taken as a series of seven transects which straddled the line of the 
infilled moat, based on the 1916 Ordnance Survey, at an angle of 90° to its 
orientation. The number of individual samples within each transect varied from 
between two to eight. The numbering sequences also varied from the allocation of a 
single number to a transect with the addition of letter suffixes e.g. 15(a), 15 and 15(b), 
as well as straight numerical sequences across the infilled ditch. 

5.4.3 This system was deemed to cause some confusion at a later date and consequently a 
single section number was allocated for each group of samples that formed a 
coherent linear arrangement. It is by these section numbers that they will be referred 
to in the subsequent discussion. 

5.4.4 The diameter of the coring bit measured 90mm internally and 110mm externally. The 
samples were excavated up to a depth of 5m below ground level. 
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6 SUMMARY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SEQUENCE 

6.1 Structures and deposits recorded on site have been grouped into four phases of 
archaeological activity. These phases occupy date ranges between: 1450-1700, 1815-
1820, 1820-1920 and 1920 to present. Earlier natural deposits comprise foreshore 
sediments overlying terrace sand and gravel deposits.  

6.2 Trench 98 / Test Pit 1 (Figures 3-6) 

6.2.1 The area excavated measured 1.30m NW-SE x 0.96m NE-SW to a maximum depth 
of 0.70m below existing ground level. The earliest deposit found was a mid yellowish 
brown coarse sand with no visible inclusions (context [1438]). The deposit had been 
heavily truncated by numerous construction or service cuts, making the original 
surface level difficult to ascertain with certainty. However, one small area survived 
within the northern corner of the trench and here a level of around 3.50m OD was 
recorded. This deposit is likely to represent an in-situ natural soil horizon, probably a 
subsoil deposit. No artefacts were recovered from this deposit. 

6.2.2 Partly truncating deposit [1438] was a northeast-southwest orientated linear cut 
(context [1434]). This cut, which was only partly revealed within the trench, was also 
truncated by a later construction and a later service cut. No side profile survived within 
the pit and only a 0.37m length of the base was clearly discernable. The base level 
was recorded at 3.20m OD. This cut represents the construction cut for wall [1435]. 

6.2.3 Within the southwest face of the trench a northeast-southwest orientated wall was 
revealed (wall [1435]). This wall was truncated at its northeast end by a later service, 
from where it continued towards the southwest for 0.37m, until it reached the corner of 
the trench. Here it was abutted by the wall of the existing Gothick Lodge (wall [1433]), 
which was orientated northeast-southwest.  

6.2.4 Wall [1435] was constructed using a combination of red brick and roughly hewn 
Ragstone blocks, bonded in a light brown sandy mortar containing frequent lime 
inclusions. It survived to a height of 0.54m / level of 3.82m OD and had a base level of 
3.29m OD. It did not lie directly onto the base of the construction cut, but rather was 
supported on a 0.05m thick layer of redbrick fragments (not contexted). This wall is 
thought to be associated with buildings (possibly the Granary) shown on the 
Leadbetter Map of 1762-4. 

6.2.5 Abutting the face of wall [1435] a remnant of the original construction cut backfill was 
recorded (context [1437]). This comprised mid brown sandy silt containing moderate 
mortar fragments that survived to a height of approximately 3.59m OD. As with 
construction cut [1437], this fill deposit was also heavily truncated by later construction 
and service cuts, making accurate recording difficult. 

6.2.6 Deposit [1437] is likely to have been almost totally truncated by northwest-southeast 
orientated linear cut (context [1432]). This cut was only partly revealed within the 
trench and was also truncated by a later service. Its profile only partly survived within 
the pit, appearing as a 0.20m wide linear cut that survived to a depth of around 0.22m. 
The cut had moderately sloping concave sides and a flat base, with a base level of 
3.28m OD. It represents the construction cut for wall of the existing Gothick Lodge 
[1433], which was built in the 1820s (L.B. Hammersmith & Fulham Environmental 
Dept. 1999, 28). 
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6.2.7 Northwest-southeast orientated wall foundation [1433] was constructed of red brick 
lain in English bond pattern and bonded in a light greyish-white lime mortar. Only the 
northeast face of the wall was revealed within the trench, where the lowest course of 
brickwork was seen to step out from the face of the remaining wall foundation by 
0.06m. The foundation was six courses in height, or 0.63m, at which point it 
decreased in width by a further 0.06m and became the existing external wall of the 
Gothick Lodge. The wall foundation appeared to slope down towards the southwest, 
dropping by approximately 0.02m over the 1.00m of wall face exposed. The lowest 
base level was recorded at 3.28m OD. 

6.2.8 Abutting the face of wall [1433] a remnant of the original construction cut backfill was 
recorded (context [1431]). This comprised mid brown silty sand containing occasional 
mortar fragments. The extent surviving measured 0.98m NW-SE x 0.20m NW-SE x 
0.20m thick with a surface level of 3.50m OD.  

6.2.9 Within the northwest half of the trench and partly truncating subsoil deposit [1438] a 
northeast-southwest orientated linear cut was revealed (context [1429]). This cut was 
truncated to the southeast by later modern service cut [1427] whilst the northeast 
extent continued beyond the limit of excavation. The cut was only partly excavated as 
it contained a brick and tile drain [1430] that was retained in-situ. As recorded the cut 
measured 0.62m NE-SW x 0.62m NW-SE x 0.34m deep with levels between 3.46m 
and 3.84m OD.  

6.2.10 Brick drain [1430] lies with construction cut [1429]. It comprised two parallel rows of 
red bricks lain in stretcher bond, infilled with a curved roof tile, serving as the base 
and capped with a more substantial square floor tiles. The structure was bonded with 
a light greyish white mortar and as with the construction cut this was also truncated to 
the southeast by later modern service cut [1427] whilst the northeast extent continued 
beyond the limit of excavation. As recorded the cut measured 0.42m NE-SW x 0.62m 
NW-SE x 0.13m high with levels between 3.46m and 3.58m OD.  

6.2.11 Overlying this structure was a dark greyish black gritty silty sand containing occasional 
ceramic building material (CBM) and mortar fragments that is believed to represent 
the construction cut backfill (context [1428]). This deposit measured approximately 
0.62m NE-SW x 0.62m NW-SE x 0.34m thick with a surface level of 3.84m OD.  

6.2.12 Northeast-southwest orientated service cut [1427] was revealed centrally within the 
trench. The cut was only partly excavated but was seen to contain a stoneware drain 
set into a concrete bedding. The stoneware pipe also incorporated a “Y” junction that 
serviced an exposed storm water drain. The dimensions of this cut were 
approximately 0.96m NE-SW x 0.74m NW-SE x 0.43m deep with a base level of 
3.40m OD. 

6.2.13 The final context within this trench was the existing concrete surface surrounding the 
Gothick Lodge (context [1425]). This comprised a 0.75m wide concrete apron that 
directly abutted the wall of the Gothick Lodge and a periphery surface of limestone 
paving which continued beyond the concrete apron. This surface was approximately 
0.10m thick and had a surface level of between 3.84m and 3.95m OD. 

6.3 Trench 99 / Test Pit 2 (Figures 3-6) 

6.3.1 Trench 99 measured 1.20m x 0.50m x 0.60m. The lowest unit in Trench 99 was a mid 
yellowish-brown layer of coarse natural sand. The top of this natural sand was at 
3.55m OD. Stratigraphically above this layer was [1421], a cut for the brick foundation 
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of Gothick Lodge [1419] and therefore dating from the 1820s. The top of cut [1421] 
was recorded at 3.55m OD. Six courses of red brick formed the foundation wall 
[1419]. The bricks were laid in English Bond with a lime mortar. Brick dimensions 
were 200-220mm x 100mm x 60mm. The top of this brickwork was recorded at 3.70m 
OD. The construction cut for the brick foundation was backfilled with a brown silty-
gravel [1420]. The top of this layer was 3.80m OD. A linear cut for an iron service pipe 
[1423] truncated layer [1420]. The top of this cut was 3.81m OD. This service trench 
was backfilled with a loose silty brick rubble [1436]. Stratigraphically above [1436] was 
a topsoil [1459] overlain by a concrete surface [1424]. 

6.4 Trench 100 (Figures 3, 14-16) 

6.4.1 Trench 100 measured 2m x 3m x 1.50m (depth). A northwest-southeast aligned brick 
wall was the earliest stratigraphic unit encountered [1504], which formed the (lower) 
level of the retaining wall around the sluice structure. It was constructed with a variety 
of different sized bricks (brick types 3032-3034) bonded with a grey lime mortar. The 
highest remaining part of this wall was 3.67m OD. The lowest observed level was 
3.28m OD. The age range of the wall has been estimated at somewhere between 
1780 and 1850. This wall is considered to represent the 1842 rebuild of the sluice. 

6.4.2 A substantial piece of yellow-brick masonry [1505] (brick type 3035) supporting the 
cast-iron winding mechanism [1510] overlies this earlier wall. The highest level of the 
brickwork is 4.70m OD, while the lowest level was at 3.67m OD where it met earlier 
wall [1504]. The [1505] brickwork is capped in places with white Portland stone. One 
of the wings of this brickwork, extending diagonally into the moat, was observed near 
the base of the excavation on the western side of the sluice. The opposite wing was 
not observed due to presence of the tree root ball. Wall [1505] was bonded with a 
Portland cement mortar and is thought to date to between 1820 and 1895. Details of 
this brickwork [1505] and the cast-iron mechanism [1510] can be observed in detail in 
historic photographs. Pottery from deposits [1506] and [1507] abutting the western 
face of the wall, and representing in-filling within the embankment, supports a late 19th 
century date for the [1505] brickwork which is probably contemporary with the large 
scale remodelling of the Thames foreshore circa 1890. Two large near vertical cracks 
caused by root action were observed on the southwest face of the [1505] brickwork. 
The metre-long section of sluice wall between these cracks would be unsupported if 
the tree roots were removed from behind it. Any plan to re-instate the sluice should 
take these factors into consideration (Figures 14-16). 

6.4.3 The upper gear wheels of the cast iron sluice mechanism no longer survive although a 
photograph taken by Keith Whitehouse in the 1970s shows one small gear extant on 
the riverward side. The rack (the upper toothed part of the paddle arm) and the 
arched body of the sluice mechanism survive in good order (Figure 16) although some 
of the bolts that secured the top of the frame to the uprights are missing. 

6.4.4 The earliest soft deposits encountered in Trench 100 were those abutting walls [1504] 
and [1505] on the south-western side of the sluice. [1507] was a soft greyish-brown 
brown sandy-silt. The top of this layer was 4.03m OD. Overlying this layer was [1506], 
a loose greyish-brown sandy-silt rather similar to [1507] but less affected by root 
activity. The highest level of this layer was 4.78m OD. Both [1506] and [1507] contain 
fragments of late-19th-century pottery. Deposit [1506] also contained a pottery sherd 
with a maker’s stamp “Bailey”, which refers to C.I.C Bailey who worked in Fulham 
between 1864 and 1888. These deposits are thought to be construction cut backfill for 
[1505], the most recent phase of the sluice (Figure 15).  
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6.4.5 On the north-eastern side of the sluice the earliest deposit encountered was [1509], 
demolition rubble with a sandy-silt matrix. This represents the 1921-24 infilling of the 
moat. The boundary between this layer and overlying layer [1508] was rather unclear 
due to the high concentration of root activity. The highest pint of [1509] was recorded 
at approximately 4.35m OD. Layer [1508] is of recent formation and contains an 
abundance of plastic children’s toys and modern litter, but also a sherd of pottery 
dating from to AD 1170-1350. This layer represents dumped ground associated with 
the construction of the children’s play facility to the east of the sluice. The top of this 
deposit was 5.15m OD. Overlying [1508] and [1507] is a layer of humic leaf-litter and 
bark-chippings [1511]: this layer forms the current ground surface which slopes 
broadly northeast to southwest from 5.29m OD to 4.90m OD. 

6.4.6 In summary, on the south-western side of the sluice, deposits were thought to 
represent backfill relating to the most recent phases of construction or repair of the 
sluice (probably late 19th century). The north-eastern side of the sluice structure, 
within the moat, was occupied by loose deposits mixed among a concentration of tree 
roots, below which were, as expected, dumps of 1920s builders' rubble and rubbish. 
The bottom of this dumped construction material was not reached. 

6.5 Window Samples (Figures 2-3, 6-13) 

6.5.1 The window sample transects are described in sequence along the line of the infilled 
moat from south to north, rather than in the order of their numerical referencing. For 
reference the numerical sequence of each sample number indicates the order in 
which the samples were excavated. 

6.5.2 Transect 249 (Window Sample 15) (Figure 6) 

6.5.3 Transect 249 comprises windows samples (WS) 15(a) and 15. This transect was c. 
8m long with WS 15(a) marking the north-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the 
inside of the moated enclosure).  

6.5.4 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and 
gravel (context [1490]), which was at least 0.60m thick. This deposit represents the 
naturally formed River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed in both samples at a 
level of: 

• 0.96m OD in WS 15(a) 
• 1.08m OD in WS 15 

6.5.5 Overlying the gravel was a mid greenish brown sandy clay containing mortar 
fragments and lenses of gravel (context [1489]). This deposit was also revealed in 
both samples and varied in thickness from 0.10m – 0.30m. The soil matrix showed no 
evidence of sediment sorting and therefore seems unlikely to represent a naturally 
formed waterlain deposit. It was overlain in WS 15(a) by what is believed to represent 
a sequence of naturally formed erosional deposits (contexts [1493] and [1494]). This 
factor seems to reduce the likelihood of this deposit relating to the deliberate infilling 
of the moat. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, 
possibly a lining. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of: 

• 1.06m OD in WS 15(a) 
• 1.38m OD in WS 15 

6.5.6 Within WS 15(a) context [1493] was a 0.62m thick deposit of loose mid greyish brown 
coarse sand and gravel. This deposit is thought to represent a localised naturally 
formed erosional deposit, possibly ditch edge collapse. The surface level of this 
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deposit was revealed at a level of 1.68m OD. Overlying [1493] and also seen only 
within WS 15(a) was a 0.12m thick deposit of loose dark greenish grey clayey silt 
(context [1494]). This deposit is believed to represent a naturally formed erosional 
deposit, possibly numerous low energy events. The surface level of this deposit was 
revealed at a level of 1.80m OD. 

