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SUMMARY

A programme of archaeological evaluation was reqglin advance of the construction of
a proposed Pier Head Canal Link, within the citgtoe of Liverpool (centred at NGR SJ
3386 9016), and were formulated to meet the remérds of the Merseyside
Archaeologist. The Canal Link extends between Rsrigdock and Canning Dock, and will
allow for the passage of narrow boats between tite af the Leeds Liverpool canal,
through a series of Liverpool Docks and leadingndtely to Albert Dock.

The work was commissioned by Fran Littlewood oftiBn Waterways and facilitated by
Galliford Try. The work was undertaken in July 200¢er a three week period by staff
from OA North.

The city centre area of Liverpool is renowned fontaining a very important assemblage
of dockland, municipal, religious and associatddssilt is anticipated that the results of
this archaeological investigation will inform a wid understanding of the area and
contribute to a greater understanding of one ofntlost recent areas to be awarded World
Heritage Site status. The proposed route of therpeol Canal Link has been assessed by
Wardell Armstrong as having a moderate negativeachmn the buried remains of a
number of features including George’s Basin, ChieB#sin and Manchester Dock.

The main aims of the work were to establish thesgmee or absence of archaeological
remains within the area of the proposed canal éin# to determine the extent, condition,
nature, character, quality and date of any rempanesent. The evaluation, comprising
seven trenches targeted for the most part on tbk dalls, demonstrated that there are
surviving remains of George's Basin, ManchesterkDared Chester Basin walls and the
associated quayside at Chester Basin. The wallgivedr to varying heights with
Manchester Dock walls being about 0.1m below tles@mt ground surface; Chester Basin
walls and quayside at about 1.05m below the pregenind surface; and George’s Basin
wall being between 1.3m and 1.96m below the pregemind surface. Manchester Dock
and Chester Basin were constructed of large pinkstane blocks, well dressed and built
in an ashlar manner. George’s Basin was construategellow sandstone blocks and
reflects the use of yellow sandstone in earlierstmctions such as the Old Dock, St
Thomas’ Church, the Second Customs House and timel&tions of early buildings along
Canning Place and South Castle Street. George’snBaas built by 1771 while
Manchester Dock and Chester were slightly latesttantions (1785-95) and made use of
the less brittle and more hard-wearing pink samisto

The evaluation also revealed the remains of latek Istructures including the shed on the
north side of Manchester Dock, probably built aut875 when the Great Western
Railway company utilised the dock. There were @eremains of an as yet unidentified
brick structure in proximity to what was GeorgeasB.

Finally, there were also two substantial circulacl structures dating to the mid twentieth
century uncovered in the area north of the Edwatdnonument, in front of the Cunard
building on the Pierhead. The more northerly ofséhevas found approximately 1.5m
below the present ground surface and the more sdutbne between 1.4m and 1.6m
below the present ground surface. The structuresidvappear to be air raid shelters
constructed within the roundabouts which were uBsedn earlier established tram system.

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006
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1. INTRODUCTION

11 QRCUMSTANCES OF THE PROJECT

1.1.1 A project designAppendix )1 was submitted in response to a request fromdBriti
Waterways in advance of the construction of a psedoPier Head Canal Link,
within the city centre of Liverpool (centred at NG 340 900). The canal link is
intended to provide a waterway link between the einthe Leeds Liverpool canal
through various Liverpool docks and ending up abeM Dock. It entails the
establishment of a new section of canal betweemc®si Dock and Canning Dock,
which would extend through Pier Head in front cf Three Graces. The evaluation
follows on from an Environmental Statement prepdrgd/Vardell Armstrong on
behalf of British Waterways. The project desigmsviermulated by OA North in
accordance with a project brief prepared by Wardethstrong (2005), and was
approved by the Merseyside Archaeologist. This @nagne of evaluation was
undertaken in conjunction with a further phase wéleation work has been
subsequently supplemented by further archaeologmoadstigations (OA North
2006) to inform a proposed commercial and retarettgoment in the area of Mann
Island, immediately to the north-east of the pregbsanal link.

1.1.2 The area of works lies within the centre of Livaspand includes the dockland
area (Albert and Canning Docks) and is adjacenthé&infilled Old Dock. The
scheme lies within the extent of the Maritime Mextda City of Liverpool, which
was granted World Heritage Site status (WHS) in4200he proposed canal link
specifically lies within the areas defined as; AfeRier Head, which includes the
Three Graces and Area 2 Albert Dock ConservaticaaAwithin the WHS area the
buried archaeological deposits are regardedaasationally significant resourége
which is ‘highly fragile and vulnerable to damage and dedior¢ (LCC 2003,
99).

1.1.3 The area has been the subject of a seridesbktbased assessments, which have
identified the existence of the Liverpool Old Dogkithin the extent of the
proposed works. This was the world's first comnareanclosed wet dock,
constructed between 1709 and 1715-6 in the Poad, anich enabled the
expansion of Liverpool as a port and, as suchesgmts a hugely significant part
of the city's maritime history. Within less than §Bars it had generated such
prosperity that it had become too small to accomatedhe maritime traffic, and
was superseded by the construction of further degksnding out into the Mersey
river channel.

1.1.4 The OId Dock was filled in and a large Custddouse was established on top in
1826. This Customs House was severely damageapibg during the Second
World War, and in the post war rebuilding, duritg t1960’s, the Customs House
remains were demolished to make way for a serieson€rete structures. These
were themselves demolished in 1999 and have allawedestablishment of the
present Paradise Street development. The locatiotheo Old Dock had been
established from eighteenth and nineteenth cermampgraphic evidence, and has
been confirmed by an extensive programme of evaluatnd excavation
undertaken by OA North in advance of the ParadisseSDevelopment since 2001
(LUAU 2001 and OA North forthcoming).

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006
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1.2
121
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14.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

144

LOCATION AND TOPOGRAPHICAL SETTING

The development involves a linear route extendpgreximately 2.5km (1.4mile)
along the dockland areas of Liverpool, northwardsnf Canning Dock (Figs 1 and
2). Form the most part the route extends througstiag docks, but a new section
of canal is required between Canning Graving Daois St Nicholas Place. It lies
atc6.25m AOD. Much of the northern part of the camalt extends along the Pier
Head Piazza, which is a public open space of baiksgand cobble surfaces. The
Piazza is located in front of the Three Graces elode to the Mersey Ferry
terminal. The southern part of the canal link iilesn open area used as part of a
car sales premises and as car parking, surroungdedth nineteenth century brick
structures and modern buildings, which forms pérthe proposed Mann Island
development.

PHYSICAL BACKGROUND

The geology of this part of Liverpool consisf drift deposits of Boulder Clay in
the area of Canning Place and Strand Street ordbe of the Pool, with narrow
bands of alluvium along the coastal margins andhiwithe Pool itself. The solid
geology consists of Pebble Beds and Upper MottettiStone (Philpott 1999).

HSTORICAL BACKGROUND

Medieval Liverpool (1066-1500): the establishment of the town of Liverpool is
well documented. The nameiuerpol is first mentioned in a charter of 1190-4,
with the town forming a part of the hundred of WBstrby (Nicholson 1981). In
1207, a further charter was granted by King Johichvieffectively elevated the
settlement from a fishing and farming village taayal borough. Between the
granting of this charter and 1296, the populatibrthe town had increased from
150 families to 168. The town then consisted oksestreets, the names of which
are mentioned in documents from about 1300. Thisets survive in the modern
plan of the town, though they have been much widelmaportant buildings were
constructed throughout this period, including thastle, the Chapel of St Mary del
Key, St Nicholas, and the Towe( cit, 7).

The town was positioned next to the Poolranment topographical feature and
natural inlet; the place-name ‘Liverpool’ being ided from the Pool. The Pool lay
south of a ridge of sandstone, overlain by boutday, and the ancient shore-line
was along the line of The Strand. It was a natiigal inlet or creek fed by streams
arising further north, and was nearly 1.5km longigh tide (Stewart-Brown 1932,
88). The study area includes the major part ohtbeth of this former tidal creek.

The Pool is believed to have formed an ingrdrpart in the town’s life and in its
maritime trade, acting as an area where cargoesdwwmave been unloaded, and
ships built and repaired. However, no medieval r@esurvive relating to the use
of the Pool (Stewart-Brown 1932, 89).

Post-Medieval Expansion (1540-1710p the 1660s a major Liverpool landowner,
Sir Edward Moore, refers to the importance of thelRor future shipping, writing
‘if ever the Pool be cut navigahlendicating that it was not suitable at that time
(op cit, 90). By the turn of the eighteenth century, tlw®IRvas probably shallow
and unusable by anything other than relatively Estaps, particularly as between

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006
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1.4.5

1.4.6

147

1.4.8

1.4.9

the Haymarket and the site of the Old Dock there avéall of only five feetdp cit,
105).

Until the construction of the Old Dock, ships the Mersey had a number of
difficulties to contend with in order to unload itheargoes. The tidal range of the
river, at 30', was exceptionally large, and rendeskips incredibly unstable in a
river that was already dangerous from strong uederents, sand spits and strong
north-westerly winds (MacLeod 1982, 3). In the setith century, the only form of
protection for ships was a jetty or break-wateithet mouth of thedld haven
(ibid). Nevertheless, the shipping was constantly pldduyefreak tides and storms,
which could smash ships and lose precious cargugriécularly violent storm in
1561 destroyed the breakwater, with catastrophpications for trade. The mayor
ordered the council to provide funds for an immexligeplacement, and ordered
one man from every house in every street to gowork on the new haven
(MacLeod 1982, 4).

With the demise of Chester’s trade throughsitiing of the Dee by the late 1600s,
Liverpool’s trade began to rise in prominence, @liffh, due to its problems, it
faced competition from ships anchoring in the reddy safer waters of the Sloyne
on the Cheshire sid®g cit 4). Shipping was increasing in terms of trafficthe
area meant that the ports were becoming overcrowidezglsizes of ships were also
increasing as transatlantic shipping became commaad, incidents of rubbish
tipping into the harbour also aggravated the problef spacedp cit, 6). The
upsurge of the ship-building trade on the watertgjee also exacerbated the
problems ipid).

The Old Dock (1710-1826)he limitation of the Pool brought increasing decha

for better accommodation for ships. In 1707, tHeeswe was finally mooted for an
enclosed wet dock, and in November 1708, the TowanCil formally requested

the two MPs to commission an appropriate persouirtaw a plan of the intended
dock (Ritchie-Noakes 1984). In 1709, the first DocktAeas passed, empowering
the Mayor, Aldermen, Bailiffs, and Common Coundl the trustees of the dock
and allowing them to levy dock dues on ships enggtihe harbour.

