22 MARSH WALL, ISLE OF DOGS, LONDON BOROUGH OF TOWER HAMLETS: AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION REPORT


1
ABSTRACT
An archaeological evaluation was undertaken by AOC Archaeology Group between 15th and 17th August 2006 at 22 Marsh Wall, Isle of Dogs, London Borough of Tower Hamlets, on behalf of Chalegrove Properties Ltd. The aim of the evaluation was to assess the impact of the proposed development on any surviving archaeological remains. 

The evaluation comprised the excavation of three machine excavated trenches measuring 5m x 5m, 5.5m x 4m and 3m x 2m at base. Natural Shepperton gravels were identified at between –0.36mOD and –0.50mOD. Sealing the gravels in Trenches 1 and 2 was a layer of naturally silted yellow sand and clay. In Trench 3 the gravels were sealed by a layer of naturally silted blue/grey silty clay contaminated with hydrocarbons. A similar deposit was observed in Trenches 1 and 2 sealing the yellow sand and clay layer although this appeared to be redeposited rather than naturally silted. Deposits of 20th century made ground sealed these deposits. Overlying these was a bedding layer of crushed hardcore sealed by the present concrete slab.

No archaeological remains or residual finds were identified in any of the trenches. Trenches were examined for palaeoenvironmental potential. However, no peat deposits were observed and the naturally silted alluvial deposits were contaminated with hydrocarbons. 
2
SITE LOCATION

2.1
The site is located on the Isle of Dogs, London Borough of Tower Hamlets, just to the south of Westferry Circus. The proposed development is centred on National Grid Reference (NGR) TQ 3725 7995 (Figure 1).

2.2
The site is roughly square in shape and is bounded by Marsh Wall, Westferry Road and Cuba Street. The area affected by the development covers a total area of approximately 0.91 hectares. 

3
GEOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY

3.1
The British Geological Survey map (BGS Sheet 257), indicates that the site is underlain by Recent Alluvium associated with the River Thames and Flood Plain Gravel deposits resting on deposits of the Lambeth Group (Woolwich and Reading Beds).
4
PLANNING BACKGROUND

4.1
The local planning authority is the London Borough of Tower Hamlets. Archaeological advice to the Borough is provided by the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS). 

4.2
The proposed development (Application No.: PA05/52) of the site is for a residential-led mixed-use development, with two residential towers of 27 and 40 storeys.

4.3
This document reports on the results of an archaeological evaluation undertaken to identify any archaeological remains that might be threatened by the proposed development. 

5
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
5.1
The following information is drawn from the Written Scheme of Investigation (AOC 2006). 

5.2
Prehistoric activity is not very well documented in this area. Environmental research indicates that the alluvium of the lower Thames flood plain is banded with layers of peat, deposited during periods of marine regression, when the sea level fell. The peat results from a sedge-fen landscape, which included tree species such as oak, alder, elm, pine, beech, hazel and yew, often preserved as whole trunks and stumps in situ.

5.3
Although this provides excellent conditions for preservation, by definition, this low-lying area would have been prone to flooding and at best occupied on a seasonal basis. Prehistoric evidence in this area is dominated, until the Bronze Age at least, by findspots. A Mesolithic scraper and Neolithic pottery were found at Express Wharf, while burnt flint, possibly of a Bronze Age date was found at Westferry Road.

5.4
Structural prehistoric evidence is fairly scarce. A number of Bronze Age pits were located at Express Wharf by Thames Valley Archaeological Services.  Also, a multiphase timber structure attributed to the Bronze Age period was located at Atlas Wharf during an evaluation and excavation undertaken by MoLAS. It probably represents a platform for exploiting local wetland recourses rather than habitation, which reinforces the idea that the area in question was too wet for permanent settlement, but was probably habituated and utilised seasonally. 

5.5
Evidence for Romano-British activity is also scarce. At the Express Wharf site mentioned earlier there was evidence of Roman activity in the form of two gullies and a series of pits and stakeholes of 2nd century date. The only other possible Roman features close to the site were the flood defences which were first mentioned in the 12th century. There is no evidence suggesting that these are Roman in date, however, and documentary evidence seems to suggest that they are more likely to be Saxon or medieval.

5.6
It is known that in the second half of the 12th century William of Pontefract had an estate on Stepney Marsh of about 80 acres. Aside from this land owned by Pontefract manor until the 16th century, large acreages of the marsh were owned at various periods by the Abbey of St. Mary of Graces, and by the Bishop of London. This early medieval community was organized on feudal lines and depended for its survival on farming and fishing.