6.5.7 The deposit overlying [1494] was revealed in both samples and varied in thickness 
from 0.44m – 0.94m (context [1488]). This deposit is believed to represent the initial 
phase of the deliberate infilling of the moat that began in the 1920s. A second 
deliberate fill overlay context [1488], which varied in thickness from between 2.20m – 
2.94m (context [1487]). Both comprise mixed, but predominantly dark, soils containing 
variable amounts of fragmental stone, CBM and mortar. These deposits seem likely to 
represent numerous depositional episodes, which was impossible to record in detail. 
The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of: 

• 4.94m OD in WS 15(a) 
• 4.78m OD in WS 15 
The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 
• 1.80m OD WS 15(a) 
• 1.38m OD WS 15 

6.5.8 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional 
pebbles which varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.50m (context [1486]). This 
represents the existing ground surface and comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a 
part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in both samples at 
a level of: 

• 5.34m OD in WS 15(a) 
• 5.27m OD in WS 15 

6.5.9 Transect 246 (Window Sample 14) (Figure 7) 

6.5.10 Transect 249 comprises windows samples 14(a), 14 and 14(b). These form a c.8 m 
long northeast-southwest orientated transect across the moat, with WS 14(a) marking 
the northeast end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the moated enclosure).  

6.5.11 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and 
gravel [1470] that was at least 0.50m thick. This represents the naturally derived River 
Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 1.00m OD in WS 14(a) 
• 1.10m OD in WS 14 
• 0.90m OD in WS 14(b)  

6.5.12 Overlying the gravel in WS 14(a) was a dark brownish grey silty clay containing 
occasional sub-angular pebbles (context [1500]). The deposit survived to a thickness 
of 0.10m and as no evidence of sediment sorting was recognised it has been 
hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the 
moat. Its absence within the remaining two window samples is problematic, although 
the thinness of the deposit may be an indicator of truncation caused by cleaning of the 
moat that may have resulted in only localised survival to the original lining. The 
surface of this deposit was revealed at a level of: 

• 1.10m OD in WS 14(a)  

6.5.13 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 
3.20m – 3.80m (context [1469/67]). This is believed to represent the deliberate infilling 
phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920s. Two separate contexts were 
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originally allocated for this deposit. However, subsequently it was realised that both 
were all part of a series of mixed, but predominantly dark, soils containing variable 
amounts of CBM, mortar and pebbles that is likely to represent numerous depositional 
episodes. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 4.29m OD in WS 14(a) 
• 4.91m OD in WS 14 
• 4.07m OD in WS 14(b) 

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 1.10m OD in WS 14(a) 
• 1.10m OD in WS 14 
• 0.90m OD in WS 14(b) 

6.5.14 Within windows samples WS 14(a) and WS 14(b) the infilling deposits were overlain 
by a compacted mid brownish grey sandy clay containing gravel and CBM fragments 
(context [1468]). This deposit varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.76m. This 
deposit is believed to represent a levelling deposit lain in preparation for overlying 
topsoil deposit [1466]. The surface for this deposit was revealed at a level of: 

• 4.69m OD in WS 14(a) 
• 4.70m OD in WS 14(b) 

6.5.15 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional 
pebbles (context [1466]) which varied in thickness from between 0.30m – 0.40m. This 
deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil 
lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all 
three samples at a level of: 

• 5.09m OD WS 14(a) 
• 5.21m OD in WS 14 
• 5.07m OD in WS 14(b) 

6.5.16 Transect 248 (Window Sample 13) (Figure 8) 

6.5.17 Transect 248 comprises windows samples 13(a), 13 and 13(b). These form an 8m-
long east-west orientated transect across the moat, with WS 13(a) marking the 
eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure).  

6.5.18 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 13 and comprised mid 
yellowish green sand containing moderate amounts of sub-angular pebbles (context 
[1485]). The deposit was at least 0.66m thick, and represents the naturally derived 
River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of 0.70m OD. 

6.5.19 Overlying the gravel in WS 13 was a dark brownish grey mixed clay and sands 
containing occasional shell fragments (context [1484]). The deposit survived to a 
thickness of 0.78m. Some evidence of sediment sorting was recognised, although this 
can not be stated with certainty. However it has been hypothesised that this deposit 
represents a naturally formed erosional deposit, possibly numerous variable energy 
depositional events. The surface of this deposit was revealed at a level of 1.48m OD 
in WS 13 (when opened in the laboratory, the lower 0.30m of the deposit was missing 
from the sample). 

6.5.20 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 
0.56m – 2.50m (context [1483]). This deposit is believed to represent the deliberate 
infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920s. Within window sample WS 
13(b) the base of the deposit was not seen. Two further deliberate infilling deposits 
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were seen to overlie context [1483], the first within WS 13(a) was context [1482] and 
the second, context [1481] was within WS 13 and 13(b). The combined thickness of 
the deliberate infilling deposits varied from between 3.04m – 3.60m. All comprised 
various mixed, but predominantly dark soils containing variable amounts of CBM, 
mortar and chalk fragments that clearly represent numerous depositional episodes. 
The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 4.51m OD in WS 13(a) 
• 4.52m OD in WS 13 
• 4.41m OD in WS 13(b) 

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 1.40m OD in WS 13(a) 
• 1.48m OD in WS 13 
• 0.90m OD in WS 13(b): maximum depth of window sample. 

6.5.21 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional 
pebbles (context [1480]) which varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.50m. This 
deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil 
lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all 
three samples at a level of: 

• 4.91m OD WS 13(a) 
• 5.02m OD in WS 13 
• 4.81m OD in WS 13(b) 

6.5.22 Transect 245 (Window Sample 12) (Figure 9) 

6.5.23 Transect 245 comprises windows samples 12(a), 12 and 12(b). These form an 8m-
long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 12(a) marking 
the south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure).  

6.5.24 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 12 and WS 12(b) and 
comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1465]). The deposit 
was at least 0.32m thick. Within WS 12 this gravel was overlain by a second layer of 
gravel, which here was dark grey in colour (context [1492]). This darker gravel is 
thought to represent in-situ but degraded natural gravel, whilst the cleaner deposit is 
believed to represent a less disturbed version of the same naturally derived River 
Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of: 

• 0.76m OD in WS 12 (surface of gravel [1492]) 
• 0.98m OD in WS 12(b) 

6.5.25 Overlying the gravel within WS 12 and WS 12(b) was a dark greyish brown silty clay 
containing granular sized stones and some coarse gravel (context [1464]). This 
deposit varied in thickness from 0.24m – 0.34m and as the soil matrix showed no 
evidence of sediment sorting it seemed unlikely to represent a naturally formed water 
lain deposit. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, 
possibly a lining to the moat. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of: 

• 1.10m OD in WS 12 
• 1.22m OD in WS 12(b) 

6.5.26 Overlying the deposit previously discussed in WS 12 and also seen within WS 12(a) 
was deliberate infilling deposit [1463]. The deposit comprised a mid greyish yellow 
silty coarse sand containing pebbles, CBM and concrete fragments. The recorded 
thickness was between 1.96m – 2.20m. Sealing this deposit was a 0.14m thick 
deposit of crushed tarmac (context [1462]). Directly overlying the possible moat lining 
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within WS 12(a) and also overlying crushed tarmac deposit [1462] in WS 12(a) and 
WS 12 a deposit of dark silty sand with CBM, mortar and pebbles was recorded, 
which was between 1.04m – 2.94m thick (context [1416]). These deposits are 
believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 
1920’s and clearly represent numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the 
infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 4.43m OD in WS 12(a) 
• 4.37m OD in WS 12 
• 4.15m OD in WS 12(b)  

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 1.28m OD in WS 12(a) (maximum depth of window sample
• 1.10m OD in WS 12 

) 

• 1.22m OD in WS 12(b)  

6.5.27 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional 
pebbles (context [1460]) which varied in thickness from between 0.36m – 0.50m. This 
deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil 
lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all 
three samples at a level of: 

• 4.79m OD WS 12(a) 
• 4.87m OD in WS 12 
• 4.65m OD in WS 12(b)  

6.5.28 Transect 247 (Window Sample 11) (Figure 10) 

6.5.29 Transect 247 comprises windows samples 11(a), 11 and 11(b). These form a 5m-long 
northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 11(a) marking the 
south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure).  

6.5.30 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 11 and WS 11(b) and 
comprised mid orange brown coarse sand and gravel (context [1478]). The deposit 
was at least 0.44m thick, and represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. 
The surface was revealed at a level of: 

• 0.74m OD in WS 11 
• 1.52m OD in WS 11(b) 

6.5.31 Overlying the gravel within WS 11(b) was a 0.20m thick deposit of dark greyish brown 
coarse sand (context [1477]). This soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment 
sorting, but is still thought to have formed through natural processes, possibly an area 
of localised edge erosion. The surface was revealed at a level of 1.72m OD. 

6.5.32 Within WS 11(b) and overlying [1477], a 0.22m thick dark greenish brown sandy clay 
containing small mortar fragments (context [1475]) was revealed. This deposit is likely 
to equate to a similar 0.36m-thick dark greenish yellow sandy clay revealed within the 
adjacent window sample, WS 11 (context [1479]). Both contexts are believed to 
represent the same depositional process. However, deposit [1479] preserved 
evidence of sediment sorting within the soil matrix, whereas within context [1475] this 
evidence appeared lacking. These deposits are believed to represent naturally formed 
waterlain deposits, with the possibility that [1475] has undergone post-depositional 
processes (bioturbation?). The surface was revealed at a level of: 

• 1.10mm OD in WS 11 
• 1.94m OD in WS 11(b) 
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6.5.33 WS 11(a) revealed a deposit of loose mid greyish brown sand containing occasional 
fragments of CBM and frequent fragments of stone chippings (context [1476]). This 
deposit, which was excavated to a depth of 1.00m, represents the earliest deposit 
excavated in WS 11(a). Overlying this deposit and also overlying the naturally derived 
deposits recorded in WS 11 and WS 11(b) was deliberate infilling deposit [1474]. The 
deposit comprised a mid brownish grey silty gritty sand containing frequent CBM, 
mortar and concrete fragments. The recorded thickness was between 2.30m – 3.40m. 
This sequence is believed to represent the deliberate infilling of the moat that 
commenced in the 1920s and clearly comprises numerous depositional episodes. The 
surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 4.46m OD in WS 11(a) 
• 4.42m OD in WS 11 
• 4.30m OD in WS 11(b) 

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 1.18m OD in WS 11(a) 
• 1.10m OD in WS 11 
• 1.94m OD in WS 11(b) 

6.5.34 The final deposit recognised was a 0.40m thick, loose dark greyish black silty sand 
and occasional pebbles (context [1473]). This deposit represents the existing ground 
surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern 
landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 4.86m OD WS 11(a) 
• 4.82m OD in WS 11 
• 4.70m OD in WS 11(b)  

6.5.35 Transect 242 (Window Sample 2) (Figure 11) 

6.5.36 This comprises only a single window sample (WS 2), located on the southeast (inner) 
side of the moat.  

6.5.37 The earliest deposit comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context 
[1448]), and was at least 0.60m thick. It represents the naturally derived River Terrace 
gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of 1.50m OD. 

6.5.38 Overlying the gravel was a 0.70m thick deposit of mid yellowish brown sand 
containing frequent sub-angular pebbles (context [1447]). This is thought to form a 
part of the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level 
of 2.20m OD. 

6.5.39 Overlying [1447] was a 1.02m thick dark yellowish brown silty sand containing 
moderate amounts of CBM and mortar fragments (context [1446]). This deposit is 
thought to represent an in-situ subsoil deposit, which possibly equates to contexts 
[1422] and [1438] excavated within the adjacent Trenches 98 and 99. Within these 
trenches the deposit was truncated by the construction cut for the Gothick Lodge, 
constructed c1815. The surface was revealed at a level of 3.08m OD. 

6.5.40 The final deposit recognised within this sample was a 0.80m thick, loose dark greyish 
black silty sand with occasional pebbles (context [1445]). This deposit represents the 
ground surface that is likely to have been contemporary with the adjacent Gothick 
Lodge and which is currently sealed beneath a concrete and flagstone surface. The 
surface was revealed at a level of 3.87m OD. 
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6.5.41 Transect 243 (Window Samples 1, 3-9) (Figure 12) 

6.5.42 Transect 243 is the most comprehensive transect across the moat as it comprises a 
total of eight windows samples (WS 1 and 39). These form a 13.16m-long northwest-
southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 1 marking the south-eastern 
end of the transect (located inside the enclosure). 