The corporation gave a large piece of lamehifog the mouth of the Old Pool at the
bottom of Pool Lane (later South Castle Street)t®construction, covering some
four acres, called the ‘old’ or ‘lower pool’ (Machd 1982, 10). The construction
of the dock was not without financial difficultiedie scheme was financed on the
back of heavy borrowing, no one made a profit adbck construction, and the
dock was not fully finished until seven years afttez act of 1709 (cit, 9). The
man appointed to build the dock, Thomas Steersarb@grk in May 1710. It is
thought that he had been the chief engineer oHtheland Dock at Rotherhithe on
the Thames, and the principal assistant of Geooggeo&old, who had first agreed
to help construct the dock (the Howland Dock, oh#he first wet docks, was not,
however, a commercial dock, but used for the fittof ships after they had been
launched).

Stewart Brown records thab' satisfactory record exists of the constructibithes
Dock, the minute books of the Dock Trustees hdwaam lost or destroyéel932,
105). Ritchie-Noakes discusses the water-encrogctasign of the dock:the
novelty of Steers’ dock lay in its being formedblyding within the tidal area of
the Pool rather than by excavating on land (as baén Sorrocold’s plan). This
first dock subsequently became the prototype fat mbthe subsequent Liverpool

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006
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docks (1984, 9). The construction of the dock was néwdess a formidable task,
particularly as it was built entirely by hand; theilding work had to be undertaken
in a sea-lake whose coffer-dam was constantly haeunky tidal currents, and
from water flowing down into the Pool from the stnes off the high ground of
Mosslake (MacLeod 1982, 12). The ground was pdaitu unstable as well:
Picton, writing in hisMlemorials of Liverpoo(1873), says.:.the site was soft mud,
through which the walls had to be carried down asiderable depth to reach the
rock (Picton 1873). The dock took seven years to cetepl

1.4.10 The plan of the dock waughly rectangular, aligned east/west, with sore 3
acres of water area and a tidal entrance bagiicton 1873). The Old Dock was
described from documentary sources as b&dtgyards long — 85 yards at the east
and 95 yards at the west end with gates 33 feet Wjd25 feet three inches deep.
Four acres in area, it also had a minimum depttiooirteen feet, and was capable
of containing a hundred square rigged vessels @ina. The berthing space at the
dock amounted to 2,106 féetMoss, writing when the Old Dock was still ineys
records its area as 16,832 square yards (Moss.1796)

1.4.11 The OId Dock did not stand in isolation lasr¢ was also a 1% acre octagonal tidal
entrance basin, a graving dock off the north sideé a landing stage projecting
from the south side of the entrance to the entraase which provided short-term
berthing and safe access to the dock (Jarvis 1996).

1.4.12 In 1714 a graving dock had been built byetdan Norris and partners which was
superseded by the construction of the Dry Dockefl&anning Dock) inl740
(Ritchie-Noakes 1984). A second graving dock tolaep that destroyed by
construction of the Dry Dock was built in 1746 laé tnorth end of the Dry Dock
itself (bid). It also seems likely that the northern extenthef Pool were covered
over with the later development of Paradise St\&#titechapel etc (Sharples 2004,
7).

1.4.13 The opening of the dock at Liverpool ocadir®3 years ahead of the first
commercial wet dock at Bristol, 63 years aheachefdéxample at Hull, and almost
100 years prior to the establishment of Londor’st tommercial wet dock, which
opened in 1802 (Macleod 1982, 1). The dock was ¢eteghin 1716 but had been
opened the previous year. Nicholas Blundell recdroe 31 August 1715 that he
had seen the first three ships in the dodkweént to Leverpoole and saw the
Mulbury, the Batchlor & the Robert all in the Dogkgy came in this Morning &
were the first Ships as ever went into it; the Mwbwas the first(Tyrer 1970,
145). One of the major advance of the new dock twasships could now unload
in one and a half days, rather than the 12 to 4 ddich it had previously taken,
reducing the cost of handling cargo compared tergblorts (MacLeod 1982, 13).

1.4.14 The impact of the opening of the Old Docksvimmense; Chester, Bristol and
London are all documented to have lost signifideede throughout the eighteenth
century as a result of its opening (MacLeod 1988, Liverpool developed into a
major city of commerce, particularly in the valualdommodity of tobacco, and
became the second greatest seaport in the kingth@nmumber of seamen working
from the port trebled, the number of ships it owregbled, and the tonnage of
ships entering the port increased by a factor mf(itgd). The city was well-placed
to carry out trade with Ireland and the continevitich began to occur increasingly
with the demise of Chester’s tradap(cit, 2). The position of the port meant that
Liverpool was convenient for the slave trade, forgnihe apex of the slave trading

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006
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triangle between Africa and the West Indies andtiNémerica; by 1792, the port
possessed over half of the English slave tradenbaaken the lead from Bristol
and London, and just under half of the Europeavesteade traffic ipid). With the
decline of slavery in the early 1800s (the lastesighip leaving the port in 1807 —
ibid), Liverpool began exploitation of the next comni@raventure — the cotton
industry. Liverpool became an important source dotton, located as it was
adjacent to the cotton and textile mills of Lanéastraw cotton was imported and
manufactured produce was exported in equal meaShesprominence of the town
led to Liverpool’s continued commercial prospegatyd expansion in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries.

1.4.15 Liverpool was the most easily accessiblé @od had good trading links and was
the main port for the raw cotton imports. Lancaslidominated the English cotton
industry continuously into the twentieth centurydahis was partly due to and
responsible for Liverpool’s ongoing success.

1.4.16 The OIld Dock was such a success that itrspafurther enclosed docks, including
South Dock in 1753 (Fig 4) and Salterhouse DocK. 760 (Jones 1996, 111).
George’s Dock was built under the 1761 Dock Act tanmissioned a dock to be
built north of Canning Dock, approximately wheree tithree Graces stand at
present (Fig 11). The dock begun in 1762 enduredesearly rebuilding which
resulted from storm damage but was completed by.1fWvas named after King
George 1l in whose reign it was built. The docksaaigned north / south and
covered a three acre area. It was entered from thetmorth end via George’s
Basin which was arranged perpendicular to the maak, and to the south through
a small passage connecting it to the Dry Dock, Witiecame the present Canning
Dock. To the east of the dock was warehousing ateeh included the impressive
Goree Warehouses built in 1793 and rebuilt in 18ft@r a fire, before being
bombed in 1941. The name reflects the trade linikls @oree Island, off Senegal,
which was probably the largest slave trading ceatreghe African coast (now a
World Heritage Site), (LCC 2005, 123). The dock watarged and repaired in the
first quarter of the nineteenth century and theheyn entrance closed off in 1871.

1.4.17 The dock was closed in 1900 and infilled eredarea, known as The Pierhead saw
the construction of the Three Graces which cordishe Royal Liver Building of
1908-11 (listed Grade 1) at the north end. Thidding is noted as among the first
reinforced concrete frame buildings in the coun®puth of this is the Cunard
Building built 1913-16 (listed Grade II*) and atetlsouth end of the three the Port
of Liverpool Building of 1907 (listed Grade II*). IAare clad in white Portland
stone and form a varied and impressive group.

1.4.18 Manchester Dock:the Manchester Dock (Figs 5-11), was constructetigened
by 1785-9 for the purpose of harbouring the Merbégts, barges and lighters
which were flat bottomed barges used for ‘lightghiother ships loads or loading
and unloading ships that could not be wharfed kddqJones 1996). The vessels
were mostly transferring coal, corn and cotton leetwthe Manchester area and
markets and imported sources. By 1815 the dock atasit an acre in size and
could apparently contend with the loading and udilog of up to 33 vessels per
day. The quayside area of the dock saw numeroudsshied warehouses built
immediately adjacent, and partly overhanging, ideorto house the goods during
transhipment. This was particularly evident latethie nineteenth century when the
North Western and Great Western Railway compargesrne involved, and both
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leased and built structures specific to their rezraents for coal haulage (Anderson
1996). The gradual change in transport systems franals, to railways to roads
led to the decline of the use of Manchester Doadk iirwas closed in 1928 and
infilled by 1936. The dock was infilled using spdiiom the Mersey Tunnel
excavations.

1.4.19 Chester Basin:the Chester Basin (Figs 6-11), was constructeddst 1785 and
1795 to meet the need for increased moorings fanéhvessels with destinations
in Cheshire, Lancashire and the Midlands and usiegShropshire Union canal,
also opened in 1795. The basin was tidal and medspproximately 2 500 square
yards. However the same shift in transport modestla@ obstruction of the ferries
arriving at the landing stage just north lead ® ¢losure and infilling of the basin
at the same time as the Manchester Dock (Jarvi€)199

1.4.20 George's Dock:the construction of George’s Dock was between IApf62 and
1771. In 1825 it was repaired, and considerablargad. It was infilled in the
early twentieth century and now lies beneath theed.i Cunard and Port of
Liverpool buildings on the Pierhead. St George’ssiBawas constructed in
conjunction with the George’s Dock, and extendedtvirom the northern entrance
of the main dock connecting it to the Mersey. Thsib was infilled in 1872 and a
floating roadway, to provide vehicular access dawnthe ferry terminal, was
established within it; however, this structurengslonger extant.

1.4.21 By 1824 Liverpool had approximately 50 aavégnclosed dock space, of which
some docks were stopping points for ferries thattoaplaces like Chester. Others
received goods for use in production in Liverpaskif, which included ground
slate coming in from mills near Llandegai to beduaethe Herculaneum Potteries.
The docks also formed a stage in the journey ofigpeo that china clay shipped
from Charlestown, Cornwall was offloaded and thentseither overland or by
canal to potteries in north Staffordshire. Thusetpool's success and growth was
not only a product of the docks but also its geplgi@al location and the
reasonably well integrated transport system oftlfirsanals and then railways
which focused on the growing port. It was commanréw materials to be shipped
to Liverpool then transferred onto Mersey Flats #r@lgoods could then be taken
directly to warehouses in Manchester. This wadqadarly the case for cotton.

1.4.22 Associated Buildings: warehouses were present in Liverpool prior to the
construction of the Old Dock but flourished aftisr¢onstruction and the increasing
amount of trade coming into the city. Warehousetheeighteenth century were
often associated with or attached to the owner’'sllilvg. The warehouses were
often between five and ten storeys in height, vg#bled fronts, and long and
narrow in plan. Distinctively they often had a gahpulley below the gabled roof
and the loading doors for each floor positionedWwethis (Giles 2004). The same
form continued through the nineteenth century ad. v&ich features are still
visible within the central area of Liverpool todand the later warehouses had
further design refinements including loading do@sessed into the walls for better
safety. Alongside Irwell Street exist some exampésearly twentieth century
warehouses, and represent a few surviving buildmfgg/hat was once a much
more common form.

1.4.23 The area referred to as Nova Scotia wdseiwitinity of Canning Dock and was an
area frequented by the maritime population. As sultethe area contained
numerous shops, inns, hostelries, workshops andikbe These structures were
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demolished to make room for the Irwell Street waredes. Accounts suggest that
there may have been 38 dwelling houses of vari@eesssaccommodating 212
people at about 1770 (Wakefield 1927, 44). In 1it@#e are records showing that
in Nova Scotia there were 17 houses and 15 cetacsipied by 183 people and in
Mann Island there were four houses and three seltarcupied by 30 people. By
the early nineteenth century the area was lesdailis and most of the larger
houses had been converted to public houses.