5.7
Medieval settlement took the form of a small hamlet associated with St Mary’s Chapel, which was deserted in the mid 15th century due to a rise in the water level. There was also known to be a bridge in or near the Isle of Dogs known as Pontefract Bridge. It was first referred to in 1230, but by 1432 was no longer evident. A medieval ditch was excavated during an evaluation on Westferry Road and a gold spur was found during work on a canal in 1800. Currently, evidence for medieval activity on the Isle of Dogs is limited, but was most likely dominated by farmland and ditches draining what was then the South Marsh.

5.8
It is during the 17th century that the population of London began to swell and the industrial nature of the Isle of Dogs became cemented. In particular the rapid increase in the quantity of grain, required for the growing population, necessitated the construction of twelve new mills between 1679 and 1740, giving the nearby Mill Wall its name.  

5.9
In the late eighteenth century the Byng family owned four pieces of ground on the Isle of Dogs. It is likely that the area of the proposed development stands on an area once owned and farmed by the Byng family.

6
AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

6.1
The aims of the Evaluation were:

· To establish the presence/absence of archaeological remains within the site.

· To determine the extent, condition, nature, character, quality and date of any archaeological remains encountered.

· To record and sample excavate any archaeological remains encountered (including evidence of past environments).

· To assess the ecofactual and environmental potential of any archaeological features and deposits.

· To determine the nature and extent of existing truncations of the archaeological deposits.

· To enable the Archaeology Advisor to make an informed decision on the status of the condition on the planning permission, and any possible requirement for further work in order to satisfy that condition.

· To make available to interested parties the results of the investigation in order to inform the mitigation strategy as part of the planning process.

6.2
The specific objectives of the Evaluation were to:

· Determine the presence of any evidence for buried surfaces that may survive beneath the alluvial clays.

· Establish whether there is any evidence for Mesolithic and Neolithic occupation or exploitation of the area.

· Establish the presence/absence of evidence for exploitation of the area in the middle and later Bronze Age.

· Establish the presence/absence of marshland management such as drainage ditches, sluices or similar features.

6.3
The final aim is to make public the results of the investigation, subject to any confidentiality restrictions.

7
METHODOLOGY
7.1
The evaluation consisted of three machine-excavated trenches measuring 5m x 5m, 5.5m x 4m and 3m x 2m at base. Due to the depth of the gravels below ground level the trenches were stepped to provide safe access. Before excavation the entire site was visually inspected and all trenches were scanned with a Cable Avoidance Tool (CAT) to check for live services.

7.2
All overburden was to be removed down to the top of the first recognizable archaeological horizon or the natural deposit in the event that no archaeological horizons were present (in this case the latter), using a 13 ton tracked excavator with a 1.8m wide toothless ditching bucket. 

7.4
All machining was carried out under direct control of an experienced archaeologist. Excavation was also monitored by ELS Ltd as a Health and Safety requirement in the event that unexploded ordnance was present.

7.5
Excavated material was examined in order to retrieve artefacts to assist in the analysis of the spatial distribution of artefacts.

7.6
On completion of machine excavation, all faces of trenches that required examination or recording were cleaned using appropriate hand tools. A geoarchaeologist from Archaeoscape was present during the excavation of Trench 1 in order to take samples from any environmentally significant material in order to establish the potential of the deposits for reconstructing the environmental history of the site and its environs. 

7.7
All trenches were excavated to the underlying natural Shepperton Gravels. Due to the depth of the trenches, they were ‘stepped’ in by 1 metre for every vertical 1.2m excavated. Although no archaeological remains were identified, the full stratigraphic sequence was recorded. 

7.8
All excavation was undertaken with a view to avoiding damage to any archaeological features or deposits which appeared to be demonstrably worthy of preservation in situ.

7.9
After recording, the trenches were backfilled with excavated material.

7.10
Three Temporary Bench Marks were set up on the site due to the presence of a number of buildings blocking the line of sight. These were transferred from a Bench Mark on the corner of Cuba Street and Westferry Road (Figure 2).

7.11
The evaluation work was undertaken in three days by Andy Leonard, Project Supervisor, under the overall project management of Ron Humphrey, Project Manager.

8
RESULTS 

8.1
Table of results


Trench 1

2.30 to 2.10mOD
(1/001). Firmly compacted light grey concrete ground slab. 

2.10 to 1.70mOD
(1/002). Moderately – firmly compacted crushed hardcore in a brown sandy silt matrix. 20th century bedding layer for the present concrete ground slab. 

1.70 to 0.90mOD
(1/003). Moderately compacted dark brown clay silt. Frequent building material inclusions. 20th century made ground. 