6.5.43 The earliest deposit recognised was revealed within all of the window samples and 
comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1417]), which was at 
least 0.56m thick. It represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface 
was revealed at a level of: 

• 2.00m OD in WS 1 
• 2.44m OD in WS 3 (upper 0.20m very sandy, could be part of subsoil) 
• 2.02m OD in WS 4 
• 1.78m OD in WS 5 
• 0.98m OD in WS 6 
• 0.94m OD in WS 7 
• 1.02m OD in WS 8 
• 2.32m OD in WS 9 

6.5.44 Overlying the gravel within WS 1, 3 and 4 was a mid yellowish brown clayey sand 
(context [1444]). This deposit varied in thickness from 0.28m – 0.93m, it being 
thinnest in the sample located furthest to the northwest (possibly partly truncated by 
the moat cut). Within WS 9, located at the northwest end of the transect, a visually 
similar deposit was recognised. This comprised a 0.52m-thick mid yellowish brown 
silty sand which contained moderate sub-angular pebbles as well as very small CBM 
and mortar fragments (context [1440]). Both these deposits are thought to represent 
an in-situ subsoil deposit, truncated and therefore absent from the window samples 
through the moat proper. The surface of this deposit was at a level of: 

• 2.94m OD in WS 1 context [1444] 
• 3.16m OD in WS 3 context [1444] 
• 2.30m OD in WS 4 context [1444] 
• 2.84m OD in WS 9 context [1440] 

6.5.45 Overlying this subsoil within WS 1, 3 and 9 was a dark brownish grey sandy clay that 
varied in thickness from between 0.10m – 0.42m. Within WS 1 and 3 this deposit was 
context [1443], which here contained moderate amounts of sub-angular pebbles as 
well as CBM and mortar fragments. Within WS 9 it was context [1495] and here only 
small sub-angular pebbles and small rootlets were recognised. Both these deposits 
are thought to represent an in-situ, but disturbed, topsoil deposit, truncated and 
therefore absent from the window samples through the moat itself. The surface of this 
deposit was at a level of: 

• 3.36m OD in WS 1 context [1443] 
• 3.30m OD in WS 3 context [1443] 
• 2.96m OD in WS 9 context [1495] 

6.5.46 Overlying the natural gravel [1417] within WS 6 and WS 7 was a mid greyish brown 
sandy clay containing moderate sub-angular pebbles and occasional CBM fragments 
(context [1442]). This deposit varied in thickness from 0.18m – 0.32m and as the soil 
matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting it seemed unlikely to represent a 
naturally formed waterlain deposit. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a 
deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. The surface was revealed in 
both samples at a level of: 
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• 1.30m OD in WS 6 
• 1.12m OD in WS 7 

6.5.47 Directly overlying the previously discussed deposits within WS 6 and WS 7, was a 
0.20m-thick layer of loose mid yellow sandy gravel (context [1441]). This soil matrix 
showed no evidence of sediment sorting, but is still thought to have formed through 
natural processes, possibly an area of localised edge or bank erosion. The surface 
was revealed at a level of: 

• 1.48m OD in WS 6 
• 1.32m OD in WS 7 

6.5.48 Overlying the gravel [1417] within WS 8 and overlying the buried topsoil deposit [1495] 
within WS 9 was a mid greenish brown sandy clay containing occasional pebbles 
(context [1436]). The deposit which varied in thickness from between 0.64m – 1.20m 
is thought to represent a naturally formed erosional deposit, although it is possible that 
it could be the remains of the external bank known to have been associated with the 
moat. If this hypothesis was correct the presence of the deposit along the northwest 
edge of the moat would suggest a degree of erosion, so it is possible that the deposit 
represents both of the above. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all 
three samples at a level of: 

• 2.62m OD in WS 8 
• 3.76m OD in WS 9 

6.5.49 Overlying the gravel in WS 5 was a 0.16m-thick dark greenish brown coarse sandy 
clay containing frequent sub-angular pebbles (context [1501]). The surface of the 
deposit was overlain by a horizontal tile that may represent the remains of a buried 
structure associated with the adjacent Gothick Lodge, possibly a tile lined drain as 
seen within Trench 98 (see context [1430]). The surface of this deposit was revealed 
at a level of 1.92m OD. 

6.5.50 Overlying the previously discussed deposits [1439], [1441] and [1501] within WS 4 to 
WS 9 was deliberate infilling deposit [1418]. The deposit comprised a dark brown 
gritty sand containing moderate amounts of CBM and frequent fragments of stone 
chippings. The recorded thickness was between 0.40m – 3.24m. This deposit is 
believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 
1920s and clearly comprised numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the 
infilling deposit was at a level of: 

• 4.70m OD in WS 4 
• 4.37m OD in WS 5 
• 4.37m OD in WS 6 
• 4.52m OD in WS 7 
• 4.54m OD in WS 8 
• 4.15m OD in WS 9 

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 2.30m OD in WS 4 
• 1.92m OD in WS 5 
• 1.48m OD in WS 6 
• 1.32m OD in WS 7 
• 2.62m OD in WS 8 
• 3.76m OD in WS 9  

6.5.51 The final deposit recognised was a 0.10m – 0.80m thick, loose dark greyish black silty 
sand and occasional pebbles (context [1416]). This deposit represents the existing 
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ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern 
landscaping episode and was seen within all of the window samples in this transect. 
The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of: 

• 3.76m OD in WS 1 
• 3.86m OD in WS 3 
• 4.80m OD in WS 4 
• 4.97m OD in WS 5 
• 4.97m OD in WS 6 
• 4.92m OD in WS 7 
• 4.92m OD in WS 8 
• 4.95m OD in WS 9 

6.5.52 Transect 241 (Window Sample 10) (Figure 13) 

6.5.53 Transect 241 comprises windows samples 10(a), 10 and 10(b). These form a 4.28m 
long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 10(a) marking 
the south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the moated enclosure).  

6.5.54 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and 
gravel (context [1453]) which was at least 0.40m thick. This deposit represents the 
naturally derived River Terrace gravel. Its’ surface was revealed in all three samples 
at a level of: 

• 1.74m OD in WS 10(a) 
• 0.72m OD in WS 10 
• 1.96m OD in WS 10(b) 

6.5.55 Overlying the gravel within WS 10 and WS 10(b) was a mid greenish yellow sandy 
clay containing occasional pebbles (context [1499]). The deposit, which varied in 
thickness from between 0.10m – 1.14m, is thought to represent a naturally formed 
erosional deposit, although it is possible that it could be the remains of the external 
bank. If this hypothesis was correct the presence of the deposit with the northwest 
side of the moat would suggest a degree of erosion, so it is possible that the deposit 
represents both of the above. The similarity between this sequence and that seen with 
deposit [1439] in Transect 243 is obvious, perhaps indicating a widespread 
depositional event. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three 
samples at a level of: 

• 0.82m OD in WS 10 
• 3.10m OD in WS 10(b) 

6.5.56 Directly overlying gravel within WS 10(a) was a 0.30m thick deposit of light brownish 
yellow clayey silt containing small granular stone fragments (context [1491]). No 
evidence of sediment sorting was recognised and it is possible that this deposit 
represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. Its absence within 
the remaining two window samples is problematic, although truncation caused by 
cleaning of the moat that may have resulted in only localised survival to the original 
lining. The surface was revealed at a level of 2.00m OD in WS 10(a). 

6.5.57 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 
2.10m to 3.56m (context [1452]). This deposit comprised a mixed deposit of loose 
dark brown silty sand with lenses of mortar, CBM and chalk plus occasional stone 
fragments. This deposit is believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the 
moat that commenced in the 1920’s and clearly represent numerous depositional 
episodes. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a 
level of: 
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• 5.04m OD in WS 10(a) 
• 5.24m OD in WS 10 
• 5.21m OD in WS 10(b) 

The base level for the deliberate infilling was: 

• 2.00m OD in WS 11(a) 
• 0.82m OD in WS 11 
• 3.10m OD in WS 11(b) 

6.5.58 The final deposit recognised was a 0.16m to 0.30m thick, loose dark greyish black 
silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1450]). This deposit represents the 
existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the 
modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level 
of: 

• 5.34m OD WS 10(a) 
• 5.44m OD in WS 10 
• 5.41m OD in WS 10(b) 
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7 CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 The aims of this watching brief were to:  

• Investigate the archaeological sequence adjacent to Gothick Lodge; 
• Establish the nature and condition of the banks and lining of the moat; 
• Record the historic profile of the moat; 
• Examine and record the nature, depth and extent of the moat fills; 
• Investigate and record the sluice gate mechanism. 
 

7.2 A further aim was to investigate possible causes of subsidence of the Gothick Lodge 
building. The two trenches (98 & 99) situated against the foundations of the lodge 
building did not provide any specific evidence of the causes of subsidence. Trench 98 
did reveal, however, evidence of an earlier phase of construction at the site of the 
lodge in the form of a wall foundation which cartographic evidence suggests may 
predate 1762-4, and could form part of the structure labelled as ‘Granary’ on 
Leadbetter’s survey. 

7.3 The auger window samples have permitted the construction of extrapolated cross-
sections of moat fill deposits and have established the profile of the west corner of the 
moat (i.e. between Gothick Lodge and the historic sluice gate) (Figures 6-13). 
Generally this exercise has shown the moat to conform to a series of phased events, 
which can be summarised as follows: 

I. Natural strata 
II. Subsoil 
III. Moat cut / channelisation 
IV. Moat lining 
V. Erosional processes 
VI. Moat cleaning/dredging 
VII. Deliberate infilling (1921-4) 

VIII. Landscaping (20th century) 

7.4 The excavation of Trench 100 revealed the working of the cast-iron sluice mechanism 
and associated brickwork, thought to date to the 1890s when the Thames foreshore 
was extensively remodelled. An earlier phase of sluice wall was identified. The age 
range of this wall was estimated at somewhere between 1780 and 1850, which is 
consistent with the known date of a rebuild in 1842, possibly reusing some earlier 
bricks. The elevations of the sluice structure on its north-eastern face can be 
reconciled with historic photographs (circa 1900) depicting the moat prior to its 
backfilling.  

7.5 Two large near vertical cracks caused by root action were observed on the south-west 
face of the 1890 sluice brickwork (Figure 15). The metre long section of sluice wall 
between these cracks would be unsupported if the tree root ball were removed from 
behind it. Any plan to re-instate the sluice should take this factor into consideration. 
The earlier phase of brickwork was unaffected by root activity. 

7.6 The gearing of the cast-iron sluice mechanism no longer survive. However, the rack 
(the upper, toothed, part of the paddle arm) and the arched frame of the sluice 
mechanism survive in remarkably good condition (Figure 16). 

 



An Archaeological Watching Brief at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, LB Hammersmith & Fulham 
©Pre-Construct Archaeology, July 2009 

29 

8 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

8.1 Pre-Construct Archaeology Limited would like to thank the London Borough of 
Hammersmith and Fulham for commissioning the watching brief. We thank Jane 
Sidell for monitoring the work and Phil Emery of Gifford for his advice and enthusiasm 
during this project, and for editing this report. PCA would also like to thank the 
gardeners at Fulham Palace for their help and co-operation. 

8.2 The authors would like to thank Patric Cavanagh of Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd for 
his hard work. Hayley Baxter produced the illustrations, Lisa Lonsdale provided 
logistical support, Chris Jarrett dated the pottery and the survey was undertaken by 
Aidan Turner and Nathalie Barrett. Chris Mayo was the Project Manager and edited 
this report. 



An Archaeological Watching Brief at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, LB Hammersmith & Fulham 
©Pre-Construct Archaeology, July 2009 

30 

9 BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Arthur, P., & Whitehouse, K., 1978 Report on Excavations at Fulham Palace Moat, 1972-1973, Trans. 

LAMAS vol.29, p45-72 
Bloice, B. 

1975 Excavation Round-Up 1974, London Archaeologist Vol 2 (10), p257 
1976 Excavation Round-Up 1975, London Archaeologist Vol 2 (14), p370 

Bradley, T., 2004 An Archaeological Watching Brief (Phase II) at All Saints Primary School, Bishops 
Avenue, Fulham, London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham, Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd 
unpublished report  

Emery, P.A. & Mayo, C. 2008 ‘Archaeology and the Fulham Palace Refurbishment Project: Managing 
Expectations’ in London Archaeologist Vol 11 (12), p327-333 

Emery, P.A. 2009 Investigation of the Fulham Palace Moat. Unpublished Gifford leaflet 
Fèret, C.J., 1900 Fulham Old and New being an Exhaustive History of the Ancient Parish of Fulham. 

London 
Girardon, S. & Heathcote, J., 1988 Excavation Round-up 1987: part 2 London Boroughs, London 

Archaeologist Vol 5 (15), p411 
Greenwood, P. & Thompson, A., 1992 Excavation Round-up 1991: part 2 Greater London, London 

Archaeologist Vol 6 (15), p417 
Greenwood, P. & Maloney, C. 

1993 Excavation Round-up 1992: part 2, London Archaeologist Vol 7 (3), p78 
1996 London Fieldwork and Publication Round-up 1995, London Archaeologist Vol 8, 
supplement 1, p10 

Harward, C. 
2003a Medieval and Post-Medieval Fulham, Excavations at 31-35 Fulham High Street, Fulham 
SW6, 2002, Transactions of the London & Middlesex Archaeology Society 54, p59-77 
2003b 84-88 Fulham High Street, London SW6: An Archaeological Evaluation Report, MoLAS 
unpublished report 

Hawkins, H., 2009 ‘A Written Scheme of Investigation For An Archaeological Watching Brief at Fulham 
Palace, Bishops Avenue, London SW6, London Borough Of Hammersmith & Fulham’, Pre-
Construct Archaeology Ltd unpublished report 

Hulka, K., 2003 An Archaeological Evaluation Phase 1 at Fulham Palace Moated Site, Bishops Avenue, 
Fulham, London SW6, LB of Hammersmith & Fulham, Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd 
unpublished report 

L.B. Hammersmith & Fulham Environmental Dept., 1999 Fulham Palace Conservation Management 
Plan, Draft 

Leary, K. forthcoming, ‘An Assessment Of An Archaeological Watching Brief Of Phase 1 Of The 
Refurbishment Project Of Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, London Sw6, London Borough Of 
Hammersmith And Fulham’, Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd unpublished report 

Maher, S 
2002a An Archaeological Watching Brief at Bishops Park Moat Garden, Fulham, London 
Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham, Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd unpublished report 
2002b An Archaeological Watching Brief at All Saints Primary School, Bishops Avenue, 
Fulham, London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham, Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd 
unpublished report 

Maloney, C. & Gostick, T.J., 1998 London Fieldwork and Publication Round-up 1997, London 
Archaeologist Vol 8, supplement 3, p86 

Maloney, C. & Holroyd, I. 
2001 London Fieldwork and Publication Round-up 2000, London Archaeologist Vol 9, 
supplement 3, p76 
2004 London Fieldwork and Publication Round-up 2003, London Archaeologist Vol 10, 
supplement 3, p72 

Mills, J., 1987 Fulham Palace Moated Site, Watching Briefs 1987, Museum of London (DGLA) 
unpublished report 

Richardson, B. 
1977 Excavation Round-Up 1976, London Archaeologist 3 (2), p36 
1978 Richardson, B., Excavation Round-Up 1977, London Archaeologist Vol 3 (6), p159 
1979 Richardson, B., Excavation Round-Up 1978, London Archaeologist Vol 3 (10), p263 
1985 Richardson, B., Excavation Round-Up 1984 part 1, London Archaeologist Vol 5 (2), p51 
1987 Richardson, B., Excavation Round-up 1986, London Archaeologist 5 (10), p274 