1.4.24 The GWR building was constructed some timearad 1890 and replaced an earlier
structure. The building was constructed to holdgoafor the GWR depot at
Birkenhead and was closely associated with the Kester Dock.

1.4.25 Canals: part of the success of cities like Liverpool wdee ttransport and
infrastructure which developed alongside the grgwiort. The canal systems were
the easiest and most economic means of transpaytinds during the eighteenth
century and by the end of the century there weoaia® 000 miles of canalways in
Britain (Hadfield 1984). The Leeds to Liverpool ehmwas commissioned under the
Canal Act of 1770 and the section leading into fpe®l was begun first and
completed by 1773, and was intended to connect dibeks with the ports
immediate hinterland. The complete length of thedsto Liverpool canal was
around 127 miles and this was completed in 181@rdwas obviously a demand
for goods to be moved from the canal system tofarmd the dock system at the
Liverpool end. Prior to 1846 this had been donagisiorse-drawn vehicles. After
1846 a series of locks connected the canal to &taDbck, which was itself
opened in 1848. This then allowed the vessels &3 [iato the rest of the dock
system somewhat inefficiently by using the Mersey.

1.4.26 Trams: As well as water transport the later tram netwirk.iverpool became
another element of Liverpool’s infrastructure amdvyided a means of transport for
people to move along the miles of dock fronts, adthe city centre and, also to
bring people in from the surrounding suburbs to kMoito the city. Trams were
initially wheeled vehicles, guided along routesngseither a grove in a series of
plates laid down or later along grooved rails st ithe road. The earlier trams
were horse drawn, then they were of steam, anduhienately electric trams were
developed, with the first one in use in Leeds i8118Jones 1996, 397). The tram
system was electrified between 1898 and 1902 aisdhem expanded and operated
until September 1957il(d). By the end of 1875, there were approximately 61
miles of tramway lines, with 2894 horses in usdipglthe trams and 207 tramcars
rolling on the lines (Folkard 1978). The trams pded an easy and efficient route
for people to travel into the city from the subutbsvork and reach the dock areas.
After the second world war, the city of Liverpoollbwed the general trend set in
many other British cities and abandoned the trafavour of buses.

1.4.27 Railways: railways essentially began due to the need to exnianchester and
Liverpool using a fast and economical transportesys They developed form the
use of railed linked wagons used in places suchiags but with the advent of
steam power the use of ‘trains’ was more feasilkleaanethod of moving both
goods and people. One of the earliest railway conmegaformed was the Liverpool
and Manchester Railway Company, which was initiateti326, three years before
the Rainhill Trials which Robert StephensoR®cketwon. The line between
Liverpool and Manchester was opened in 1830 andbhptsaw the first death by
train (of William Huskinsson MP) on the inaugurauiney. In the first year of
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business the Liverpool and Manchester Railway fraried over 40 000 tons of
goods and 11 000 tons of coal and by 1835 thisitadased to over 200 000 tons
of goods and 116 000 tons of coal (LCC 2005, 18Bjoughout the mid nineteenth
century numerous other lines and branches becatabliseed within and around
Liverpool, and several other companies were seingjuding the London and
North Western and Lancashire and Yorkshire Railwiay$855, the Chester and
Birkenhead Railway and the Great Western Railwaypmany (GWR), (Anderson
1996). The railways carried raw materials, finislggsds and passengers both to
work and for leisure, all of which continued to riease in volume and numbers.
The GWR company had agents and space at Mancl&st&r which was owned
by the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, and evegtuahted from the Board
directly, and hired barges when required. The s8doathen developed with the
area around Manchester Dock effectively becoming tBWR depot with
warehouses specifically constructed and had its Oeet of barges (Anderson
1996). With the more recent decline in use of rajwransport and the in-filling of
Manchester Dock the depot was finally closed inGl @#though the fine warehouse
on the south side of Manchester Dock remains iargxdnd has until very recently
(August 2006) been the home of the Merseyside Sites Monuments Records,
Merseyside Archaeological Unit and part of the biadil Museums of Liverpool.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL WORKS

Law Courts: In 1976 a small area was excavated prior to thestcaction of the
law courts at the top, northern, end of South @aStleet (Philpott 1999, Davey
and MacNeil 1985). Although this lies outside tlmeaaof the docklands it was at
the heart of medieval and post-medieval Liverpaud @as such was part of the
docks’ hinterlands. The findings there includeddevice of commercial town
activities. There are also brief records of a deefl found while the courts were
being constructed.

Chavasse Park 1970sin archaeological investigation took place atjtimetion of
Canning Place and what used to be South CastletSiree work was a rescue
excavation undertaken in the angle of Canning Plaikerland Alley and South
Castle Street in 1977 by Robina McNeil on behalf thle Merseyside
Archaeological Society, Merseyside County Museuthg Department of the
Environment and the University of Liverpool. Thisvealed a section of the
foreshore on the west side of South Castle Stretfie angle formed by that road,
Canning Place, and Litherland Alley (centred at NGR 3434 9039) (Philpott
1999, 4; Davey and MacNeil 1985).

These excavations showed that the Pool epthiat contained two major phases of
levelling, both of seventeenth century date. Fimtsuded small but well-dated
groups of pottery and clay pipes of the seventeanth early eighteenth century.
The 1977 excavation produced evidence for densetgenth century housing on
the site, some with cellars, but also, more sigaittly, it located the edge of what
was interpreted as the original Pool of Liverpodichaeological deposits within
the Pool were consistent with infilling by soilushed sandstone and stones during
the mid seventeenth century (Philpott 1999, 4; Dared MacNeil 1985).

Dock Road: A watching brief was undertaken in September 1980 works
concerned with the widening and re-alignment of theck Road and the
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construction of the ring road in Canning Place.t Bathe wall of the Old Dock
was uncovered and recorded by the Archaeologicale$wf Merseyside:Severe
time constraints prevented major excavation, bythow sandstone coping was
uncovered, standing on top of a sturdy brick in@icholson 1981, 3; Jarvis 1996,
7).

1.5.5 The OId Dock and Chavasse Park 2004t6e programme of archaeological work
that was required as part of the Paradise StreetlDement Area (PSDA), within
the town centre of Liverpool (Fig 2, centred at NGR 3430 9010) The project
undertook to run both an evaluation programme andrge scale excavation
concurrently. The main excavation area within ClsaeaPark, covered an area of
over 3500mM and the evaluations covered an area of 3260m

1.5.6 The findings included: the surviving remaofsthe medieval town of Liverpool;
the remains of the Pool and associated activittes;historic quayside, including
deposits and structures connected with the Old Dothker city centre activity,
such as market places and residential remainsthege/ithsubsequent nineteenth
century activity associated with the Customs Hoase the incredible growth and
expansion of Liverpool as one of the world’s forestnorts.

1.5.7 The work began in March 2004 and continuedutih to November 2005 and can
be broken down into five main spatial areas: thbadrArea (CP 04 evaluation);
Chavasse Park (CP 04 excavation); The Old Dock (@] The Strand (LT 04);
and Outlying Sites (LD 04).

1.5.8 The trenches revealed several facts, the mmgmirtant being that the Old Dock
was not cut directly into the Pool clays, insteadas clear that large areas where
the walls were to be built were cleared of clay dahen the walls built free-
standing, before clay was used to backfill behh@ldock wall. The clay used may
have been from the Pool, since they were very amniind could have been
stockpiled on site.

1.5.9 On the north side of the dock it was fourat thhat the rear face of the wall had
only limited widening and that it rested on the eryging bedrock, along the
northern edge of the Pool. Deep excavations alsowared a timber over 4m long,
keyed into the wall itself, and contemporary witle tconstruction. It had an iron
sheath along one side, presumably for strength.tifiiger was at right angles to
the wall. The archaeological observation of a thedag for piling foundations
unearthed several more timbers and further work wesied out. It became
apparent that they were at regular intervals of5ftband were up to 9m in length,
with additional supporting timbers in each casetrénch in the location of the
north-east corner of the dock uncovered the tojh@fwall and the inner and outer
face of the dock were both tightly curved. The démk directly beneath several
major modern services at this point.

1.5.10 The OIld Dock was backfilled in the early etgenth century prior to the
construction of the grand third customs house. dustoms house appeared to have
been responsible for some areas of the upper paheoOld Dock wall being
removed. The north-western most trench showed gro @i the wall surviving due
to this fact. What was demonstrated were the nuasetp deposits for the
backfilling, complete with ceramic assemblages.

1.5.11 On the south side of the Old Dock the wall been constructed in the middle of
the Pool rather than on the northern foreshoreirAthe ‘natural’ clay was actually
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deliberate backfill against the rear face of thekdeall. Surprisingly a north/south
aligned wall was found keyed into the quayside aad contemporary with the
dock itself. Looking on the earliest map Chadwidi3, it is almost certainly the
building, visible east of the dog-leg. Shown as igtict separate entity the
archaeological evidence proves it was clearly actire planned and integrated
with the Old Dock. The wall was of the same yellsandstone as the quayside, of
which four courses remained and below these wera appeared to be wooden
foundations sitting on the back filled clay. Tremshdug along the east side of the
Old Dock found the Third Customs House had sigaiftty damaged the upper part
of the wall. The Third Customs House was easilyirtisiishable as it was built of
massive pink sandstone blocks rather than the wedlandstone exclusive to the
Old Dock and structures of that period.

1.5.12 Aside from the Old Dock, the excavationseed®d surviving elements of the
medieval landscape, along with artefactual materfdle work also revealed
elements of the urban centre from the time of thie[@ck, and included the street
layouts, foundations of both secular and religibugdings, as well as some other
elements of the city’s infrastructure. Prior to tth820s these buildings were
typically built of a characteristic yellow sandsépmowever, subsequently the trend
was to use a red brick and as such provides asimgicator of dating.

1.5.13 Within Chavasse Park the results of theuswmins revealed deep cellars, all of
brick construction, although the bricks all appeanandmade and the origin of the
structures probably dates from the late eighteemthid nineteenth century. In the
larger areas examined the cellars were found tocéte areas of soils which
produced ceramic assemblages of overall earliey, datluding numerous sherds of
Medieval pottery. The soils were probably plouglissor a mixed deposit of
accumulated soil and perhaps related to agriculltuterticultural activity. The
soils survived in areas which had never been egllan open plots within blocks
of land. A number of ditches, distributed across #rea, were also uncovered.
They may have been boundary or drainage ditchesdult also possibly have
been the remains of furrows resulting from ploughiar other agricultural
practices.