0.90 to 0.20mOD
(1/004). Moderately compacted very dark grey silty clay. Occasional hydrocarbon contamination. Alluvium. 

0.20 to –0.50mOD
(1/005). Moderately – firmly compacted light yellow silt and clay. Naturally silted sand and clay. 

-0.50 to –0.60mOD+(1/006). Moderately – firmly compacted light grey sandy gravels.

8.2
Trench 1 was located to the south of the site (Figure 2). Due to the presence of a service, the trench was reduced to 8m x 11m rather than the planned 11m x 11m at the ground surface. The 5m x 5m requirement at base was achieved by reducing the number of steps.

8.3
Natural Shepperton Gravels (1/006) were observed at –0.50mOD. No archaeological remains were present overlying or cutting this deposit. Overlying these was a layer of naturally silted yellow clay and sand (1/005). This was recorded to a level of 0.20mOD. No archaeological remains were present overlying or cutting it. A geoarchaeologist (from Archaeoscape) was present during the excavation of Trench 1 and confirmed that this deposit did not merit environmental sampling (Appendix B). This was sealed by a dark grey alluvial deposit (1/004). Lenses of hydrocarbon contamination were present in this deposit. Occasional building material flecks indicated that this layer was redeposited rather than an in situ naturally silted deposit, most probably used to raise the ground level. Sealing it was a moderately compacted dark brown clayey silt (1/003) with building material inclusions and two substantial concrete intrusions. This made ground was overlain by a bedding layer of crushed hardcore (1/002) for the present concrete slab (1/001) at a level of 2.30mOD.

8.4
No significant archaeological remains were identified in Trench 1.


Trench 2

2.24 to 2.04mOD
(2/001). Firmly compacted light grey concrete ground slab. 

2.04 to 1.04mOD
(2/002). Moderately – loosely compacted dark brown silt. Frequent building material and crushed hardcore inclusions. Made ground. 

1.04 to 0.44mOD
(2/003). Moderately compacted grey silty clay. Yellow builders sand and hydrocarbon inclusions. 20th century made ground. 

0.44 to –0.36mOD
(2/004). Moderately – firmly compacted light yellow silt and clay with occasional orange sand lenses. Naturally silted sand and clay. 

-0.36 to –0.46mOD+(2/005). Moderately – firmly compacted light grey sandy gravels.

8.5
Trench 2 was located in the centre of the site (Figure 2). As with Trench 1, the dimensions at ground level were altered due to the presence of a drain service. However, due to the relatively shallow depth of the gravels below ground level only one step was required, resulting in the trench sampling an area of 5.5m x 4m. 

8.6
The natural Shepperton gravels (2/005) were encountered at –0.36mOD and were sealed by a layer of naturally silted yellow sand and clay (2/004) similar to (1/005) recorded in Trench 1. This was recorded at a maximum level of 0.44mOD. It was sealed by a deposit of 20th century silty clay made ground (2/003). This was in turn overlain by a moderately compact dark brown silt (2/002) compacted with crushed building material to provide a solid base for the present concrete ground slab (2/001) at 2.24mOD.

8.7
No archaeological remains were identified in Trench 2.


Trench 3

3.19 to 2.99mOD
(3/001). Firmly compacted light grey concrete ground slab. 

2.99 to 2.19mOD
(3/002). Moderately – firmly compacted crushed hardcore in a brown sandy silt matrix. 20th century bedding layer for the present concrete ground slab. 

2.19 to 1.19mOD
(3/003). Moderately compacted dark brown silt. Occasional building material inclusions. 20th century made ground. 

1.19 to –0.41mOD
(3/004). Moderately – firmly compacted very dark grey silty clay. Frequent hydrocarbon contamination. Alluvium.

-0.41 to –0.51mOD+(3/005). Moderately – firmly compacted light grey sandy gravels.

8.8
Trench 3 was located to the north of the site (Figure 2) and measured 3m x 2m at base.

8.9
Sealing the natural Shepperton Gravels (3/005) at –0.41mOD was a 1.60m thick deposit of alluvium (3/004). This was heavily contaminated with hydrocarbons but was otherwise clean and appeared to be naturally silted. It was overlain by a 20th century made ground deposit of moderately compacted dark brown silt (3/003) with moderate building material inclusions. Sealing this was a bedding layer of crushed building material (3/002) supporting the present concrete ground slab (3/001) at a level of 3.19mOD.

8.10
No significant archaeological remains were identified in Trench 3.

9
FINDS

9.1
No finds, in situ or residual, were retrieved from any of the trenches. No samples were taken from any of the trenches due to the lack of peat and contaminated alluvial deposits.