An Archaeological Watching Brief at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, LB Hammersmith & Fulham 
©Pre-Construct Archaeology, July 2009 

31 

Sayer, K., and Emery P.A., 2004 The Warren and Bishops Park Moat Gardens, Fulham Palace, London 
Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham: Archaeological Watching Brief on Geotechnical 
Window Samples, Gifford & Partners unpublished report 

Thompson, A., Westman, A. & Dyson, T., 1998, Archaeology in Greater London 1965-90: A Guide to 
records of excavations by the Museum of London 

Whitehouse, K. 
1972 Early Fulham, London Archaeologist Vol 1 1972, p344-347 
1974a A Section Across Fulham Palace Moat, London Archaeologist Vol 2 (6), p142-147 
1974b Fulham Palace, London Archaeologist Vol 2 (9), p211-214 



































An Archaeological Watching Brief at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, LB Hammersmith & Fulham 
©Pre-Construct Archaeology, July 2009 

48 

APPENDIX 1: CONTEXT REGISTER 
Context Trench Type Interpretation Date? 
1416 WS 1& 39 layer topsoil sealing infilled moat c1920 
1417 WS 1& 39 layer River Terrace gravel  
1418 WS 5-9 fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1419 TR 99 structure foundation of Gothick Lodge c1815 
1420 TR 99 fill construction cut infilling c1815 
1421 TR 99 cut construction cut for [1419] c1815 
1422 TR 99 layer natural sand  
1423 TR 99 cut cut for service pipe  
1424 TR 99 structure concrete apron abutting wall of Gothick Lodge c1900 ? 
1425 TR 98 structure concrete apron abutting wall of Gothick Lodge c1815 
1426 TR 98 fill fill of service pipe cut c1900 ? 
1427 TR 98 cut cut for service pipe c1900 ? 
1428 TR 98 fill fill of construction cut for brick drain c1815 
1429 TR 98 cut cut for brick drain [1430] c1815 
1430 TR 98 structure brick drain c1815 
1431 TR 98 fill construction cut infilling c1815 
1432 TR 98 cut construction cut for [1433] c1815 
1433 TR 98 structure foundation of Gothick Lodge c1815 
1434 TR 98 cut construction cut for [1435] c1450 
1435 TR 98 structure foundation, possibly Tudor granary c1450 
1436 TR 99 fill fill of service pipe cut c1900 ? 
1437 TR 98 fill construction cut infilling c1450 
1438 TR 98 layer natural sand  
1439 WS 9 fill possible bank deposit?  
1440 WS 9 fill in-situ subsoil?  
1441 WS 6, 7 fill edge collapse, bank erosion ?  
1442 WS 6, 7 fill erosional deposition ?  
1443 WS 1, 3 fill possible levelling deposit or disturbed topsoil c1920 
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Context Trench Type Interpretation Date? 
1444 WS 1, 3, 4 layer natural sand ?  
1445 WS 2 layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1446 WS 2 layer possibly in-situ subsoil c1920 
1447 WS 2 layer probably part of River Terrace gravel sequence c1920 
1448 WS 2 layer River Terrace gravel  
1449 WS 10(a) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1450 WS 10 layer redeposited sand (modern landscaping) c1920 
1451 WS 10, 10(a) layer redeposited subsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1452 WS 10, 10(a) layer deliberate infilling c1920 
1453 WS 10, 10(a) layer River Terrace gravel  
1459 TR 99 layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping)  
1460 WS 12(a) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1461 WS 12(a) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1462 WS 12(a) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1463 WS 12, 12(a) fill deliberate infilling ? c1920 
1464 WS 12(a) fill possibly lining for moat  
1465 WS 12(a) layer River Terrace gravel  
1466 WS 14, 14 (a), 14(b) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1467 WS 14, 14(b) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1468 WS 14(a) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1469 WS 14, 14 (a), 14(b) fill deliberate infilling ? c1920 
1470 WS 14, 14 (a), 14(b) layer River Terrace gravel  
1473 WS 11, 11 (a), 11(b) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1474 WS 11, 11 (a), 11(b) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1475 WS 11(b) fill erosional deposition ? c1920 
1476 WS 11(a) fill erosional deposition ?  
1477 WS 11(b) fill erosional deposition ?  
1478 WS 11(b) layer River Terrace gravel  
1479 WS 11 fill erosional deposition ?  
1480 WS 13, 13 (a), 13(b) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
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Context Trench Type Interpretation Date? 
1481 WS 13, 13(b) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1482 WS 13, 13 (a), 13(b) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1483 WS 13, 13 (a), 13(b) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1484 WS 13 fill erosional deposition ?  
1485 WS 13, 13(a) layer natural sand ?  
1486 WS 15, 15(a) layer redeposited topsoil (modern landscaping) c1920 
1487 WS 15, 15(a) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1488 WS 15, 15(a) fill deliberate infilling c1920 
1489 WS 15, 15(a) fill moat lining?  
1490 WS 15, 15(a) layer River Terrace gravel  
1491 WS 10(a) fill moat lining?  
1492 WS 12 layer degraded natural?  
1493 WS 15 fill erosional deposition ?  
1494 WS 15(a) fill erosional deposition ?  
1495 WS 9 layer buried topsoil ?  
1498 WS 10(b) layer in-situ subsoil ?  
1499 WS 10 layer erosional deposition ?  
1500 WS 10(a) fill possible moat lining  
1501 WS 5 layer levelling deposit  
1502     
1503     
1504 TR 100 wall sluice wall c1840 
1505 TR 100 wall sluice wall c1890 
1506 TR 100 fill related to 1890 remodelling of Thames foreshore c1890 
1507 TR 100 fill related to 1890 remodelling of Thames foreshore c1890 
1508 TR 100 layer modern dumped ground c1990 
1509 TR 100 fill moat backfill c1920 
1510 TR 100 structure cast iron sluice mechanism c1890 
1511 TR 100 layer topsoil  
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APPENDIX 3: SITE MATRICES 
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c1920-present
TR 94, 95 & 96

TR 97 TR 99 TR 98 WS 2 WS16

1408 topsoil 1454 topsoil

1409 subsoil

1820-1920? 1424 surface 1425 surface

1411 concrete 1414 topsoil 1459 topsoil 1445 topsoil

1471 subsoil 1415 subsoil 1436 fill 1426 fill

1472 concrete 1412 concrete 1410 concrete 1413 concrete 1423 service cut 1427 service cut 

subsoil 1455

1431 fill
1815-1820

1420 fill 1431 fill 1433 drain

1419 wall 1433 wall 1432 cut

1421 cut 1432 cut

1450-1700 1437 fill

1435 wall

1434 cut

1456
foreshore 1457 river 
sediments ? 1496

1497

1422 sand 1438 sand 1447 sand
River terrace
deposits

1448 gravel 1447 gravel
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c1920-present
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c1920-present

WS 13, 13(a) & 13(b) WS 15 WS 10, 10(a) TR 100
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APPENDIX 4: ASSESSMENT OF IN SITU BUILDING MATERIALS AT THE 
MOAT AND GOTHICK LODGE, FULHAM PALACE 

 
Revealed during an archaeological watching brief on geotechnical investigations,  
29 May and 13 June 2009 
 
Fulham Palace, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (Site Code FLB03) 
 

 
John Brown, on behalf of Gifford 
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Introduction 
 
Gifford were commissioned by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd to provide specialist advice on 
in situ masonry features revealed during archaeological monitoring of geotechnical 
investigations at the moat and Gothick Lodge, Fulham Palace. The geotechnical investigations 
were commissioned by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham to inform a 
feasibility study for restoration of sections of the moat as part of the Bishops Park and Fulham 
Palace Restoration and Revival Project.  As the work consisted of intrusive investigations into 
the Fulham Palace Moated Site Scheduled Monument (no 134), the work took place under a 
variation (DCMS 20 May 2009) to Scheduled Monument Consent ref: HSD9/2/7234 (DCMS 
July 20 2005). This report will form an appendix to the main report on the archaeological 
monitoring to be prepared by Pre-construct Archaeology Ltd. (Payne J and Pullen A 2009). 
 
Methodology 
 
Two separate visits were undertaken to observe features recorded in the test pits adjacent to 
Gothick Lodge (29 May), and at the sluice gate of the moat (13 June). In situ fabrics were 
examined by eye and with a hand lens x 20 magnification were possible. As the masonry 
features uncovered lay within the curtilage of the Scheduled Monument, no brick samples 
were removed and fabrics were assessed in situ in clear daylight. The fabrics were classified 
according to the London system of fabric classification. Type examples of the main fabrics 
cited are held in the Museum of London (MoL) fabric reference collection, which is housed at 
the London Archaeological Archive and Research Centre (LAARC). 
 
Gothick Lodge (Trenches 98-99) 
 
Three distinct in situ masonry features were observed in Trench 98 (Figure 1). An earlier 
masonry feature [1435] was overlain by the foundation of the Lodge [1433], which was in turn 
was abutted by a masonry drain [1430]. This drain was subsequently truncated by a 
stoneware drainpipe [1427]. 
 
The earlier foundation [1435] was constructed of different materials, but mainly utilising an 
orange-red soft sandy brick, unfrogged with rounded arrises, sunken margins and uneven 
bases (dimensions typically 225-228x108-111x58-63mm). These were interpreted as MoL 
‘Tudor’ type fabric 3033 or 3046, with a date range of c.1450-1700 based on the brick 
dimensions. Also present were small amounts of Kentish rag rubblestone (MoL fabric 3107), 
probably representing opportunistic use of materials to hand in the foundation. The location 
and orientation of this wall suggests that it may represent the foundation of a Tudor granary 
shown on the Stiff Leadbetter surveys of 1762-4 (Rodwell 1988, figure 32). This building is 
also identified in the Parliamentary Survey of 1647 (ibid.). 
 
Both the foundation wall and the drain were constructed of dark reddish-orange sandy brick, 
shallow-frogged with sharp arrises, in a local variant of MoL fabric 3032, with dimensions 200-
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220x100x60mm. The drain also utilised unglazed reddish-orange earthenware floor tiles for 
the top cover in a variant of MoL fabric 3047, with dimensions c.340x330x40mm. Pan tiles in 
MoL fabric 2279 were utilised in the base. The use of the same bricks, and a similar light grey 
sand/lime mortar in the foundations and the drain indicates that they were contemporary, 
although the drain is stratigraphically later. It is truncated by a late 19th- or early 20th- century 
salt-glazed stoneware drainpipe [1427] (MoL fabric LONS). 
 
Trench 99 also revealed the foundations of the Gothick Lodge, in the same materials and 
construction as that observed in Trench 98. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Trench 98 looking northeast 

 
Moat Sluice Gate (Trench 100) 
 
A north-south aligned brick wall [1504] formed the (lower) level of the retaining wall around the 
sluice structure. It was constructed with a variety of different bricks (mainly MoL fabric 3032, 
with examples of MoL fabric 3034 and some reused bricks from the fabric 3033 group) and 
bonded with a grey lime/sand mortar. Brick dimensions for the main, dark purple-red fabric 
3032, and related silty purple-red fabric 3034, were typically 218-225x98-104x63-67mm; 
frogging was not visible, but the bricks had relatively sharp arrises. The earlier bricks of the 
fabric 3033 group were abraded, and possibly reused. The broad date range for the fabric 
3032 is considered to be 1630-1900. This would therefore represent an early use of this fabric, 
if the lower wall relates to the known date of construction for the sluice in 1618 (Rodwell 
1988). However, on the basis of brick dimensions, and the presence of well-formed bricks with 
fairly sharp arrises (i.e. lacking the characteristics of earlier ‘Tudor’ type bricks) the age range 
of the wall is suggested to be between 1780 and 1850. This would tie in with a documented 
date of rebuilding for the sluice in 1842 following a flood (ibid.) and would explain the presence 
of apparently earlier and abraded brick in the fabric 3033 group as material reused from the 
original structure. 
 
The masonry structure [1505] above consisted almost entirely of frogged yellow ‘London 
Stock’ brick (MoL fabric 3035, dated 1780-1920) supporting the cast-iron winding mechanism 
[1510]. The brickwork is capped on the visible supporting wing wall and around the base of the 
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winding mechanism with a white oolitic limestone identified as Portland Stone. The structure 
[1505] was bonded with a Portland cement-based mortar. This type of bonding material was 
first patented in England by Joseph Aspdin in 1824 
(http://www.cement.org/basics/concretebasics_history.asp). It was being produced 
commercially by his son William in 1838 in Gateshead and London (Ashurst J & Ashurst N 
1988), but was not in widespread use until the 1850s and the structure is therefore thought to 
date to between 1820 and 1895. It is probably contemporary with the Bishops Park section of 
the Thames embankment in c.1893, which was constructed as part of the creation of the park 
(Figures 2, 3). The sluice in its final form is clearly shown on the 1894-6 Second Edition 
Ordnance Survey, and therefore must have been constructed by this date (Figure 5).  
 

 
Figure 3: S elevation of moat sluice 

 

 
Figure 4: N elevation of moat sluice and eastern wing wall 
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Figure 4: 1894-6 Second Edition Ordnance Survey 
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	1 ABSTRACT
	1.1 This report details the results and working methods of an archaeological watching brief and associated excavations that took place at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, London SW6, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham between 29th May 2009 and 16th June 2009.
	1.2 The archaeological investigation was commissioned by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham, and designed by Gifford (archaeological consultant) to inform a study into the feasibility of a partial restoration of Fulham Palace moat.
	1.3 The aims of this research were to: 
	1.4 Addressing the research aims relating to the Gothick Lodge and the moat involved the excavation of three targeted archaeological trenches and the archaeological recording of twenty-six geotechnical auger core samples (window samples). These window samples were arranged in seven transects located at intervals along the infilled moat. 