1.5.14 The project uncovered several streets ftst WWII, as the upper levels of areas
were cleared sett road surfaces appeared compl#tecantemporary tram rails.
Within Chavasse Park it was possible to also rewwea) differently aligned street
frontages. The earlier one was on a square layoditcarresponded with Gage’s
1836 map town map. While the later alignment hadir@ing street corner, which
is shown on the Ordnance Survey map of 1850. The® also a fundamental
change in the size of the streets, the frontages washed back to increase the
road width. What the cartographic sources coulddsshonstrate was the distinct
switch from yellow sandstone to red brick buildintaterial between these two
layouts.

1.5.15 The large scale works in this area uncovanedter-linked complex of cellars. The
majority of the cellars survived to the uppermastel where the ground floor
would have begun. All of the cellars showed severahses of building and
alterations, none of which would have been appairent documentary sources.
The cellars varied in size from small to large &agte contained a large variety of
features including fireplaces, lift shafts, staillie doorways and entrances
windows, storage areas, alcoves, barrel vaultdoshgeiand so on. There were also
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areas of converging passageways, linking extemalrernal zones below ground
with various lanes and streets. The material witthe cellars demonstrated
contrasting levels and types of occupation. Theas & cellar with a surviving

stack of port bottles, some partly heat affectec assult of the Blitz and another
with a probable domestic fireplace. Test trenchesevexcavated in a number of
the cellars with wells being sealed below the flmoseveral instances and included
two wells that were connected to a drainage syst#ich extended beyond into

other cellars. The wells contained good assemblagesnaterials and were

effectively sealed deposits.

1.5.16 Merseytram and The Strandwork near the entrance to Canning and Salthouse
docks (Fig 2) revealed sandstone walling used ¢akbthe entrance to the Old
Dock, which included a block with inverted Romanmarals, that had originally
marked depths on a quayside elsewhere. The eatliggrment of Canning Dock
wall was also uncovered, which tied in with histanapping.

1.5.17 St Paul’'s Squarethe works included an evaluation of six trial thes at St Paul’s
Square (Fig 2; SJ 3390 9066). Archaeological gfragihy was encountered to a
maximum depth of 3m when the natural subsoil wasaked. Structural remains,
including both sandstone and brick structures, wevealed across the site, with
intermittent episodes of disturbance that had aifstig@nt impact on the surviving
archaeology.

1.5.18 A series of yellow and white sandstone ashials were revealed towards the
north-east of the site and were thought to be ¢neams of the foundations of St
Paul’'s Church, which was completed in 1769, and desribed as a replica of St
Paul's Cathedral, London. Six separate sectionsvaf were revealed, mostly
aligned north-west/south-east, and the rest werthgast/south-west. No burials
were found in the churchyard areas, although a siepd disarticulated human
bone has been identified beyond the churchyard Jinggests that there had been a
systematic clearance of the site when the churchdeanolished in 1931, with the
removal and reinternment of the burials beyondcthech yard.
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2. AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

2.1 FROJECT DESIGN

2.1.1 An initial project designAppendix ] for the work was prepared in conjunction
with a project brief prepared by Wardell ArmstrofWgardell Armstrong 2005) for
the Liverpool Canal Link. The emphasis of the bmefs on the later mitigative
recording phase of the project, and as the prajesign was primarily defining an
evaluation it did not follow the brief preciselyhd@ fieldwork programme adhered
to OA North standard best practice, and the worldettaken were appropriate to
meeting the aims and objectives statedection 2 All the work was consistent
with the relevant standards and procedures ofrtbtitute of Field Archaeologists,
and generally accepted best practice.

2.2 OBJECTIVES

2.2.1 Previous excavations, evaluations and thesas®ents have demonstrated that
within the docklands of Liverpool there is the putal for archaeological deposits
and structures to survive from the post-medievaiope Areas of potentially
significant archaeology have been highlighted, eqonently the objectives of the
present project are as follows:

. To establish the presence or absence of archaealagimains within the
identified area.

. To determine the extent, condition, nature, characuality and date of any
archaeological remains present.

. To establish any ecofactual and environmental piaieaf archaeological
deposits and features.

. To make an assessment of the impact of the schemany significant
remains or deposits encountered to enable the ppat® level of mitigation
recording as proposed in the Environmental Statemen

. Where possible implement a programme of mitigatesording in advance
of construction works, should this be achievable.

2.2.2 To these ends it was necessary to assesthith@ess, depth and depositional
history of any significant archaeological structur@nd/or deposits. Despite the
likelihood that the dock structures extend to atller 9m, it was proposed to only
excavate to a depth of 2-3m. The nature of the nwmtigraphical units
encountered was characterised in terms of theisipalycomposition (stone, gravel,
organic materials etc) and their archaeologicalmfdion (primary deposits,
secondary deposits etc). This entailed excavatonthe top of significant
archaeology, together with localised sondages whigiiored in more detail the
archaeological stratigraphy. The work involved tredrieval of all kinds of
stratified artefactual evidence (including pottebyjck tile, stone, glass, metal,
bone, small finds, etc), and ecofactual and enwremtal evidence (including
animal bone, human bone, plant remains, pollent, pgearcoal, molluscs, soils
etc).
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2.2.3 Trenches 401, 402, and 403 were intendekpore the eastern, southern and
northern Manchester Dock walls respectively. Tred8h was intended to explore
the eastern wall of Chester Basin. Trench 405 weded to explore a former sea
wall. Trenches 406 and 407 were intended to explogewalls of George’s Dock

Basin.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1
3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.2
3.2.1

3.2.2

3.2.3

HELDWORK |INTRODUCTION

The evaluation programme investigated the-ssuface potential of the

archaeological record. The trenches targeted thes Iof documented docks and
there was a flexibility of the trench locationsetasure that they located dock walls,
where appropriate, or to avoid services. In altanses, adjustments to trench
location were made in consultation with Wardell Atrong, British Waterways

and the Merseyside Archaeological Officer. The eaabn programme was

intended to inform the requirements for any furthnéigation.

Prior to any ground disturbance the extenheftrenches was appropriately fenced
to allow safe working. The areas of work were rdedr; by digital photograph,
prior to any work to help in any required reinstagst after the archaeological
investigation. The overburden was excavated byifGall Try the lead contractor,
who also undertook the reinstatement.

Once the trench locations were establishes tdpsoil/surfaces and any obvious
overburden deposits were removed mechanically. Machktripping of trenches

was undertaken using a 36@nhechanical excavator fitted with an appropriately
sized toothless ditching bucket. It was also newgst use a breaker to remove
thick layers of concrete encountered. The work wasstantly supervised by a
suitably experienced archaeologist. Further mackieavation was then used to
define carefully the extent of any surviving wadled other remains. Thereafter,
structural remains were cleaned manually to detdwedr extent, nature, form and,
where possible, dat&poil was retained on site and stockpiled at a defiance
from the evaluation trench before being used tdfdathe trenches.

RECORDING METHODOLOGY

All elements of the work were recorded inaadance with current English
Heritage guidelinesMAP2) and the best practices formulated by Englishtelge's
Centre for Archaeology (CfA).

Survey Control: a series of survey control points was establishigl nespect to a

survey control from an earlier survey undertaken bamalf of ARUP; further

control stations were installed throughout the tianaof the works, as required.
Station descriptions were established for eactcyah new control station.

Planning: archaeological planning was undertaken using a-ldgging total
station (Leica) linked into a Penmap computerjsitiy AutoCad version R14. All
planning data was digitally incorporated into a CAfstem in the course of the
evaluation and was superimposed with the base wupvevided by British
Waterways. This process generated scaled planshwirge subject to manual
survey enhancement. The drawings were generated atcuracy appropriate for
1:20 scale but can be output at any required séaldigital adaptation of single
context planning was used, where, as appropriatd entity was ascribed a unique
layer allowing all or selective features to be weehas required.
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3.24

3.2.5

3.2.6

3.3
3.3.1

3.3.2

3.3.3

3.34

Context Recording:archaeological stratigraphy was recorded ugimmg-forma
sheets in accordance with those used by Englishidder Similar object record and
photographic recorgro-formaswere used. All written records of survey data,
contexts, artefacts and ecofacts were cross-refedeinompro-formarecord sheets
using sequential numbering.

The full contextual details were incorporait@d a Harris matrix essentially hand-
drawn on site for checking purposes but which maygbnerated using specially
designed Arched version 2 matrix generation sofwar

Photography: a full and detailed photographic record of indiatl contexts was

maintained and, similarly, general views from stmdview-points of the overall

site at all stages of the evaluation were generd@ddtography was undertaken
using 35mm cameras on archivably stable black amtevprint as well as colour

transparency film. Extensive use of digital photgiry was also undertaken
throughout the course of the fieldwork for preseatapurposes. Photographic
records were maintained on special photograptoeformasheets.

HNDS

Finds recovery and sampling programmes weractordance with current best
practice (following IFA and other specialist guitels) and subject to appropriate
expert advice. Oxford Archaeology employs a widage of in-house finds
specialists and palaeoecologists, providing conaslile expertise in the
investigation, excavation, and finds managemertites of all periods and types,
who were readily available for consultation ane sisits.

In addition, OA North maintains close contaith Ancient Monuments Laboratory
Conservators at the Universities of Durham and Ydr&m whom advice and
emergency access to conservation facilities wadilyeavailable. Finds handling,
management and storage during and after fieldwaHovied professional
guidelines (IFA/UKIC).

Artefacts and ecofacts were collected sydieally during the mechanical
excavation of overburden when significant deposgiese encountered. No finds
category was neglected in order to provide asdulecord as possible, including
those relevant to World War |l events. Other finésovered during the removal of
overburden were retained only if of significancethe dating and/or interpretation
of the site or specific features. Subsequent tor¢in@oval of overburden artefacts
and ecofacts were collected and handled as perpoastice. All material was
collected and identified by stratigraphic and sgatinits. Hand collection by
stratigraphic unit was the principal method of eotion.

All finds were treated in accordance with ®lArth standard practice, which is
cognisant of IFA and UKIC Guidelines. In generdbjst meant that (where

appropriate or safe to do so) finds are washedddmarked, bagged and packed in
stable conditions; no attempt at conservation hasnbmade unless special
circumstances require prompt action. In such a gasgance and/or expertise was
sought from a suitably qualified conservator. Anirbane was recovered from

stratified deposits only. It was recovered by hawith no programme of sieving.
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3.4 ARCHIVE

3.4.1 A full professional archive has been compiledaccordance with OA North
standard best practice, and in accordance witheoudFA and English Heritage
guidelines (1991). The paper archive will be defgaswith the Liverpool Record
Office (Central Library, William Brown Street, Liygool, L3 8EW), and the
material archive (artefacts and ecofacts) will lepakited with National Museums
Liverpool.
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4. SUMMARY OF THE FIELDWORK RESULTS

4.1
41.1

4.2
421

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

INTRODUCTION

The following chapter details the significaasults of the evaluation. Full context

descriptions can be found Appendix 1In total seven trenches were excavated in
order to investigate the defined aims and objest{(&ection 2) and were located so
as to investigate the various dock walls (Fig 3).