10
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

10.1
No evidence for any archaeological activity was identified on the site. 

10.2
No peat was identified in any of the trenches. The only deposit (3/004) possibly meriting sampling for the environmental record was heavily contaminated with hydrocarbons.

10.3
The evaluation met its primary objective: to establish the presence/absence of any archaeological remains. It is therefore recommended that no further archaeological fieldwork is required to satisfy the archaeological planning condition on this site. However, the final decision regarding any further work will rest with the London Borough of Tower Hamlets and its archaeology advisor, David Divers (GLAAS). 

10.4
Publication of the results will be through the ADS OASIS form (Appendix C) with a short summary submitted to the London Archaeologist fieldwork round-up. 

11
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Figure 1 – Site Location

Figure 2 – Detailed Site location

Figure 3 – Trench Location

APPENDIX A – CONTEXT REGISTER

	Context No.
	Context Description
	Length
	Width
	Depth

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1/001
	Concrete ground slab
	11.00m
	8.00m
	0.20m

	1/002
	Bedding layer
	11.00m
	8.00m
	0.40m

	1/003
	C20th made ground
	11.00m
	8.00m
	0.80m

	1/004
	Redeposited alluvium
	11.00m
	8.00m
	0.70m

	1/005
	Yellow sand and clay
	5.00m
	5.00m
	0.70m

	1/006
	Natural Shepperton Gravels
	5.00m
	5.00m
	0.10m+

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2/001
	Concrete ground slab
	8.00m
	7.00m
	0.20m

	2/002
	Bedding layer
	8.00m
	7.00m
	1.00m

	2/003
	C20th made ground
	8.00m
	7.00m
	0.60m

	2/004
	Yellow sand and clay
	5.50m
	4.00m
	0.80m

	2/005
	Natural Shepperton Gravels
	5.50m
	4.00m
	0.12m+

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3/001
	Concrete ground slab
	7.00m 
	6.50m
	0.20m

	3/002
	Bedding layer
	7.00m
	6.50m
	0.80m

	3/003
	C20th made ground 
	7.00m
	6.50m
	1.00m

	3/004
	Contaminated alluvium
	5.00m
	4.00m
	1.60m

	3/005
	Natural Shepperton Gravels
	3.00m
	2.00m
	0.15m+
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AN ENVIRONMENTAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE INVESTIGATION AT MARSH WALL, ISLE OF DOGS
R. Batchelor and C.P. Green

ArchaeoScape, Department of Geography, Royal Holloway University of London, Egham Hill, Egham, Surrey, TW20 OEX, UK

_________________________________________________________________________________

INTRODUCTION

This report summarises the overall findings arising out of the geoarchaeological field investigation undertaken by ArchaeoScape in connection with the proposed development at Marsh Wall, Isle of Dogs (National Grid Reference: TQ 3725 7995). The environmental archaeological site investigation, in collaboration with AOC Archaeology Ltd, permitted observation of natural deposits within one trench (Trench 1) and an opportunity to evaluate their environmental archaeological significance. 

GEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 

The site is on the valley floor of the Lower Thames in the neck of the conspicuous meander that loops southward to form the Isle of Dogs. The site is about 250m from the Limehouse Reach waterfront on the west side of the meander. The whole of the area enclosed within the meander loop is shown by the British Geological Survey (BGS) as being underlain by Alluvium (1:50,000 Sheet 270 South London 1998). The bedrock is mapped as Lower Tertiary, Lambeth Group, clays and sands.
Underlying the Alluvium in the Isle of Dogs, sands and gravels were exposed in the 19th century during the excavation of Millwall Docks and the West India Docks. These sediments are referred by Gibbard (1994) to the Shepperton Gravel of Late Devensian age. The upper surface of the gravel towards the southern end of the Isle of Dogs is uneven, (between 0.0m OD and approximately -4.5m OD) and up to 7m of alluvial deposits are recorded with two possible biogenic horizons (Gibbard 1994 Fig.41). However "modern boreholes at the West India Docks record only a single peat 0.45-0.60m thick resting on about 1m of clay that graded downward into sand, and overlain by mottled brown to grey clay as much as 2m thick. These deposits thin markedly northwards to only 60cm beneath the northern end of the docks (TQ 377 805)." (Gibbard 1994 p.116). This latter record is from a site only c.450m to the east of the Marsh Wall site.   

THE DEPOSITS 

Trench 1 exposed alluvium underlain by the Shepperton Gravel.  No further work is recommended at the site.

REFERENCES

British Geological Survey (1:50,000 Sheet 270 South London 1998)
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