	2 INTRODUCTION
	2.1 An archaeological watching brief and associated excavations were undertaken by Pre-Construct Archaeology at Fulham Palace, Bishops Avenue, London SW6, London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham between 29th May 2009 and 16th June 2009 (Figure 1).
	2.2 The archaeological investigations were commissioned by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham as part of the Bishops Park and Fulham Palace grounds Restoration and Revival project, and were designed by Gifford (archaeological consultants) and Morton Partnership (engineers). At Fulham Palace archaeological work was undertaken in conjunction with geotechnical examination of the north-west wall of Gothick Lodge to diagnose the causes of settlement that had been observed and a study into the feasibility of partial restoration of the moat and its sluice. The London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham funded the archaeological investigations with assistance from the Heritage Lottery Fund and the Big Lottery.
	2.3 The work within the Fulham Palace moated site (Scheduled Monument no. 134) involved the excavation of three archaeological trenches (Trenches 98-100) and the archaeological recording of twenty-six geotechnical auger core samples taken on the line of the infilled moat. Pneumatic auger core samples were taken in seven transects at intervals around the west corner of the moat between the vehicle causeway entrance (constructed during the Fulham Palace Phase 1 refurbishment scheme) and the historic sluice gate. Trenches 98 and 99 were situated against the foundations of Gothick Lodge in order to establish the possible causes of its gradual settlement (Figures 2 and 3).
	2.4 Trench 100 was excavated in order to inspect the cast-iron winding mechanism and associated masonry of the gate of the historic sluice that connected the moat with the River Thames. 
	2.5 The site is located at National Grid Reference TQ 2420 7635.
	2.6 The underlying geology at the site is London Clay. Ground level varies between approximately 4m and 5m OD across the site. 
	2.7 The work was monitored by Dr Jane Sidell, Inspector of Ancient Monuments for English Heritage. Phil Emery of Gifford (archaeological consultant) designed and managed the archaeological investigation.

	3 PLANNING BACKGROUND
	3.1 Scheduled Monument Consent for excavation of sections of moat either side of the moat bridge was initially granted in July 2005 (HSD 9/2/7234). A variation to this consent to incorporate the scheme of geotechnical core sampling, geotechnical test pits adjacent to Gothick Lodge and investigation of the sluice gate, was granted on 20 May 2009. 
	3.2 The site is located in the grounds of Fulham Palace Moated Site, Scheduled Ancient Monument (No. 134) under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979, amended by the National Heritage Act 1983. 
	3.3 In November 1990 the Department of the Environment issued Planning Policy Guidance Note 16 (PPG16) “Archaeology and Planning” providing guidance for planning authorities, property owners, developers and others on the preservation and investigation of archaeological remains.
	3.4 In short, government guidance provides a framework which:
	 Protects Scheduled Ancient Monuments
	 Protects the settings of these sites
	 Has a presumption in favour of in-situ preservation of nationally important remains
	 In appropriate circumstances seeks adequate information (from field evaluation) to enable informed decisions
	 Provides for the excavation and investigation of sites not important enough to merit in-situ preservation.
	3.5 In considering any planning application for development, the planning authority is bound by the policy framework set by government guidance, in this instance PPG16, by current Development Plan Policy and by other material considerations.

	4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
	4.1 General
	4.1.1 Fulham Palace was founded in medieval times but not on the site of the present building which dates from the early post-medieval period. An archaeological excavation to the south of the moated enclosure found Neolithic and Roman activity (Arthur & Whitehouse 1978). While survival of earlier structures and features on the site is believed to be high, modern landscaping has masked the position and extent of features such as the moat itself.
	4.1.2 The origin of the moat is unknown with theories suggesting an Iron Age or Danish origin having been postulated. The earliest surviving documentary evidence of the moat itself dates to 1392. This refers to the ‘great ditch’ (magna fossa). A water-filled circuit is shown on maps from 1746 to 1916. Sections of the moat were subject to cleaning as late as the early 20th century. The sluice was built in 1618 and rebuilt in 1842 following a flood. The moat was eventually filled in with building debris by Fulham Borough Council between 1921-4, the bishop receiving payments from the council for this use. (Emery 2009)

	4.2 Prehistoric
	4.2.1 Residual artefacts have been recovered from excavations across the moat, conducted by FARG in 1978, dating to the Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze and Iron Age. Excavations to the north of the palace have also produced residual material dating to the Neolithic and Iron Age. It is considered likely that the origins of the enclosure now delimited by the moat, lie in the later prehistoric or Roman period.
	4.2.2 In addition, it is known that the terrace gravels of the Thames flood plain were widely exploited in the Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze and Iron Age periods. Transitory hunting and fishing in the area gave way to early farming settlements but the location of these settlements in the vicinity of the study area is not known. However, Fulham and Putney are situated on one of the few places along the Thames where the stable terrace gravels are not overlain by alluvial deposits and this, combined with their location at the extreme south of a large meander in the Thames, are thought to make this area of strategic importance throughout the prehistoric period.
	4.2.3 The origins of occupation appear to be centred on a prehistoric ford across the river, a little up-river of the present Putney Bridge. This lay at the southern end of the conjectured route of a contemporary trackway, thought to run to the northeast along the line of Fulham Road. The conjectured line for this trackway is emphasised by a series of high quality finds dating from the Neolithic to the early Roman period which have been recovered from dredging of the River Thames.

	4.3 Roman
	4.3.1 Until 1972, the evidence for Roman activity in Fulham was limited to the discovery of the 1st century A.D. ‘Fulham Sword’ recovered from the Middlesex bank of the river in 1887. In 1972-73 excavations across the moat produced evidence of fourth century Roman occupation of the palace site. This took the form of a bank and gravel surfaces. This was preceded by a destruction/ demolition phase which in turn was preceded by a possible construction phase. 
	4.3.2 Excavations in the grounds immediately to the north of the palace produced evidence for 4th century occupation with a boundary ditch and demolition debris deriving from a Roman building (SMR Number 051004).
	4.3.3 In addition a number of finds of Roman / Romano-British pottery have been recorded from the within the moat. The SMR records a find of Romano-British pottery from the throw of a tree to the south of the walled garden.

	4.4 Saxon and Medieval Periods
	4.4.1 During the Saxon and medieval periods the manor of the bishops of London was established on the site, almost certainly to the west of its current position within what is known as the ‘homestead moat’, a double-ditched rectangular enclosure in the southwest of the main moated site. 
	4.4.2 A number of artefacts have been recovered from this period, particularly in the extreme north of the moat where an assemblage of Saxon pottery was recovered.
	4.4.3 The house was rebuilt during the 13th century to the east of the homestead enclosure when a less restricted site was needed for a larger residence. It was sited around the eastern courtyard and was thought to be associated with the formal delineation of the great moated enclosure, giving rise to the claim that this was the largest medieval moated enclosure in England.
	4.4.4 During the 14th century the loose arrangement of buildings forming the manor house were restyled into one coherent structure set around the eastern courtyard. The later 15th century saw the erection of the great hall and service rooms. 
	4.4.5 The SMR also contains an entry for the medieval bridge and gate piers although those visible today are clearly Victorian.

	4.5 Post-Medieval 
	4.5.1 The early post medieval period saw substantial alteration and enlargement during this period. The three-storey porch at the western end of the screens passage was added in c.1500 when the western courtyard was developed.
	4.5.2 Between 1506 and 1522 the bishop in residence was Fitzjames who built a new service range along the south side of the west court along with enclosing the walled garden to the east of the house. One of the gateways into this garden survives on the northwest side.
	4.5.3 Also during the 16th and early 17th centuries, a state wing was added to the north side of the east court and a long gallery projecting from the east side of the same court. The latter was supported on a stone built garden gallery. These additions resulted in the creation of two further minor courtyards. This is thought to be the maximum size of the palace as during the 18th and 19th century the palace was substantially rebuilt and contracted in size as a result.
	4.5.4 Excavations carried out immediately to the north of the palace produced evidence for the 17th-century gardens along with the remnants of a contemporary wall.

	4.6 Eighteenth & Nineteenth Centuries
	4.6.1 In 1715 the state wing on the north side of the east court was demolished to make way for a new north range. 
	4.6.2 Bishop Sherlock was responsible for a radical remodelling of the great hall. In c. 1750 he demolished the early parlour and solar block at the north end and built a grand new dining room.
	4.6.3 During the occupancy of Bishop Terrick the eastern part of the house was completely changed with the demolition of the medieval chapel and restructuring of the east court, which was embellished with the trappings of the new and fashionable “Strawberry Hill Gothick” style. This prompted the change of the layout of the grounds from a formal style to an informal landscape garden.
	4.6.4 During the early 19th century Bishop Howley largely undid the ornamentation carried out by Terrick, He also demolished the medieval kitchens and had an entirely new range on the north side of the west court.
	4.6.5 In 1866 the last major development was undertaken on the house when a new chapel was constructed as a projecting limb from the junction of the courts.
	4.6.6 In 1884 the Ecclesiastical Commissioners conveyed the freehold of the Bishop's Meadow to the Fulham District Board of Works, on the condition that the land should be laid out and maintained as a public recreation ground (Fèret 1900, 211). In 1893 the completion of a concrete river wall enabled the laying out of Bishops Park (Fèret 1900, 212).

	4.7 Twentieth Century
	4.7.1 Between 1921 and 1924, The Bishop in Residence systematically infilled the moat, charging local builders and contractors a fee per load to dump demolition rubble and builders waste.

	4.8 Previous Archaeological Investigations
	4.8.1 An Excavation by the Fulham Archaeological Rescue Group (FARG) in 1972-73 across the southern part of the moat revealed Mesolithic and Neolithic flints together with residual Iron Age pottery within Roman deposits. Considerable Roman activity dating mainly to the 3rd and 4th centuries was revealed in the form of a possible votive horse and dog skull within a pit, a ditch and features. The moat’s inner bank would appear to date from the latter half of the 4th century (Whitehouse 1974a, 142-147; Arthur & Whitehouse 1978). 
	4.8.2 An Excavation by FARG at the Kings Head Public House on Fulham High Street revealed that the site was once an extension of the moat of Fulham Palace, possibly a pond. The silt may have dated to the late Saxon period (Bloice 1975, 257).
	4.8.3 Investigations at Fulham Palace by FARG in 1975 in the Walled Garden revealed evidence of Roman occupation with a ploughed–up gravel surface (road?), 4th century ditch and debris and coins which was overlaid by Tudor demolition rubble deposited in the 18th century probably during the major rebuilding of the East Wing in c.1764. In the paddock area in the northwest corner of the moated grounds evidence of medieval occupation was provided by gravel surfaces, ditches, pits together with residual Roman coins and worked flints (Bloice 1976, 370).
	4.8.4 An excavation and resistivity survey in 1976 confirmed that the northwest corner of the moated grounds (paddock) of Fulham Palace was moated off separately in medieval period by multiple banks and ditches enclosing c.1 acre. Building debris and crop marks indicate that this is the site of the Palace buildings from at least the 12th to 14th centuries. Excavation in the walled garden revealed two 4th century ditches at right angles and other features which may form an enclosure adjoining the riverside entrance. Some Neolithic pottery and a quantity of residual worked flints were also recovered (Richardson 1977, 36).
	4.8.5 FARG during probing beneath floors and documentary research suggest that Great Hall of Fulham Palace was built during the 15th century and not the 16th century as once thought (Richardson 1978, 159).
	4.8.6 A trial trench excavated by FARG in 1978 in Fulham Palace under the floor of the former 18th century Drawing Room revealed pottery and dumped debris dating back to the 13th century from earlier structures. Coupled with examination of existing buildings and documentary research it has been shown that the 18th century East Wing was built upon earlier foundations of medieval and Tudor buildings demolished c.1764 and parts of these buildings are incorporated in the extant walls (Richardson 1979, 263).
	4.8.7 An archaeological investigation by Keith Whitehouse in 1984 at the Kings Head Public House, 4 Fulham High Street within the garden area which lies inside the Scheduled Monument revealed an unrecorded moat or ditch that appeared to run parallel with the main moat infilled in 1921-24. The ditch was filled with over 2m of silt and clay. C14 dating of organic matter beneath a clay lining gave a date of AD570 ± 80. A further 0.60m of silt fill deposits beneath this suggested an earlier date for the ditch (Richardson 1985, 51).
	4.8.8 An excavation by FARG in 1986 to the north of Fulham Palace in 1986 revealed a few sherds of Iron Age pottery. A 4th-century Roman ditch also contained worked flints. A red-brick cellar wall with an infill core of medieval stone debris was observed extending to a depth of 6 feet (1.75m). This wall probably dated to the 17th century and may be part of the buildings demolished in 1715. A dark deposit containing medieval pottery and a few minor 18th/19th-century garden features were found (Richardson 1987, 274).
	4.8.9 An archaeological watching brief by FARG and Museum of London in 1987 on the insertion of a new gas main within the grounds of Fulham Palace revealed part of the substructure of the moat bridge consisting of brick chalk and ragstone. Between the bridge and the West quadrangle of the Palace culturally sterile garden soil was exposed to a depth of c.0.6m over a distance of some 75-80m along the driveway. A deep undated feature was observed adjacent to the gate of the West quadrangle and within the eastern corner of that quadrangle the top of a linear brick structure aligned ENE-WSW and possibly a drain were revealed at a depth of 0.2m (Richardson 1987, 274).
	4.8.10 Three watching briefs by FARG were conducted within the area in 1987. Within the moated site several trees toppled over leaving craters near the site of the previous trial trench across the moat that revealed a handful of 3rd/4th-century Roman pottery. Within the Handicapped Adventure Playground the excavation of holes for a new boundary fence revealed no significant finds due to the shallowness of the holes. The re-laying of drainage in Bishops Park near the entrance to Fulham Palace revealed a handful of burnt stones and worked flints of possible Neolithic date (Girardon & Heathcote 1988, 411).
	4.8.11 A watching brief by the Museum of London (DGLA) in 1990 in the walled gardens and playground at Fulham Palace revealed post-medieval build-up and garden soil (Thompson et al 1998).
	4.8.12 A watching brief by the Museum of London (DGLA) in 1991 at Fulham Palace revealed post-medieval wall foundations in a section of modern pipe trench (Greenwood & Thompson 1992, 417).
	4.8.13 An excavation by the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS) in 1991-92 in the West courtyard of Fulham Palace revealed two sections of wall possibly 16th century in date, and post-16th century deposits. Foundations of the existing 18th century walls and garden soil were observed in the area of the walled garden (Greenwood & Maloney 1993, 78).
	4.8.14 A watching brief by MoLAS in 1995 in Fulham Palace garden revealed topsoil overlying an undated silt deposit (Greenwood & Maloney 1996, 10).
	4.8.15 Two watching briefs were conducted within the Scheduled Ancient Monument in 1997 by MoLAS. The first at All Saints Primary School, Bishops Avenue revealed modern made ground overlying natural deposits. The second in West Court, Fulham Palace revealed modern levelling material and some stone blocks that could have belonged to an earlier (1860s) fountain structure within a trench running from the East gate to the fountain in the centre of the courtyard (Maloney & Gostick 1998, 86).
	4.8.16 A watching brief by MoLAS in 2000 at the Moat School, Bishops Avenue revealed natural brickearth, which may have been the result of flooding, overlaid by an undated marsh deposit in the central and north parts of the tennis courts works. The south part of the tennis court works showed that the marsh deposits had been reworked or replaced with a post-medieval garden soil (Maloney & Holroyd 2001, 76).
	4.8.17 An archaeological watching brief in 2002 was conducted by PCA at Bishops Park Moat Garden, Fulham during landscaping of the gardens (Maher 2002a); all observed deposits were found to be modern although three sherds of Roman pottery were found residually within the topsoil.
	4.8.18 A watching brief by PCA in 2002 on the insertion of bollards on the south side of Bishops Avenue revealed modern topsoil (Maher 2002b).
	4.8.19 An archaeological watching brief in 2002 was conducted by PCA at All Saints Primary School, Bishops Avenue, Fulham, on the removal of topsoil to facilitate the construction of a new play area, the insertion of three manholes and one pipe trench, to the rear of the school. All underlying deposits were found to be modern or recent features associated with probable former allotments or garden features.
	4.8.20 An excavation by MoLAS in 2002 at 31-35 Fulham High Street revealed evidence of occupation along the eastern side of Fulham High Street from the late 12th century into the medieval and post-medieval periods (Harward 2003a, 59-77).
	4.8.21 An archaeological evaluation at 84-88 Fulham High Street in 2003 by MoLAS revealed possible evidence of the postulated Fulham Stream represented by lower alluvial fills containing a prehistoric flint and Roman ceramics and upper fills dating to the late medieval. Medieval activity in the form of a gravel surface and a brickearth and peg tile feature and post-medieval structures and pits were also observed (Harward 2003b).
	4.8.22 A further phase of archaeological watching brief by PCA at All Saints Primary School in October 2003 (Bradley 2004), which involved the monitoring of ground works associated with the construction of a new path and access ramp on the north side of the school, revealed a sequence of topsoil overlying natural subsoil. No archaeological features or deposits were recorded, although several highly abraded pottery sherds of probable Bronze Age or early Iron Age date were recovered from the topsoil, together with several fragments of burnt flint and a single struck flint.