TRENCH 401

Trench 401 (Figs 3, 12, 13 and 14) was locatethe¢ontest of the extant Mercedes
Garage, and south of the Porsche Garage (Plaihé&)trench was on the edge of
the proposed Mann Island development area, whighnaposed to be immediately
north-east of the Canal Link development area. séch it served to inform both
developments and the results of this trench haes liecoporated into the Mann
Island evaluation report (OA North 2006). The ttemneas intended to investigate
the eastern edge of Manchester Dock and the assd@aay side. The trench was
excavated using a 12 ton 366xcavator, alternating between a 1.8m ditching
bucket and a smaller toothed bucket where requifde trench was aligned
north/south, and measured 9.70m by 4.70m; it waawated to a maximum depth
of 2.00m with stepped and battered sides from dhdep 1.00m on the north-,
south- and east-facing sections to allow safe eamdyegress from the trench.

The trench revealed the eastern Manchester Dodkawdllater associated features,
which were overlain / surrounded by various batldiild made ground deposits.
The eastern wall of the Manchester Do8k09 was a substantial red and yellow
sandstone structure, orientated north/south wittnlimits of the excavation and
was the earliest feature identified (Plates 2 gnd 3

The west-facing elevation of the wall (Fig 13 aniat® 4), was made of pink
sandstone and would have probably come from a lpgairy (possibly St James
Cemetery Quarry behind the Anglican Cathedral) levtiie remainder of the wall
was constructed of yellow sandstone. This pink stomek is much more robust than
the yellow sandstone and, consequently, the wesigaelevation of the wall
survives to a much higher standard and the stamesghtly keyed into place with
very little evidence of a mortar bond. The bettealgy of construction reflects that
this is the face that was required to be waterpamaf also that it would have been
on display. The west-facing elevation was a velrfaee, and the trench exposed a
section of the wall that was ten courses of samésto length, four courses high
and three courses wide with average block dimessid®.93m by 0.54m (Plates 3
and 4). The lower three courses were all carveth wétailed linear tool mark
borders and parallel herring bone-style tool masksa 45° angle across the
majority of the face of each block. The tool maoksthe lowest course of the wall
were abraded and in some places the decorativetdogdof the blocks has almost
been obliterated. This erosion probably indicaltesupper level of the water within
the dock while it was in use.

The top course of the west-facing elevation of doek wall, 3109 was a later
phase of additional construction work carried omttlee dock, where small stone
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4.2.5

4.2.6

4.2.7

4.2.8

blocks were used and niches were added to faeiliteg installation of a wooden
platform, 311Q or temporary sheltered quayside walkway thatredeéd out over
the water $ection 4.2.8 This upper course does not exhibit the sametiqa or
attention to aesthetic detail as the lower coueses the block size is relatively
small by comparison with that used elsewhere orvthechester Dock walls (eg in
Trench 402). It was also slightly out of line withe rest of the wall as the top
course over hangs the lower courses by up to 0.40the southern end of the
trench. This upper course was also the only areth@nvest elevation of the wall,
where any kind of mortar bond was visible; in ttése a greyish white lime mortar
bond was used.

The second course of the wall, from the top, atsttained numerous small niches
which measured 0.13m in length and 0.06m in wi®&bme of these contained
rotten wood fragments and large iron nails stilsitu. The presence of the wooden
fragments and metal fixings was indicative of langeoden stays / fenders,
probably similar to railway sleepers. These woulsldhbeen affixed to the western
elevation in order to provide a cushion betweenthk and the docking boats.

The west-facing elevation of the Manchester doclk akso exhibits numerous
mason marks (Fig 13; Plate 5), of which four welbsayved during the course of
recording. All were simple geometric shapes whiabuld have been specific to
each mason; the fact that there were four indidichaks indicate that at least four
masons worked the stone blocks that made up theciMater Dock wall at this
point.

The reverse face of the dock wall, on the eastel®, €onsisted mainly of mid-
yellow soft sandstone (Plate 2), and was steppédnhairee places, which would
have strengthened the wall at depth, helping ipstpthe volume of water and the
ships moored against it. Each step was on averb@e60m in width, with each
composite block of sandstone measuring on averaierOby 0.60m by 0.45m. A
small machine-dug sondage at the southern endeotrédmch, against the east-
facing elevation of the dock wall, showed that belthe third step, the wall
continued down as a vertical face. The yellow storgs steps on the east-facing
elevation were crudely hewn by comparison with west-facing elevation of the
wall; however, the herringbone pattern masons waiks were still visible on the
horizontal face of the yellow sandstone blocks.

Keyed into wall3109 was timber structure311Q which a later phase of activity
within the dock’s construction and probably supedrthe wooden jetties seen in in
some of the aerial photographs of the dock, taker® & P aerial photography
shortly before the dock’s closure in 1928; the ysies show that wooden structure
3110was used by the smaller skiff and barge boatsghvhad shallower draughts,
to unload cargo. A ground level photograph from d9Plate 20) during the
backfilling of the dock shows the final form of $hcovered jetty structure. The
excavation of structure311Q revealed three substantial untreated rectangular-
shaped oak timbers keyed into wall09 at the northern end of the trench. The two
outer timbers were keyed in horizontally, perpeunfdic to the wall; the northern
timber (Timber A) measured 1.8m by 0.17m by 0.4rd aras located directly
beneath the north niche in the upper course ofdbek wall. This timber was
pinned in the centre with a large iron bolt measyr®.05m in diameter. Later
activity, probably the backfilling of the dock, haadly damaged this timber and
caused its truncation to the west. The southerbam(Timber C) measured 0.85m
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by 0.17m by 0.35m and was similarly located disetténeath the south niche in
the upper course of the dock wall. Also in a faplyor state of preservation and
partially truncated along its long axis, the fultent of this timber was never
observed as it was obscured by the presence afdbtern trench step. The third,
central timber (Timber B), measured 3m by 0.14mO8m and was set into an
iron housing bolted to the wall and projected d@5aangle from the face @109
Attached to this timber were an iron ring and cheid a similar item, with an iron
chain with a hook (Object 11035) attached, was doadjacent to this, within pink
sandstone dock backfill depo8it11l Compared to the other two timbers, this one
was in a relatively good state of preservation,olwlwas unusual given its position
at a higher level within the trench when it woulsvb been more prone to damage
and truncation by the later construction of waretgsuwithin the area of the dock.

4.2.9 A variety of made ground deposits were placed agaire east-facing elevation as
back fill and related to the construction of thdlw@tratigraphically, the earliest of
these deposits wa&l 12 a dark-brown, medium compact, heterogeneous ddty
layer which contained large, poorly sorted, fragteest crushed yellow sandstone
rock. This deposit was excavated within a sondagleeasouthern end of the trench
against the east-face of the dock wall which wasnided to inform the wall's
construction. This deposit was observed to a dep8m below surface and was at
least 1m thick.

4.2.10 Overlying this was a loose homogeneous lens ofhedigink sandstone8113
measuring 2m by 0.3m thick and made up of 60% $andsragments and 40%
pink sand; this sterile layer was a further batkféposit within the construction
cut for the dock wall. Above this was a yellowishite, compact homogeneous
white sand layer with less than 10% small well-sodrit and sandstone fragments,
3114 The deposit extended along the length of thectrehis layer was also
excavated by machine and appeared to be steriégrims of artefacts; it was sealed
beneath3115 a mid brown compact silty clay layer that conggirless than 10%
small well sorted sub- rounded pebble inclusions.

4.2.11 Overlying 3115 was surface deposi§116, comprising large sub-circular grey
cobbles. There was no obvious bond to this surtaud instead they were set
directly into 3115 which acted as a bedding layer. The cobble se3446 was
only visible in the west-facing section but didesxd across the entire surface of the
trench. This phase of early cobbled surface maye Hasen a quayside surface
contemporary with the later stages of use of thexdlaster Dock, as the surface
exists at the same level as the top of the dock wal

4.2.12 Surface3116 was sealed by a 0.17m thick layer of grey con¢rgid7, which
covered the whole of the trench, and overlying thiss 3118 a 0.06m thick
greyish-brown organic silty homogeneous depositickvliepresents the bedding
layer for surface3119 Surface3119 was a recent road surface of grey square
regular-sized stone setts that extended beyondirttits of the trench, with each
individual sett measuring on average 0.2m by 0.b¥r.12m.

4.2.13The dock fell out of use and was filled-in durifget1930s with crushed pink
sandstong&111 obtained from the Mersey tunnel risings, as taekblling of the
dock coincided with the main construction phaséhefMersey Tunnel, which was
close by. This fill material was located on the wkse of the dock and was
excavated by machine to a depth of 1.40m. This filackaterial, 3111, was a
sterile deposit of sub-angular, crushed, friabldrbek material.
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4.2.14 Overlying the dock infill3111, and the road surfac8119, was a light grey

reinforced concrete bas&]20,which was laid to support structusé?1, a series of
very substantial iron beams orientated east/weésatgB). The beams formed a kind
of prefabricated metal frame for a later GWR waredgon the site of the infilled
dock. Overlying this wa8122 a heterogeneous backfill deposit consisting oo
brick demolition material mixed with mortar dustdaa light brown sandy soill,
which probably represents the demolition phasenefwarehouses after they fell
out of use.

4.2.15 Above this at the top of the sequence was the cuoar park surfacd123 which

4.3
4.3.1

4.3.2

4.3.3

4.3.4

4.3.5

was made of black tarmac and aggregates.

TRENCH 402

This trench was aligned north / south, measureoh4¥$ 3.4m and was excavated
to a maximum depth of 1.5m. It was positioned imrady north of the GWR
building at its western end (Figs 3 and 15).

The earliest feature seen within this trench wasitastantial wall3053 (Plate 6),
constructed of large blocks of pink sandstone. bloeks were on average 1.1m
long by 0.45m thick but the width of the wall walssoured by the GWR brick
building which was constructed on top of the samustwall. The blocks were
constructed in a cross bonded pattern and builtsesy which varied somewhat in
thickness. The finish of the visible face of thellweas smooth and the corners of
each block had either been finished as rounde@dws been worn to that form. The
wall 3053is consistent in form and location with the southeall of Manchester
Dock.

There was evidence of later alterations and repaitise wall. A set of iron ladders
appears to have been inserted into the wall ofittek and it is surmised that they
were inserted, rather than being an original featsince where the blocks are
truncated by the ladder the finish is not consistand specifically the corners have
not been rounded. There was also evidence of thiefaca having being repaired
in brick, 3054 the repairs are only to the face and do not sgmiereconstruction
of the wall at this point. It is evident that thes#lect repairs to abraded areas of the
face, that was either weathered through water mctio more probably from
mechanical damage caused by the ships docking.

After the dock had gone out of use it was infilleith a stoney deposit, comprising
pink crushed sandstone fragments, that were medtfitsize and angular in nature;
the deposit was at least over 1.6m thick. The sotocthe material was probably
the excavated material from the construction, tghopink sandstone bedrock, of
the Mersey tunnel, in the 1930s.

Overlying the dock backfill was a 0.3m thick layefr clinker, 3056 used as a
sealing makeup layer. Above this was a 0.1m thaglett of sterile fine pink sand,
3057, which was again probably a makeup layer, or prejerdayer for the

surface above. Directly over this was a mid-broayel of slightly organic sandy
silt, 3058 which was only 0.07m thick. This layer may hawet the original

bedding layer onto which the surface s&859 were laid. It is also likely that the
layer contains some material and detritus that gexrsolated through from the
surface.
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4.3.6

4.4
44.1

4.4.2

4.4.3

4.4.4

The setts 3059 extended across the entire area of the Trencha#@2were the
current external surface. They are of grey gramitbard sandstone, and were laid
one course thick (0.15m) in an irregular patteractesett measured approximately
0.26m by 0.16m. The surface post-dates the construof the GWR building,
which they abut but were evidently in contemponasyg with the building.

TRENCH 403

This trench was aligned north-west / south-easd vaas located so as to examine
the northern dock wall of Manchester Dock; it meadul9.75 by 8.6m and was
excavated to a maximum depth of 2m (Figs 3 and7)6-The earliest feature in
this trench was a very large sandstone wal00 (Plate 7), which ran
approximately east / west across the entire 6.65%dthwof the trench. The wall,
300Q itself is consistent with the position of the gmnial north wall of the
Manchester Dock. The southern face of the wall w@sstructed of large, pink
sandstone blocks of two different sizes with thartar blocks effectively acting as
a repeating string course. The face was absolutatycal for the exposed depth of
2m and the bonding was in a cross bond patternadirtie blocks were flush to
each other, and ashlar in nature (Plate 8). Théhawor, construction face of the
wall, was of both pink and yellow sandstone blodke, majority being pink, and
suggests that there was some disregard in thetiselenf stone where it would
remain unseen. The wall was built with an asymroetriprofile, the rear,
construction, face demonstrated several steps odtwa that the wall was wider
towards the lower portion than at the top. The il the top of the surviving wall
was 1.2m and at its lowest observed point was 1.@5mdth. The wall appears to
be largely undisturbed and, its upper level is test in height with the section of
dock wall in Trench 401, suggesting that it sursite full height.

On the northern side of the wall the earliest dépssen was a layer of mid-
yellowish-brown sandy silt materiaB004 that contained approximately 30%
pebbles and 10% small sandstone fragments. Thizsdep likely to be the backfill
for the construction cut of the dock wall and sdnas a ground makeup. It is
possible that the material resulted from dredgind was reused, as suggested by
the high occurrence of pebbles.

Cut into this backfill and makeup layer were twattees, the first of which, and
probably the earlier of the two, was a single yglkandstone bloclB001(Plate 7).

It was located at the rear of the dock wall, in gluayside area, and was at a lower
level than the uppermost wall blocks. The block dat abut the wall nor was it
keyed into it in any fashion. The block measureg@bt by 0.98m and was 0.45m
thick and although there were no tooling markseheere two slight indentations
along the east and west sides at the top of thekplehich may have been used to
grip the block while hoisting it into place. On thppermost surface of the block
were two squared indentations (0.2m by 0.1m by D.8ime block is interpreted as
a jib or crane base used to assist in loading ahohding the docked vessels, and
the indentations may have been the fasteningufdr a superstructure.

Overlying the block3001,and extending across the northern part of thekrexs
far as the dock wall, was a 0.35m thick lay&d06 The layer was a mid-yellow
sandy deposit with 30% crushed yellow sandstongnfemts, that were angular in
nature. The layer was used to make up the growd le
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4.4.5

4.4.6

4.4.7

4.4.8

4.5
45.1

45.2

The second feature cut into the construction 3104 was a wall 3003 (Plate 7),
which ran for over 4.25m north / south, towards western side of the trench. It
abutted the northern side dock waD00 and therefore post-dates it. The wall,
3003,was constructed of machine-made red brick, boikn English Garden wall
bond with buff coloured sandy lime mortar; it waSr@ wide (4 headers wide) and
over 2.1m deep (24 courses), extending beyondxbavated depth of the trench,
on the eastern side. The wall is consistent witiirge shed (probable warehouse)
shown on OS maps from 1870 to 1927 (Figs 9-11),waasl probably the eastern
exterior wall of this shed.

To the immediate west of the brick wa8003,was a linear alignment of sandstone
blocks, 3002 which were of pink sandstone but only one coutsek (0.33m);
stones were set against the brick wallp3 At the northern end were three blocks
while at the southern end there were only fragmehttones. It was unclear what
the feature was although it is unlikely to be alvalindation, but it may be the
remains of a surface, either the original quaysidenore likely the interior of the
shed.

The sandstone block alignme3@02 overlay a series of deposits related to ground
makeup,3012and3011, 3013 and 3014At the bottom was depos®012 which
was a greyish-brown silty clay layer that was Othiok, with inclusions of red and
yellow sandstone and pebbles. Dep@&tll, which overlay3012 was a mid-
pinkish-red gritty clay, 0.55m thick, with about®dnclusions of small fragments
of red sandstone. Above these two layers was a thibok deposit of organic grey
clay, 3013 which had surrounded an iron pipe and a 0.2nk ttiéposit of greyish
brown silty clay,3014 which wasmakeup, or back fill associated with the pipe.

Overlying all the deposits in the northern part tbe trench, including the
uppermost part of the dock wabD0Q was a 0.15m thick layer of concre8807.
This concrete appeared to respect the brick 8803 and may represent the
external surface around the shed. Above the canaves a 0.2m thick layer of
sand and hardcor&008 which was used as the bedding for the overlyints se
3009 The setts were of grey granite or hard sandstme were bonded using
pitch. They formed an extensive, hardwearing, &desurface across the entire
area of the trench, and completely covered thefll@ckManchester Dock. In the
location of this trench the setts had been subsdlyueovered by a thin layer of
tarmac,301Q for use as a car park.

TRENCH 404

This trench was aligned east / west and was exedvatinvestigate the east wall
of the Chester Basin; it measured 3.3m by 2.4mveasiexcavated to a maximum
depth of 1.2m (Figs 3, 18 and 19).

The earliest features seen in this trench werebatantial sandstone walB080,
and a surface8081 The two features were contiguous and formed &mj upper
surface. The walB080 was constructed of large pink sandstone blockat€Pd),
which had an ashlar finish, although tooling maaksl indentations were evident
on the western face and at the uppermost survioaogse the western edge of each
block was rounded. The blocks measured approxisn@tébm by 0.85m by 0.65m
and the wall was built in a cross bond arrangemEmé wall was aligned north-
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4.5.3

45.4

455

4.5.6

4.6
4.6.1

4.6.2

north-west / south-south-east and curved gentiygatbe 2.6m length exposed. The
position of the wall is consistent with the nortéisecorner of Chester Basin.

To the immediate east of the wall and forming atiomous surface from the top of
the wall was surfac&081 which was built of smaller pink sandstone blolgkd in

a rectilinear pattern, splaying out from the curvell. The surface was over 2.6m
by 1.6m and extended beyond the area of excavdilmnblocks varied in size and
all showed rounded upper corners and smoothedcasifaresumably the result of
wear. One block had an indentation which may haenlfor a fastening of some
fashion, such as a mooring ring. The surface wagably the quayside associated
with Chester Basin and its survival demonstratésgh level of preservation and
demonstrates that the dock wall survives to itsHeight at this point.

After the dock had gone out of use the dock wakfilled and the uppermost dock
backfill consisted of a mid-brown silty san8086 with inclusions of concrete,
sandstone fragments and tarmac. The quaysid@l had an iron pipe3087,
running north / south over the top of it, which mimve been laid after the
guayside had gone out of use, although perhaps torithe makeup of the ground
level.

Seen only in the south-east corner of the trench avamall deposi2084 of grey
sand. This deposit and the iron pR@87were both overlain by a 0.2m thick layer
of mid brown silty sand3083 seen to extend across the trench, containing
infrequent small stones and cobbles. This layer ares of several deposited to
raise the ground level after the dock was infilléthove 3083 were two deposits,
3082 seen to the north and east &@B5 seen to the south. Lay8082 was a
0.11m thick deposit of mid yellowish red silty samtdich contained a large amount
of broken bricks and mortar. The deposit is coesistvith building rubble being
used to make up the ground level. La§é85was a 0.1m thick deposit of mid grey
sand containing 50% concrete fragments and bituntermac fragments. The layer
tipped downwards east to west at a gentle inchmaflhe tipping may suggest the
need for more fill in the area of the dock itseérhaps after settling of the earlier
backfill deposits. Overlying botB082 and 3085 and extending across the entire
trench was a 0.12m thick laye3p079 This layer was a mid brown silty sand
containing small pebbles and fragments of bricksictv again was a levelling and
makeup layer using material available.

Sealing the makeup layers was a 0.11m thick laistesile pale brownish yellow
sand,3078 This was the preparation layer for the pouredcoete layer3077
above into which the present small square grawoitdles,3076 have been set. The
cobbles form part of an extensive and intricatelitgrned external surface running
from Canada Boulevard to George's Parade and seatesly part of the access to
the public space in this area.

TRENCH 405

This trench was aligned east / west, measured a8H56.25m at the western end
and 2.85m for the majority of the eastern end, wad excavated to a maximum
depth of 4.96m (Figs 3, 20 and 21). It was intenttedhvestigate the line of a
former sea wall.

Stratigraphically, the earliest deposits withirsttiench were a mid-orangey-yellow
compact sandy layeB094 seen along the eastern part of the trench andlea p
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4.6.3

4.6.4

4.6.5

yellow sand layeB098, along the western side of the trendoth were sterile of
finds and consistent with an extensive deposit atemal for both makeup and
levelling the area, probably imported from elsevehend may perhaps be derived
from marine/estuarine dredging.

Truncating both these layers was the constructian3095 for a wall, 3097. The
wall, 3097 was aligned approximately north / south and wasr &45m long,
extending beyond the confines of the trench lifitate 11). The wall measured
0.75m wide by 0.46m in height and was built ofgutar blocks of pink sandstone,
built to course along the edges with the core efwall containing rubble infill.
Several of the uppermost stones had remaining estchwhite mortar indicating
that the original structure may have been highée Wall appears to have been
built free standing and once the foundations weraplete the construction cut was
infilled with a yellowish firm sand3096 The wall was more consistent with a
boundary wall rather than one which would have beapable of supporting a
substantial superstructure.