	4.9 Recent Archaeological Investigations
	4.9.1 An Archaeological Evaluation was conducted between the 19th May and 5th June 2003 at Fulham Palace. The work consisted of seven trenches and an augering survey to investigate the moat, the line of a proposed new access route into the Palace grounds, a sample area of a proposed new breather trench around the Palace buildings, a new fire exit and a new disabled access ramp within an inner courtyard (Hulka 2003).
	4.9.2 An archaeological watching brief was conducted by PCA on behalf of Gifford & Partners on geotechnical window samples in November 2004 within the Warren and Bishops Park Moat Gardens on the proposed route of the new sewer (Sayer and Emery 2004). Within the Moat Garden the window samples identified the natural sands and gravels within six of seven of the window samples and archaeological deposits to a maximum depth of 5m below ground level (bgl). The archaeological sequence consisted of natural silting and peat deposits to a depth of 4.30m bgl, which are associated with either the moat or earlier natural streams, post-medieval activity towards the Fulham Palace Road to a depth of at least 5m bgl; 20th century made ground, some of which is probably associated with the in-filling of the moat in the 1920's. Across The Warren the window samples identified possible archaeological deposits to a depth of 1.88m bgl, with two possible archaeological features on the southwestern edge of the warren. The deposits consisted of sandy silts, sandy clays and clayey sands overlying the natural sands and gravels.
	4.9.3 The Phase 1 Refurbishment work was monitored by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd as an archaeological watching brief. It revealed the presence of a possible prehistoric pit, Roman pits or ditches, enclosure ditches of the original palace enclosure, postholes, rubbish pits, a hearth and well all of which date to the medieval period, and the development of the palace during the post-medieval period, including features of the stable yard, Tudor buildings, drainage features and elements of the 19th century kitchen within Bishop Sherlock’s Dining Room (Leary forthcoming; Emery & Mayo 2008).

	4.10 The Moat
	4.10.1 The earliest surviving documentary evidence for the moat dates from 1392, when it is referred to as a ‘great ditch’. In the post-medieval period, from 1746 to 1916, it is illustrated on successive maps as water-filled. It was sporadically cleaned until the early 20th century and was finally filled in between 1921-4 (Emery 2009).
	4.10.2 Documentary evidence indicate that the sluice mechanism, the target of investigation in Trench 100, was originally built in 1618 and rebuilt in 1842 after a flood (Emery 2009).


	5 ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODOLOGY
	5.1 Recording and Methodology
	5.1.1 All works were undertaken in accordance with English Heritage Guidance Papers and within the restrictions of the works being within the boundaries of a Scheduled Ancient Monument. As the site is a Scheduled Ancient Monument there was the presumption that all deposits and structures were significant as they were part of the setting of the Monument.
	5.1.2 All structures, deposits and finds were recorded according to accepted professional standards as detailed in the method statement written by Helen Hawkins of Pre-Construct Archaeology (2009).
	5.1.3 All records were assigned the Museum of London site code FLB03. This is a continuation of the previous phases of work by Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd at Fulham Palace, and therefore all numbering (contexts, sections, trenches etc) was sequential from those previous phases.

	5.2 Trench 98-99 (Figures 2-5)
	5.2.1 Trench 98, which also had the geotechnical assignation Test-Pit 1, was excavated alongside the northwest-facing wall of the Gothick Lodge, approximately 2.5m from its north corner.
	5.2.2 Trench 99, which also had the geotechnical assignation Test-Pit 2, was excavated alongside the northwest-facing wall of the Gothick Lodge, approximately 3.25m from its western corner.

	5.3 Trench 100 (Figures 2-3, 14-16)
	5.3.1 The excavation of Trench 100 was informed by documentary and photographic information provided by Phil Emery of Gifford. The excavation took place between the 8th and 15th of June 2009. The historic sluice under investigation was situated near the west corner of the moat. The trench measured 2.0m x 3.0m and was centred on the top of the cast-iron mechanism of the sluice gate. For reasons of safety the maximum depth of the excavation did not exceed 1.5m below the modern ground surface.
	5.3.2 Entwined around the sluice mechanism and walls was a mature, self-seeded sycamore tree. This tree and its considerable root network prevented full exposure of the sluice workings. The tree was reduced to root level (4.71m OD) by a contractor supplied by the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham. It was not possible to remove the root ball of this tree within the time frame of this excavation. 
	5.3.3 Topsoil and modern deposits from around the iron sluice mechanism were removed to expose the supporting masonry. Deposits on either side of the sluice were then excavated. Deposits on the north-east (moat) side of the sluice were excavated to 3.70m OD. Deposits on the south-west side of the sluice were reduced to 3.25m OD. 

	5.4 Window Sample Recording and Methodology (Figures 2-3, 6-13)
	5.4.1 The strategy was proposed for a series of core samples to be taken across the infilled moat, utilising a pneumatic auger designed for the extraction of “window samples”. Although referred to as such in the subsequent text, technically as these samples were extracted in sealed plastic tubes for later examination, they are correctly known as windowless samples. 
	5.4.2 The samples were taken as a series of seven transects which straddled the line of the infilled moat, based on the 1916 Ordnance Survey, at an angle of 90° to its orientation. The number of individual samples within each transect varied from between two to eight. The numbering sequences also varied from the allocation of a single number to a transect with the addition of letter suffixes e.g. 15(a), 15 and 15(b), as well as straight numerical sequences across the infilled ditch.
	5.4.3 This system was deemed to cause some confusion at a later date and consequently a single section number was allocated for each group of samples that formed a coherent linear arrangement. It is by these section numbers that they will be referred to in the subsequent discussion.
	5.4.4 The diameter of the coring bit measured 90mm internally and 110mm externally. The samples were excavated up to a depth of 5m below ground level.


	6 SUMMARY OF THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SEQUENCE
	6.1 Structures and deposits recorded on site have been grouped into four phases of archaeological activity. These phases occupy date ranges between: 1450-1700, 1815-1820, 1820-1920 and 1920 to present. Earlier natural deposits comprise foreshore sediments overlying terrace sand and gravel deposits. 
	6.2 Trench 98 / Test Pit 1 (Figures 3-6)
	6.2.1 The area excavated measured 1.30m NW-SE x 0.96m NE-SW to a maximum depth of 0.70m below existing ground level. The earliest deposit found was a mid yellowish brown coarse sand with no visible inclusions (context [1438]). The deposit had been heavily truncated by numerous construction or service cuts, making the original surface level difficult to ascertain with certainty. However, one small area survived within the northern corner of the trench and here a level of around 3.50m OD was recorded. This deposit is likely to represent an in-situ natural soil horizon, probably a subsoil deposit. No artefacts were recovered from this deposit.
	6.2.2 Partly truncating deposit [1438] was a northeast-southwest orientated linear cut (context [1434]). This cut, which was only partly revealed within the trench, was also truncated by a later construction and a later service cut. No side profile survived within the pit and only a 0.37m length of the base was clearly discernable. The base level was recorded at 3.20m OD. This cut represents the construction cut for wall [1435].
	6.2.3 Within the southwest face of the trench a northeast-southwest orientated wall was revealed (wall [1435]). This wall was truncated at its northeast end by a later service, from where it continued towards the southwest for 0.37m, until it reached the corner of the trench. Here it was abutted by the wall of the existing Gothick Lodge (wall [1433]), which was orientated northeast-southwest. 
	6.2.4 Wall [1435] was constructed using a combination of red brick and roughly hewn Ragstone blocks, bonded in a light brown sandy mortar containing frequent lime inclusions. It survived to a height of 0.54m / level of 3.82m OD and had a base level of 3.29m OD. It did not lie directly onto the base of the construction cut, but rather was supported on a 0.05m thick layer of redbrick fragments (not contexted). This wall is thought to be associated with buildings (possibly the Granary) shown on the Leadbetter Map of 1762-4.
	6.2.5 Abutting the face of wall [1435] a remnant of the original construction cut backfill was recorded (context [1437]). This comprised mid brown sandy silt containing moderate mortar fragments that survived to a height of approximately 3.59m OD. As with construction cut [1437], this fill deposit was also heavily truncated by later construction and service cuts, making accurate recording difficult.
	6.2.6 Deposit [1437] is likely to have been almost totally truncated by northwest-southeast orientated linear cut (context [1432]). This cut was only partly revealed within the trench and was also truncated by a later service. Its profile only partly survived within the pit, appearing as a 0.20m wide linear cut that survived to a depth of around 0.22m. The cut had moderately sloping concave sides and a flat base, with a base level of 3.28m OD. It represents the construction cut for wall of the existing Gothick Lodge [1433], which was built in the 1820s (L.B. Hammersmith & Fulham Environmental Dept. 1999, 28).
	6.2.7 Northwest-southeast orientated wall foundation [1433] was constructed of red brick lain in English bond pattern and bonded in a light greyish-white lime mortar. Only the northeast face of the wall was revealed within the trench, where the lowest course of brickwork was seen to step out from the face of the remaining wall foundation by 0.06m. The foundation was six courses in height, or 0.63m, at which point it decreased in width by a further 0.06m and became the existing external wall of the Gothick Lodge. The wall foundation appeared to slope down towards the southwest, dropping by approximately 0.02m over the 1.00m of wall face exposed. The lowest base level was recorded at 3.28m OD.
	6.2.8 Abutting the face of wall [1433] a remnant of the original construction cut backfill was recorded (context [1431]). This comprised mid brown silty sand containing occasional mortar fragments. The extent surviving measured 0.98m NW-SE x 0.20m NW-SE x 0.20m thick with a surface level of 3.50m OD. 
	6.2.9 Within the northwest half of the trench and partly truncating subsoil deposit [1438] a northeast-southwest orientated linear cut was revealed (context [1429]). This cut was truncated to the southeast by later modern service cut [1427] whilst the northeast extent continued beyond the limit of excavation. The cut was only partly excavated as it contained a brick and tile drain [1430] that was retained in-situ. As recorded the cut measured 0.62m NE-SW x 0.62m NW-SE x 0.34m deep with levels between 3.46m and 3.84m OD. 
	6.2.10 Brick drain [1430] lies with construction cut [1429]. It comprised two parallel rows of red bricks lain in stretcher bond, infilled with a curved roof tile, serving as the base and capped with a more substantial square floor tiles. The structure was bonded with a light greyish white mortar and as with the construction cut this was also truncated to the southeast by later modern service cut [1427] whilst the northeast extent continued beyond the limit of excavation. As recorded the cut measured 0.42m NE-SW x 0.62m NW-SE x 0.13m high with levels between 3.46m and 3.58m OD. 
	6.2.11 Overlying this structure was a dark greyish black gritty silty sand containing occasional ceramic building material (CBM) and mortar fragments that is believed to represent the construction cut backfill (context [1428]). This deposit measured approximately 0.62m NE-SW x 0.62m NW-SE x 0.34m thick with a surface level of 3.84m OD. 
	6.2.12 Northeast-southwest orientated service cut [1427] was revealed centrally within the trench. The cut was only partly excavated but was seen to contain a stoneware drain set into a concrete bedding. The stoneware pipe also incorporated a “Y” junction that serviced an exposed storm water drain. The dimensions of this cut were approximately 0.96m NE-SW x 0.74m NW-SE x 0.43m deep with a base level of 3.40m OD.
	6.2.13 The final context within this trench was the existing concrete surface surrounding the Gothick Lodge (context [1425]). This comprised a 0.75m wide concrete apron that directly abutted the wall of the Gothick Lodge and a periphery surface of limestone paving which continued beyond the concrete apron. This surface was approximately 0.10m thick and had a surface level of between 3.84m and 3.95m OD.

	6.3 Trench 99 / Test Pit 2 (Figures 3-6)
	6.3.1 Trench 99 measured 1.20m x 0.50m x 0.60m. The lowest unit in Trench 99 was a mid yellowish-brown layer of coarse natural sand. The top of this natural sand was at 3.55m OD. Stratigraphically above this layer was [1421], a cut for the brick foundation of Gothick Lodge [1419] and therefore dating from the 1820s. The top of cut [1421] was recorded at 3.55m OD. Six courses of red brick formed the foundation wall [1419]. The bricks were laid in English Bond with a lime mortar. Brick dimensions were 200-220mm x 100mm x 60mm. The top of this brickwork was recorded at 3.70m OD. The construction cut for the brick foundation was backfilled with a brown silty-gravel [1420]. The top of this layer was 3.80m OD. A linear cut for an iron service pipe [1423] truncated layer [1420]. The top of this cut was 3.81m OD. This service trench was backfilled with a loose silty brick rubble [1436]. Stratigraphically above [1436] was a topsoil [1459] overlain by a concrete surface [1424].

	6.4 Trench 100 (Figures 3, 14-16)
	6.4.1 Trench 100 measured 2m x 3m x 1.50m (depth). A northwest-southeast aligned brick wall was the earliest stratigraphic unit encountered [1504], which formed the (lower) level of the retaining wall around the sluice structure. It was constructed with a variety of different sized bricks (brick types 3032-3034) bonded with a grey lime mortar. The highest remaining part of this wall was 3.67m OD. The lowest observed level was 3.28m OD. The age range of the wall has been estimated at somewhere between 1780 and 1850. This wall is considered to represent the 1842 rebuild of the sluice.
	6.4.2 A substantial piece of yellow-brick masonry [1505] (brick type 3035) supporting the cast-iron winding mechanism [1510] overlies this earlier wall. The highest level of the brickwork is 4.70m OD, while the lowest level was at 3.67m OD where it met earlier wall [1504]. The [1505] brickwork is capped in places with white Portland stone. One of the wings of this brickwork, extending diagonally into the moat, was observed near the base of the excavation on the western side of the sluice. The opposite wing was not observed due to presence of the tree root ball. Wall [1505] was bonded with a Portland cement mortar and is thought to date to between 1820 and 1895. Details of this brickwork [1505] and the cast-iron mechanism [1510] can be observed in detail in historic photographs. Pottery from deposits [1506] and [1507] abutting the western face of the wall, and representing in-filling within the embankment, supports a late 19th century date for the [1505] brickwork which is probably contemporary with the large scale remodelling of the Thames foreshore circa 1890. Two large near vertical cracks caused by root action were observed on the southwest face of the [1505] brickwork. The metre-long section of sluice wall between these cracks would be unsupported if the tree roots were removed from behind it. Any plan to re-instate the sluice should take these factors into consideration (Figures 14-16).
	6.4.3 The upper gear wheels of the cast iron sluice mechanism no longer survive although a photograph taken by Keith Whitehouse in the 1970s shows one small gear extant on the riverward side. The rack (the upper toothed part of the paddle arm) and the arched body of the sluice mechanism survive in good order (Figure 16) although some of the bolts that secured the top of the frame to the uprights are missing.
	6.4.4 The earliest soft deposits encountered in Trench 100 were those abutting walls [1504] and [1505] on the south-western side of the sluice. [1507] was a soft greyish-brown brown sandy-silt. The top of this layer was 4.03m OD. Overlying this layer was [1506], a loose greyish-brown sandy-silt rather similar to [1507] but less affected by root activity. The highest level of this layer was 4.78m OD. Both [1506] and [1507] contain fragments of late-19th-century pottery. Deposit [1506] also contained a pottery sherd with a maker’s stamp “Bailey”, which refers to C.I.C Bailey who worked in Fulham between 1864 and 1888. These deposits are thought to be construction cut backfill for [1505], the most recent phase of the sluice (Figure 15). 
	6.4.5 On the north-eastern side of the sluice the earliest deposit encountered was [1509], demolition rubble with a sandy-silt matrix. This represents the 1921-24 infilling of the moat. The boundary between this layer and overlying layer [1508] was rather unclear due to the high concentration of root activity. The highest pint of [1509] was recorded at approximately 4.35m OD. Layer [1508] is of recent formation and contains an abundance of plastic children’s toys and modern litter, but also a sherd of pottery dating from to AD 1170-1350. This layer represents dumped ground associated with the construction of the children’s play facility to the east of the sluice. The top of this deposit was 5.15m OD. Overlying [1508] and [1507] is a layer of humic leaf-litter and bark-chippings [1511]: this layer forms the current ground surface which slopes broadly northeast to southwest from 5.29m OD to 4.90m OD.
	6.4.6 In summary, on the south-western side of the sluice, deposits were thought to represent backfill relating to the most recent phases of construction or repair of the sluice (probably late 19th century). The north-eastern side of the sluice structure, within the moat, was occupied by loose deposits mixed among a concentration of tree roots, below which were, as expected, dumps of 1920s builders' rubble and rubbish. The bottom of this dumped construction material was not reached.