In addition to cut3095 layer 3098 was also truncated by a substantial 8099
along the western side of the trench, forming tbastruction cut for a brick
structure3101; although there is no stratigraphical relationshgeems more likely
that sandstone walB099 would pre-date brick walling3101 (Plate 10). Brick
structure3101 was aligned north / south and measured overath4$ 2.5m and
was over 0.97m in height (Plate 10). The brickseappd to be hand-made,
unfrogged red bricks, built in an English GardenlMgattern with a pale-brown
mortar. Although it was not fully excavated it wasar that the southern part of the
structure, which had a curved top, resting on ealtivalls, consistent with it being
a culvert / sewer, was earlier than the northemh. @de culvert appeared to have
been blocked off 2.2m along its length by an easé$t wall of double stretchers,
built at least ten courses high. This northern pa$ rectangular in plan and may
have been a later chamber added to the system.biiblkework was slightly
different as it consisted of machine-made brickfeAthe lower courses of the
walls had been built, c.lB099 was backfilled with a firm mid brown sand. Either
during or after the use of the culvert / sewer podé, 3108 comprising a dark
brownish grey silty sand which clinker and brickblble inclusions in-filled
structure. Brick structure8101 was substantially truncated by a more recent
ceramic pipe service3102 which ran obliquely across the feature south-éast
north-west.

Sealing the brick structurgl0}, its related contexts, and waD97 was a mid-
brown silt layer3093which was fairly extensive across the trench. Abthis was

a 0.14m thick layer of concretgd092that extended beyond the limits of the trench.
Overlying this was a sequence of deposits withyarlaf 0.11m thick hardcore,
3091 above which was a band of peadd9Q These layers are the result of
deliberate ground makeup and have used importeidesteaterials specifically for
the purpose. Covering the hardcd89Q was a 0.1m thick layer of fine sar&f89
and at the top was the present turf and topsoér|e88088 measuring 0.3m thick
and extending beyond the area excavated.
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TRENCH 406

This trench was aligned north / south, measured5b8. by 9.6m and was
excavated to a maximum depth of 3.15m (Figs 3, 2@ 23). The trench was
located west of the Three Graces in the open PeadHarea (Plate 12), and was
intended to investigate the putative line of tharfer sea wall that extended south
from the entrance of George’s Basin.

There is some ambiguity as to the earliest featuithis trench. At the south end
was a 0.96m thick layer of mid-reddish-brown s8gnd,3047 which contained
approximately 75% small to medium angular fragmegitdoth pink and yellow
sandstone. Along the eastern side of the trenchawssries of brick-built walls
30363039and30693071 (Plate 13). What was not clear was whether th@slep
3047 had been dumped in as backfill or whether the siepad been cut through
and the outermost brick wall been built up agaistt for the wall. The evidence
form the finds recovered from depo8i47 are suggestive of a twentieth century
date.

The brick structure, consisting of waB9363039 and30693071,all integral to
each other, was only partly seen within the cowfioé the trench. As seen it
comprised three concentric, curved brick wallshv@036 as the outer wall3037
the middle wall andB070 as the inner wall. Keyed into these curved wal&sev
four shorter walls that were built perpendiculathe curved walls and subdivided
the internal space; walB038 and 3039 were between wall8036 and 3037 and
walls 3069 and3071were set in between walB937and307Q All the walls were
constructed using machine-made bricks of twentietftury date, built in English
Garden Wall bond and bonded with hard grey cenldm. shorter spur walls used
manufactured rounded-edged bricks for the endsctlwhiould prevent injury to
people brushing past. The walls survived to 1.8rhdight (16 courses), and were
over 9.5m in length and 0.35m wide.

The western face of wall036was evidently a non-visible external (earth retegh
wall as the cement had not been trimmed off andaneed rough. The wall had
also been widened by stepping out to the west b3. The remaining faces were
all internal with traces of white wash on some lowections. Within the structure
the floor comprised poured, smoothed conc@@80-3072 The rounded edged
ends of the internal walls, the white washed faees, the size of the entrances
between the inner spaces, demonstrates that th&wte was intended for human
occupation, albeit temporary.

After the structure had gone out of use the empégas were backfilled with brick
rubble, 3048 3073 3074 and 3075 and included chunks of wall that were still
cemented together, implying that the brick struetwas originally higher and had
been partially demolished.

Overlying the backfill and brick structure was &r@. thick layer of pale-yellow
sand,3046 which contained about 10-20% brick and sandstawments; it could
be seen across the southern and western part ¢fetineh. In the northern part of
the trench was a deposit of pale-yellowish-brownds&049 0.65m thick and
contained a low proportion of small yellow sandstdragments. Both deposits,
3046and3049,were truncated by a large cut featl884Q aligned approximately
north-east / south-west and running across thehvatithe trench (Plate 14). It was
over 4m long by 1.75m wide and 2.3m deep; the @ vertical sided but the base
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was not exposed. The lowest visible fill was a @ndeposit of concret&068,
that may have been capping a sub-structure benAbthve the concrete was a
series of fills, which were in sequenc8067, 3044 3043 3042, 3041land
uppermost3051 All were mixed, and contained variously fragmeofsbricks,
sandstone and pebbles with the uppern@istl having a large proportion of
charcoal flecks. The fills are likely to have bewraterial in the immediate vicinity
that was disturbed and then replaced, rather tebedately imported material.

Overlying the top fill,3041,was a 0.15m thick layer of mid-brown silty cl&@51
The layer was quite small, seen only on the ead&ta of the trench; it was
thickest towards the south and became thinner tsvdre north. Above this was a
0.05m thick layer of dark-grey silty clag045 which extended across the entire
trench. This layer may represent a layer of tranmpler to the laying of concrete,
3035 The concrete3035 was 0.3m thick and had reinforcing throughoutoyd
this were two layers, up to 0.5m thick, of hard¢c®@@34 the lower one of coarser
larger aggregate and the upper one finer. Theserdayere the result of
deliberately making up the ground and have usedoited sterile materials
specifically for the purpose. Covering the hard¢8634 was a 0.1m thick layer of
fine sand,3033 and at the top was the present turf and topswyiérl 3032
measuring 0.3m thick and extending beyond the exeavated.

TRENCH 407

This trench was aligned east / west, measured 1By58125m and was excavated
to a maximum depth of 2m (Figs 3, 24 and 25) agchtath of Trench 406. It was
intended to investigate the edge of George’s Basin.

The earliest features within this trench were twallsv3015 and 3018 both of
yellow sandstone. WalB015 was aligned approximately east / west although it
curved slightly northwards at the visible westemd gPlates 15 and 17). The
surviving remains of the wall showed that it wasudstantial wall built of large
yellow sandstone blocks which varied in sizes (oerage 1m by 1m). It was over
four blocks in length, measuring at least 3.6m a@ag one block in width, 0.9m.
The wall 3015 was consistent in position with the original sauth wall of
George’s Basin. Three courses were revealed dthimgxcavation but it is certain
that more survive at depth. The remains are netyliko survive to full height at
this point and there was no evidence of an assati@ayside. The blocks of wall
3015 had a rough squared finish with varied tooling ksaevident along the
northern face. This face would have been the datskd the wall, while that to the
south was the construction trench and quaysideth&€osouth of the wall was a
deposit,3019 of small to medium yellow sandstone fragmentshatrear of the
wall, and which may represent the original constaumcbackfill. The western end
of the wall had been truncated by a later brickuwdar structure (similar to that seen
in Trench 406) $ection 4.6.10

To the west of wall3015 was a smaller wall3018 which was approximately
aligned north / south and was 3.45m in length, B%® wide (two blocks) and at
least two courses deep, measuring 0.7m. The bleekse roughly squared, with
coarse tool marks on the eastern face and measaraderage 0.45m by 0.35m by
0.3m. This wall was also truncated by the circudack structure, but although
damaged where the wall traversed it, it did surlagaeath the concrete floor (Plate
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4.6.4

4.6.5

4.6.6

4.6.7

4.6.8

18). At the northern end of the extent of wal18,it had been truncated by the cut,
3103 for brick wall 3104 which now has patchy survival. The wall04 was of
hand-made brick bonded with buff coloured limey taoand was in turn truncated
by the later brick circular structure. No relatibipscould be established between
walls 3015and3018within the scope of this trench, although the thett both are
of yellow sandstone suggests that they were braaaiiyemporary.

Apparently cut into backfill depos019 was a pillar of at least two vertically
aligned pink sandstone block8016 The feature was located at the rear of
George’s Dock wall, in the quayside area. The uppst stone oB01l6was at a
higher level than the uppermost blocks of v@lL5indicating the truncation of the
latter. Feature8016 did not abut walB015 andmeasured 0.96m by 0.72m, with
and was 0.45m thick with rough tooling marks visibh the west face. There were
no indentations in the upper surface of the togloltw indicate the use of the
structure as a crane or jib base, although it issipbe that the feature did not
survive to full height. There was no evidence oh#@ving been more spatially
extensive and it would not appear to be a wallfutgtion remains obscure.

Abutting the yellow sandstone dock walb15 at the east end of the trench was a
brick wall, 3020 (Plate 19), that ran for over 2.45m north / sotitis wall clearly
post-dates the dock wall. W&020was constructed of hand-made, unfrogged mid-
red bricks, built in an English Garden wall bondhwbuff coloured sandy lime
mortar; it was 0.6m wide (three headers wide) aret 60.68m deep (nine courses).
The western face of the wall was in good conditgod the masonry was well
dressed indicating that it was an exposed face. Wiak is consistent with a
building or standing structure but none is showraow of the historic maps in this
position.

Possibly associated with this wall was a smallisaadf brick wall,3052 abutting

the visible western end of the w815 (Plate 16). Brick walB052was of similar
brick and mortar construction as wal20and may have run east / west. There is a
trace of mortar on the upper surface36.5between wall8052and3020and itis
suggested that these two brick walls were assakidieing parts of the same
structure, and constructed using the yellow samastwall 3015 as foundations.
Wall 3052was truncated by the brick circular structi@d@24

Overlying block3016was a 0.68m thick layer of pale yellow saB627 (Fig 25).
The layer contained a low proportion of small fraams of yellow sandstone and it
sloped downwards from east to west. It did not mxtacross the entire width of the
trench, and petered out against w05 Also sloping downwards, following the
pattern of deposiB027, was a thin layer of dark-grey sig@105 Sealing this was a
layer3026which also sealed the probable backB0iL7, which filled the area north
of wall 3015 and west 0302Q This was a pale-yellowish brown sandy silt that
contained approximately 40% small sandstone fraggnérhe deposit was over
3.4m by 2.6m and 0.85m thick and is likely to beackfill deposit, for the
reclamation of the land after the basin had gori@buse.

Layer 3026 overlay the southern extent 8017 and layer3105 and was a mid-
brown silty sand that covered the eastern and soutkides of the trench. It was
0.18m thick and contained between 5-10% sandst@wnients and pebbles, and
was consistent with use for the makeup and lexglbh the area. This deposit,
3026 was truncated by the c@®)23 for the brick circular structure.
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4.6.9 The circular brick structure consisted of wald24 and3028303Q all integral to
each other. The structure was essentially two adrnice curved brick walls, with
3024 as the outer wall, an8030as the inner wall. Keyed into these curved walls
were two shorter wall3028and3029 that were built perpendicular to the curved
walls and effectively subdivided the internal spakk the walls were constructed
of machine-made bricks of twentieth century dataltbn English Garden Wall
bond and were bonded with hard, grey cement. Theeduvalls were about 0.85m
high (11 courses), over 13.65m in length and 0.4dewrhe floor of the structure
was of poured concret8031, below which remains of both sandstone wans2
and 3018 were found. After the structure had gone out @& tiee empty spaces
were backfilled with brick rubble3025 including chunks of wall still cemented
together, implying that the brick structure wasgorally higher and had been
partially demolished / collapsed.