	6.5 Window Samples (Figures 2-3, 6-13)
	6.5.1 The window sample transects are described in sequence along the line of the infilled moat from south to north, rather than in the order of their numerical referencing. For reference the numerical sequence of each sample number indicates the order in which the samples were excavated.
	6.5.2 Transect 249 (Window Sample 15) (Figure 6)
	6.5.3 Transect 249 comprises windows samples (WS) 15(a) and 15. This transect was c. 8m long with WS 15(a) marking the north-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the moated enclosure). 
	6.5.4 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1490]), which was at least 0.60m thick. This deposit represents the naturally formed River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 0.96m OD in WS 15(a)
	 1.08m OD in WS 15
	6.5.5 Overlying the gravel was a mid greenish brown sandy clay containing mortar fragments and lenses of gravel (context [1489]). This deposit was also revealed in both samples and varied in thickness from 0.10m – 0.30m. The soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting and therefore seems unlikely to represent a naturally formed waterlain deposit. It was overlain in WS 15(a) by what is believed to represent a sequence of naturally formed erosional deposits (contexts [1493] and [1494]). This factor seems to reduce the likelihood of this deposit relating to the deliberate infilling of the moat. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 1.06m OD in WS 15(a)
	 1.38m OD in WS 15
	6.5.6 Within WS 15(a) context [1493] was a 0.62m thick deposit of loose mid greyish brown coarse sand and gravel. This deposit is thought to represent a localised naturally formed erosional deposit, possibly ditch edge collapse. The surface level of this deposit was revealed at a level of 1.68m OD. Overlying [1493] and also seen only within WS 15(a) was a 0.12m thick deposit of loose dark greenish grey clayey silt (context [1494]). This deposit is believed to represent a naturally formed erosional deposit, possibly numerous low energy events. The surface level of this deposit was revealed at a level of 1.80m OD.
	6.5.7 The deposit overlying [1494] was revealed in both samples and varied in thickness from 0.44m – 0.94m (context [1488]). This deposit is believed to represent the initial phase of the deliberate infilling of the moat that began in the 1920s. A second deliberate fill overlay context [1488], which varied in thickness from between 2.20m – 2.94m (context [1487]). Both comprise mixed, but predominantly dark, soils containing variable amounts of fragmental stone, CBM and mortar. These deposits seem likely to represent numerous depositional episodes, which was impossible to record in detail. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 4.94m OD in WS 15(a)
	 4.78m OD in WS 15
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 1.80m OD WS 15(a)
	 1.38m OD WS 15
	6.5.8 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles which varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.50m (context [1486]). This represents the existing ground surface and comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 5.34m OD in WS 15(a)
	 5.27m OD in WS 15
	6.5.9 Transect 246 (Window Sample 14) (Figure 7)
	6.5.10 Transect 249 comprises windows samples 14(a), 14 and 14(b). These form a c.8 m long northeast-southwest orientated transect across the moat, with WS 14(a) marking the northeast end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the moated enclosure). 
	6.5.11 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel [1470] that was at least 0.50m thick. This represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 1.00m OD in WS 14(a)
	 1.10m OD in WS 14
	 0.90m OD in WS 14(b) 
	6.5.12 Overlying the gravel in WS 14(a) was a dark brownish grey silty clay containing occasional sub-angular pebbles (context [1500]). The deposit survived to a thickness of 0.10m and as no evidence of sediment sorting was recognised it has been hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. Its absence within the remaining two window samples is problematic, although the thinness of the deposit may be an indicator of truncation caused by cleaning of the moat that may have resulted in only localised survival to the original lining. The surface of this deposit was revealed at a level of:
	 1.10m OD in WS 14(a) 
	6.5.13 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 3.20m – 3.80m (context [1469/67]). This is believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920s. Two separate contexts were originally allocated for this deposit. However, subsequently it was realised that both were all part of a series of mixed, but predominantly dark, soils containing variable amounts of CBM, mortar and pebbles that is likely to represent numerous depositional episodes. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.29m OD in WS 14(a)
	 4.91m OD in WS 14
	 4.07m OD in WS 14(b)
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 1.10m OD in WS 14(a)
	 1.10m OD in WS 14
	 0.90m OD in WS 14(b)
	6.5.14 Within windows samples WS 14(a) and WS 14(b) the infilling deposits were overlain by a compacted mid brownish grey sandy clay containing gravel and CBM fragments (context [1468]). This deposit varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.76m. This deposit is believed to represent a levelling deposit lain in preparation for overlying topsoil deposit [1466]. The surface for this deposit was revealed at a level of:
	 4.69m OD in WS 14(a)
	 4.70m OD in WS 14(b)
	6.5.15 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1466]) which varied in thickness from between 0.30m – 0.40m. This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 5.09m OD WS 14(a)
	 5.21m OD in WS 14
	 5.07m OD in WS 14(b)
	6.5.16 Transect 248 (Window Sample 13) (Figure 8)
	6.5.17 Transect 248 comprises windows samples 13(a), 13 and 13(b). These form an 8m-long east-west orientated transect across the moat, with WS 13(a) marking the eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure). 
	6.5.18 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 13 and comprised mid yellowish green sand containing moderate amounts of sub-angular pebbles (context [1485]). The deposit was at least 0.66m thick, and represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of 0.70m OD.
	6.5.19 Overlying the gravel in WS 13 was a dark brownish grey mixed clay and sands containing occasional shell fragments (context [1484]). The deposit survived to a thickness of 0.78m. Some evidence of sediment sorting was recognised, although this can not be stated with certainty. However it has been hypothesised that this deposit represents a naturally formed erosional deposit, possibly numerous variable energy depositional events. The surface of this deposit was revealed at a level of 1.48m OD in WS 13 (when opened in the laboratory, the lower 0.30m of the deposit was missing from the sample).
	6.5.20 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 0.56m – 2.50m (context [1483]). This deposit is believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920s. Within window sample WS 13(b) the base of the deposit was not seen. Two further deliberate infilling deposits were seen to overlie context [1483], the first within WS 13(a) was context [1482] and the second, context [1481] was within WS 13 and 13(b). The combined thickness of the deliberate infilling deposits varied from between 3.04m – 3.60m. All comprised various mixed, but predominantly dark soils containing variable amounts of CBM, mortar and chalk fragments that clearly represent numerous depositional episodes. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.51m OD in WS 13(a)
	 4.52m OD in WS 13
	 4.41m OD in WS 13(b)
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 1.40m OD in WS 13(a)
	 1.48m OD in WS 13
	 0.90m OD in WS 13(b): maximum depth of window sample.
	6.5.21 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1480]) which varied in thickness from between 0.40m – 0.50m. This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.91m OD WS 13(a)
	 5.02m OD in WS 13
	 4.81m OD in WS 13(b)
	6.5.22 Transect 245 (Window Sample 12) (Figure 9)
	6.5.23 Transect 245 comprises windows samples 12(a), 12 and 12(b). These form an 8m-long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 12(a) marking the south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure). 
	6.5.24 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 12 and WS 12(b) and comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1465]). The deposit was at least 0.32m thick. Within WS 12 this gravel was overlain by a second layer of gravel, which here was dark grey in colour (context [1492]). This darker gravel is thought to represent in-situ but degraded natural gravel, whilst the cleaner deposit is believed to represent a less disturbed version of the same naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of:
	 0.76m OD in WS 12 (surface of gravel [1492])
	 0.98m OD in WS 12(b)
	6.5.25 Overlying the gravel within WS 12 and WS 12(b) was a dark greyish brown silty clay containing granular sized stones and some coarse gravel (context [1464]). This deposit varied in thickness from 0.24m – 0.34m and as the soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting it seemed unlikely to represent a naturally formed water lain deposit. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 1.10m OD in WS 12
	 1.22m OD in WS 12(b)
	6.5.26 Overlying the deposit previously discussed in WS 12 and also seen within WS 12(a) was deliberate infilling deposit [1463]. The deposit comprised a mid greyish yellow silty coarse sand containing pebbles, CBM and concrete fragments. The recorded thickness was between 1.96m – 2.20m. Sealing this deposit was a 0.14m thick deposit of crushed tarmac (context [1462]). Directly overlying the possible moat lining within WS 12(a) and also overlying crushed tarmac deposit [1462] in WS 12(a) and WS 12 a deposit of dark silty sand with CBM, mortar and pebbles was recorded, which was between 1.04m – 2.94m thick (context [1416]). These deposits are believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920’s and clearly represent numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.43m OD in WS 12(a)
	 4.37m OD in WS 12
	 4.15m OD in WS 12(b) 
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 1.28m OD in WS 12(a) (maximum depth of window sample)
	 1.10m OD in WS 12
	 1.22m OD in WS 12(b) 
	6.5.27 The final deposit recognised was a loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1460]) which varied in thickness from between 0.36m – 0.50m. This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.79m OD WS 12(a)
	 4.87m OD in WS 12
	 4.65m OD in WS 12(b) 
	6.5.28 Transect 247 (Window Sample 11) (Figure 10)
	6.5.29 Transect 247 comprises windows samples 11(a), 11 and 11(b). These form a 5m-long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 11(a) marking the south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the Moated Enclosure). 
	6.5.30 The earliest deposit recognised was only revealed within WS 11 and WS 11(b) and comprised mid orange brown coarse sand and gravel (context [1478]). The deposit was at least 0.44m thick, and represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of:
	 0.74m OD in WS 11
	 1.52m OD in WS 11(b)
	6.5.31 Overlying the gravel within WS 11(b) was a 0.20m thick deposit of dark greyish brown coarse sand (context [1477]). This soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting, but is still thought to have formed through natural processes, possibly an area of localised edge erosion. The surface was revealed at a level of 1.72m OD.
	6.5.32 Within WS 11(b) and overlying [1477], a 0.22m thick dark greenish brown sandy clay containing small mortar fragments (context [1475]) was revealed. This deposit is likely to equate to a similar 0.36m-thick dark greenish yellow sandy clay revealed within the adjacent window sample, WS 11 (context [1479]). Both contexts are believed to represent the same depositional process. However, deposit [1479] preserved evidence of sediment sorting within the soil matrix, whereas within context [1475] this evidence appeared lacking. These deposits are believed to represent naturally formed waterlain deposits, with the possibility that [1475] has undergone post-depositional processes (bioturbation?). The surface was revealed at a level of:
	 1.10mm OD in WS 11
	 1.94m OD in WS 11(b)
	6.5.33 WS 11(a) revealed a deposit of loose mid greyish brown sand containing occasional fragments of CBM and frequent fragments of stone chippings (context [1476]). This deposit, which was excavated to a depth of 1.00m, represents the earliest deposit excavated in WS 11(a). Overlying this deposit and also overlying the naturally derived deposits recorded in WS 11 and WS 11(b) was deliberate infilling deposit [1474]. The deposit comprised a mid brownish grey silty gritty sand containing frequent CBM, mortar and concrete fragments. The recorded thickness was between 2.30m – 3.40m. This sequence is believed to represent the deliberate infilling of the moat that commenced in the 1920s and clearly comprises numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.46m OD in WS 11(a)
	 4.42m OD in WS 11
	 4.30m OD in WS 11(b)
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 1.18m OD in WS 11(a)
	 1.10m OD in WS 11
	 1.94m OD in WS 11(b)
	6.5.34 The final deposit recognised was a 0.40m thick, loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1473]). This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 4.86m OD WS 11(a)
	 4.82m OD in WS 11
	 4.70m OD in WS 11(b) 
	6.5.35 Transect 242 (Window Sample 2) (Figure 11)
	6.5.36 This comprises only a single window sample (WS 2), located on the southeast (inner) side of the moat. 
	6.5.37 The earliest deposit comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1448]), and was at least 0.60m thick. It represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of 1.50m OD.
	6.5.38 Overlying the gravel was a 0.70m thick deposit of mid yellowish brown sand containing frequent sub-angular pebbles (context [1447]). This is thought to form a part of the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of 2.20m OD.
	6.5.39 Overlying [1447] was a 1.02m thick dark yellowish brown silty sand containing moderate amounts of CBM and mortar fragments (context [1446]). This deposit is thought to represent an in-situ subsoil deposit, which possibly equates to contexts [1422] and [1438] excavated within the adjacent Trenches 98 and 99. Within these trenches the deposit was truncated by the construction cut for the Gothick Lodge, constructed c1815. The surface was revealed at a level of 3.08m OD.
	6.5.40 The final deposit recognised within this sample was a 0.80m thick, loose dark greyish black silty sand with occasional pebbles (context [1445]). This deposit represents the ground surface that is likely to have been contemporary with the adjacent Gothick Lodge and which is currently sealed beneath a concrete and flagstone surface. The surface was revealed at a level of 3.87m OD.
	6.5.41 Transect 243 (Window Samples 1, 3-9) (Figure 12)
	6.5.42 Transect 243 is the most comprehensive transect across the moat as it comprises a total of eight windows samples (WS 1 and 39). These form a 13.16m-long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 1 marking the south-eastern end of the transect (located inside the enclosure).
	6.5.43 The earliest deposit recognised was revealed within all of the window samples and comprised mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1417]), which was at least 0.56m thick. It represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. The surface was revealed at a level of:
	 2.00m OD in WS 1
	 2.44m OD in WS 3 (upper 0.20m very sandy, could be part of subsoil)
	 2.02m OD in WS 4
	 1.78m OD in WS 5
	 0.98m OD in WS 6
	 0.94m OD in WS 7
	 1.02m OD in WS 8
	 2.32m OD in WS 9
	6.5.44 Overlying the gravel within WS 1, 3 and 4 was a mid yellowish brown clayey sand (context [1444]). This deposit varied in thickness from 0.28m – 0.93m, it being thinnest in the sample located furthest to the northwest (possibly partly truncated by the moat cut). Within WS 9, located at the northwest end of the transect, a visually similar deposit was recognised. This comprised a 0.52m-thick mid yellowish brown silty sand which contained moderate sub-angular pebbles as well as very small CBM and mortar fragments (context [1440]). Both these deposits are thought to represent an in-situ subsoil deposit, truncated and therefore absent from the window samples through the moat proper. The surface of this deposit was at a level of:
	 2.94m OD in WS 1 context [1444]
	 3.16m OD in WS 3 context [1444]
	 2.30m OD in WS 4 context [1444]
	 2.84m OD in WS 9 context [1440]
	6.5.45 Overlying this subsoil within WS 1, 3 and 9 was a dark brownish grey sandy clay that varied in thickness from between 0.10m – 0.42m. Within WS 1 and 3 this deposit was context [1443], which here contained moderate amounts of sub-angular pebbles as well as CBM and mortar fragments. Within WS 9 it was context [1495] and here only small sub-angular pebbles and small rootlets were recognised. Both these deposits are thought to represent an in-situ, but disturbed, topsoil deposit, truncated and therefore absent from the window samples through the moat itself. The surface of this deposit was at a level of:
	 3.36m OD in WS 1 context [1443]
	 3.30m OD in WS 3 context [1443]
	 2.96m OD in WS 9 context [1495]
	6.5.46 Overlying the natural gravel [1417] within WS 6 and WS 7 was a mid greyish brown sandy clay containing moderate sub-angular pebbles and occasional CBM fragments (context [1442]). This deposit varied in thickness from 0.18m – 0.32m and as the soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting it seemed unlikely to represent a naturally formed waterlain deposit. It is therefore hypothesised that it represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. The surface was revealed in both samples at a level of:
	 1.30m OD in WS 6
	 1.12m OD in WS 7
	6.5.47 Directly overlying the previously discussed deposits within WS 6 and WS 7, was a 0.20m-thick layer of loose mid yellow sandy gravel (context [1441]). This soil matrix showed no evidence of sediment sorting, but is still thought to have formed through natural processes, possibly an area of localised edge or bank erosion. The surface was revealed at a level of:
	 1.48m OD in WS 6
	 1.32m OD in WS 7
	6.5.48 Overlying the gravel [1417] within WS 8 and overlying the buried topsoil deposit [1495] within WS 9 was a mid greenish brown sandy clay containing occasional pebbles (context [1436]). The deposit which varied in thickness from between 0.64m – 1.20m is thought to represent a naturally formed erosional deposit, although it is possible that it could be the remains of the external bank known to have been associated with the moat. If this hypothesis was correct the presence of the deposit along the northwest edge of the moat would suggest a degree of erosion, so it is possible that the deposit represents both of the above. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 2.62m OD in WS 8
	 3.76m OD in WS 9
	6.5.49 Overlying the gravel in WS 5 was a 0.16m-thick dark greenish brown coarse sandy clay containing frequent sub-angular pebbles (context [1501]). The surface of the deposit was overlain by a horizontal tile that may represent the remains of a buried structure associated with the adjacent Gothick Lodge, possibly a tile lined drain as seen within Trench 98 (see context [1430]). The surface of this deposit was revealed at a level of 1.92m OD.
	6.5.50 Overlying the previously discussed deposits [1439], [1441] and [1501] within WS 4 to WS 9 was deliberate infilling deposit [1418]. The deposit comprised a dark brown gritty sand containing moderate amounts of CBM and frequent fragments of stone chippings. The recorded thickness was between 0.40m – 3.24m. This deposit is believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920s and clearly comprised numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the infilling deposit was at a level of:
	 4.70m OD in WS 4
	 4.37m OD in WS 5
	 4.37m OD in WS 6
	 4.52m OD in WS 7
	 4.54m OD in WS 8
	 4.15m OD in WS 9
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 2.30m OD in WS 4
	 1.92m OD in WS 5
	 1.48m OD in WS 6
	 1.32m OD in WS 7
	 2.62m OD in WS 8
	 3.76m OD in WS 9 
	6.5.51 The final deposit recognised was a 0.10m – 0.80m thick, loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1416]). This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode and was seen within all of the window samples in this transect. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 3.76m OD in WS 1
	 3.86m OD in WS 3
	 4.80m OD in WS 4
	 4.97m OD in WS 5
	 4.97m OD in WS 6
	 4.92m OD in WS 7
	 4.92m OD in WS 8
	 4.95m OD in WS 9
	6.5.52 Transect 241 (Window Sample 10) (Figure 13)
	6.5.53 Transect 241 comprises windows samples 10(a), 10 and 10(b). These form a 4.28m long northwest-southeast orientated transect across the moat, with WS 10(a) marking the south-eastern end of the transect (nearest to the inside of the moated enclosure). 
	6.5.54 The earliest deposit recognised was a loose mid brownish yellow coarse sand and gravel (context [1453]) which was at least 0.40m thick. This deposit represents the naturally derived River Terrace gravel. Its’ surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 1.74m OD in WS 10(a)
	 0.72m OD in WS 10
	 1.96m OD in WS 10(b)
	6.5.55 Overlying the gravel within WS 10 and WS 10(b) was a mid greenish yellow sandy clay containing occasional pebbles (context [1499]). The deposit, which varied in thickness from between 0.10m – 1.14m, is thought to represent a naturally formed erosional deposit, although it is possible that it could be the remains of the external bank. If this hypothesis was correct the presence of the deposit with the northwest side of the moat would suggest a degree of erosion, so it is possible that the deposit represents both of the above. The similarity between this sequence and that seen with deposit [1439] in Transect 243 is obvious, perhaps indicating a widespread depositional event. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 0.82m OD in WS 10
	 3.10m OD in WS 10(b)
	6.5.56 Directly overlying gravel within WS 10(a) was a 0.30m thick deposit of light brownish yellow clayey silt containing small granular stone fragments (context [1491]). No evidence of sediment sorting was recognised and it is possible that this deposit represents a deliberately lain deposit, possibly a lining to the moat. Its absence within the remaining two window samples is problematic, although truncation caused by cleaning of the moat that may have resulted in only localised survival to the original lining. The surface was revealed at a level of 2.00m OD in WS 10(a).
	6.5.57 The overlying deposit was revealed in all three samples and varied in thickness from 2.10m to 3.56m (context [1452]). This deposit comprised a mixed deposit of loose dark brown silty sand with lenses of mortar, CBM and chalk plus occasional stone fragments. This deposit is believed to represent the deliberate infilling phase of the moat that commenced in the 1920’s and clearly represent numerous depositional episodes. The surface of the infilling deposits was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 5.04m OD in WS 10(a)
	 5.24m OD in WS 10
	 5.21m OD in WS 10(b)
	The base level for the deliberate infilling was:
	 2.00m OD in WS 11(a)
	 0.82m OD in WS 11
	 3.10m OD in WS 11(b)
	6.5.58 The final deposit recognised was a 0.16m to 0.30m thick, loose dark greyish black silty sand and occasional pebbles (context [1450]). This deposit represents the existing ground surface, which comprises a redeposited topsoil lain as a part of the modern landscaping episode. The surface was revealed in all three samples at a level of:
	 5.34m OD WS 10(a)
	 5.44m OD in WS 10
	 5.41m OD in WS 10(b)


	7 CONCLUSIONS
	7.1 The aims of this watching brief were to: 
	7.2 A further aim was to investigate possible causes of subsidence of the Gothick Lodge building. The two trenches (98 & 99) situated against the foundations of the lodge building did not provide any specific evidence of the causes of subsidence. Trench 98 did reveal, however, evidence of an earlier phase of construction at the site of the lodge in the form of a wall foundation which cartographic evidence suggests may predate 1762-4, and could form part of the structure labelled as ‘Granary’ on Leadbetter’s survey.
	7.3 The auger window samples have permitted the construction of extrapolated cross-sections of moat fill deposits and have established the profile of the west corner of the moat (i.e. between Gothick Lodge and the historic sluice gate) (Figures 6-13). Generally this exercise has shown the moat to conform to a series of phased events, which can be summarised as follows:
	7.4 The excavation of Trench 100 revealed the working of the cast-iron sluice mechanism and associated brickwork, thought to date to the 1890s when the Thames foreshore was extensively remodelled. An earlier phase of sluice wall was identified. The age range of this wall was estimated at somewhere between 1780 and 1850, which is consistent with the known date of a rebuild in 1842, possibly reusing some earlier bricks. The elevations of the sluice structure on its north-eastern face can be reconciled with historic photographs (circa 1900) depicting the moat prior to its backfilling. 
	7.5 Two large near vertical cracks caused by root action were observed on the south-west face of the 1890 sluice brickwork (Figure 15). The metre long section of sluice wall between these cracks would be unsupported if the tree root ball were removed from behind it. Any plan to re-instate the sluice should take this factor into consideration. The earlier phase of brickwork was unaffected by root activity.
	7.6 The gearing of the cast-iron sluice mechanism no longer survive. However, the rack (the upper, toothed, part of the paddle arm) and the arched frame of the sluice mechanism survive in remarkably good condition (Figure 16).
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