4.6.10 The structure was directly compatible with thatrseeTrench 406 and both were
likely to be contemporary. The structure seen enth 407 lies to the north of that
in Trench 406 and there may also be a third sudimgnthe Edward ViIi
monument, to the south of Trench 406, althoughithspeculation at present.

4.6.11 After the brick walls had been constructed therirgring space was filled with a
mid-brown sandy silt3022 that contained fragments of sandstone and earlier
brick. Truncating the circular brick structure wagxeramic duct / pipe&065 the
cut of which,3066 was aligned north-east / south-west and extemaeoss the
entire width of the trench (Fig 25); it measurefind.long by 0.5m wide. Overlying
this was a layer of reinforced concr@@64 that was 0.3m thick. Above this was a
layer of coarse hardcor8063 and then a layer of finer hardco®)62 These
layers are the result of deliberate ground makeup feve used imported sterile
materials specifically for the purpose. Covering bardcore was a 0.1m thick layer
of fine sand,3061, and at the top was the present turf and topsgirl 306Q
measuring 0.18m thick which extended beyond thawated area.
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5. FINDS RESULTS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

5.1.1 The finds have been assessed, an outlinegaéahas been producetippendix 3
and the overall results of the assessment areregsbelow.

5.2 POTTERY

5.2.1 Intotal, 132 fragments of pottery were rezed during the evaluation at Liverpool
Canal Link, of which just under 80% were from sfradl deposits. The date ranges

and estimated dates of the contexts are shownbleTa below.

Context number Quantity of | Date range Estimated context
and type pottery date

fragments
TRENCH 401
Dock backfill layer 3 Late 17" — 18" century to mid | Mid — late 18 century
3111 — late 18" century
Makeup/backfill 16 17" — 18" century? 1% — 18" century?
layer3112
Unstratified finds 28 Late 17" — 18" century to mid | N/A
3258 19— 20" centun
TRENCH 405
Wall construction cut 2 Late 17— 18" century to late | Late 18" — early 26"
fill 3096 18" — early 2(" century century
Brick culvert cut fill 2 Late 17 — early 18 century Late 17— early 18
3100 centuny
Brick culvert fill 11 Late 18 — early 19' century to| 19" century
3108 19" century
TRENCH 406
Service trench fill 6 Mid — late 18 century to 18 | 18" — early 26" century
3043 — early 2(" century
Makeup/backfill 17 17" century? to mid — late ¥8 | Mid — late 18 century
layer3047 certury
Makeup layeB027 13 18" century to late 17— early | 18" century

20" century

TRENCH 407
Makeup/backfill 31 Late 17— 18" century to 19 | 18" —early 19
layer3017 — 20" centun century’
Makeup/backfill 2 Late 17 — 18" century 18 century
layer 3019
Wall construction 1 Very late 19 — 20" century Very late 19— 20"
backfill 3022 centun
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Total 132

Table 1: Estimated dates of individual contextsdasn the pottery present

5.2.2 The range of fabrics is presented in Tabldéow, and a breakdown of the
contextual origins of these fabrics is presentedAppendix 3 In general, the
fragments of fineware vessels were more closelgatdé than the coarseware
vessel fragments in the assemblage. The earliestvéire fabric present was a
fragment of possible bellarmine, tentatively datethe seventeenth century. It was
recovered from makeup/backfill lay8047, in Trench 406, which appeared to date
to the mid to late eighteenth century. Other pdsitrial fineware fabrics included
slipware, black-glazed and brown-glazed red earviaes, and tin-glazed

earthenware.
Fabric type Date range Quantity
Brown tiger-glazed grey-bodied stoneware 17" century? 1
(bellarmine? finewar:
Brown sal-glaze( grey-bodied stonewa 17" — 18" century 2
Black-glazed red slip-coated buff-coloured Late 17" — early 18 century 1
earthenware (coarsews
Slipware (fineware Late 17" — early 1€" century 1
Black-glazed red earthenware (finewe Late 17" — 18" centun 2
Brown-glazed red earthenware (finewe Late 17" — 18" centun 3
Light brown-glazed pale orange earthenware withate 17" — 18" century 1
brown/black streaks (coarsews
Brown- or purple-glazed purple earthenware | Late 17" — 18" century 4
(high-fired, coarsew:e)
Black-glazed red earthenware (coarsew Late 17" — early 2(" century 42
Brown-glazed red earthenware (coarsew Late 17" — early 2(" century 4
Red earthenware (coarsew: Late 17" — early 2(" century 27
Tin-glazed earthenware (finewa 18" centun 2
Soft chalky white earthenware, possibly originallg8" century? 1
tin-glazed'
White sal-glazed stoneware (finewa 18" centun 1
Porcelain (finewart 18" century’ 2
Brown-glazed lov-fired stonewar 18" — 19" century’ 1
Creamware (finewar Mid — late 1¢" centur 19
Pearlware (finewar Late 1¢" — early 1¢" century 4
White earthenwa Late 18— 20" centun 10
Buff-coloured earthenware (finewa Late 1¢" — 20" centun 2
Ironstone (fineware Very late 1¢"— 20" centun 1

Table 2: Quantities and date ranges of potteryiddippes

5.2.3 The earliest factory-produced fineware fabrpresent were white salt-glazed
stoneware, porcelain, creamware, and pearlwarete/¢airthenware, buff-coloured
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5.2.4

5.3
5.3.1

5.4
5.4.1

earthenware, and ironstone were the fabrics latesdte. The single most common
fineware fabric type was creamware. Where vessapehwas identifiable,
breakfast or teawares and dinnerwares were sele® ftepresented. The decoration
types present on the factory-produced finewarestase/n in Table 3, below.

Fabric type Decoration type present

Porcelain (finewart Polychrome enamels pain

Creamware (finewar | RelieFmoulded silver shaj

Pearlware (fineware) Blue painted, blue transfémtpd pattern, factory-produced slip
decoratiol

White earthenware Blue transfer-printed patterdél{ow’ and ‘Broseley’), factory-
produced slip decoration, blue pair

Buff-coloured Factory-produced slipware, black transfer-prinex t

earthenwar

Ironstont Painted stripe

Table 3: Decoration types present on factory-preddmewares

The coarseware component of the assemblagprised mainly black-glazed red
earthenware kitchenware vessels such as crockgmerds of large unglazed red
earthenware vessels were also numerous, althoughfen diagnostic elements
were present so it was not possible to identifyMbesel types represented.

THE GLASS

Seven fragments of glass were recovered from tladuatron. All but one were
from dark olive-green wine bottles, which was a owon post-medieval type, that
was introduced in the later seventeenth centurg.fidgments were relatively large
and unabraded, but in all cases the surfaces widescent and laminating as a
result of inimical soil conditions. The earliestsgel identified was an unusually
large bottle (perhaps holding a quart) with a gialar applied string rim, from
service cut fill3043 (Trench 406). The form suggests a late seventeendarly
eighteenth century date, probably comparable to fthgments of tin-glazed
pottery. Other vessels, from make up lay@L7(Trench 407), backfill laye8111,
and make-up layeB112 (Trench 401), are all appreciably later, being tall
cylindrical forms dating to the late eighteentretrly nineteenth century. The final
fragment of glass, from culvert fiB10811031 (Trench 405) comprises the neck
and applied rim of a pale natural blue/green botthel is of late nineteenth century
date.

THE CLAY PIPE

In total, 14 fragments of clay pipe were ectiéd from the Canal Link evaluation.
All were relatively small, but unabraded. Most wetain stem fragments, the bore
suggesting a general nineteenth century or latés, darange borne out by the
presence of two narrow heel fragments, both fromectfill 310811029 (Trench
405). A single fragment of decorated bowl from faene context is likely to be of
mid-late nineteenth century date.
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5.5
5.5.1

5.6
5.6.1

5.7
5.7.1

5.8
5.8.1

THE COPPERALLOY

Seven fragments of copper alloy were recavedd which only two were
identifiable; both are small flat-headed nails fromke-up layer8017 and3019
(Trench 407) respectively. Copper nails are fretlyemsed where durability is
required in wet conditions. Thus, in a maritimeydike Liverpool, this could be
associated with ship-building, although it mustshessed that these are not ships
nails in the accepted sense.

THE |RONWORK

The ironwork recovered included a large hao#t a short length of chain and three
possible nails and a bone-handled tool all fromkbkhdayer 3111 (Trench 401).
The former is substantial enough to have been witda hoist, on a shearlegs or
mounted on a building, or a small crane. In addjtibere was a small fragment of
tapping slag from backfill layeB019 (Trench 407). In the absence of other
evidence for primary iron-working, it must be assdhthat it reached the site
indirectly, perhaps in dumped soil or ballast.

THE MARINE MOLLUSCS

Although 14 fragments of marine shell wereowered from the excavations, they
represent only a few valves and even less indivich@luscs. Those from backfill
layer 3047 (Trench 406) are from native oysters, and thoeenfmake-up layer
3112 (Trench 401) are common mussels; both are wellwkndood species,
consumed in large quantities in the later nineteantd earlier twentieth century at
all levels in society. In addition, both species aommon in the coastal waters of
the Irish Sea, and these few examples could ak/ eapresent isolated individuals
from the local populations rather than deliberatslljected food debris.

ANIMAL BONE

In total, eight fragments of animal bone wezeovered from the trenches. These
were all in reasonable condition and from sheep/gmav/deer or horse. The very
small size of the assemblage, however, does natidarany useful information
about work animals or diet.
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6. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

6.1 INTRODUCTION

6.1.1 The evaluation has demonstrated that there ardavswgvremains of George’s
Basin, Manchester Dock and Chester Basin wallsthadassociated quayside at
Chester Basin. In addition, there was a small yekandstone wall uncovered at
the southern side of George’s Bas#®18(Trench 407)) which is also likely to be
of early date. There are also the remains of a lalt@se of brick constructions
including the shed on the north side of MancheBiaek (eg3003 (Trench 403))
and an as yet unidentified brick structure in pnaigy to what was George’s Basin
(3020 (Trench 407)). Finally there were also two subss&hntircular brick
structures 3024 and 3036 (Trenches 407 and 406)) dating to the mid twentieth
century uncovered in the area north of the Edwdtdrénument.

6.2 CONDITION OF THE DOCK STRUCTURES

6.2.1 For the most part the docks were found tmlzegood condition, and the surviving
heights of the Docks and principal structures arergin Table 4 below.

Structure Trench Surviving Height / mAOD
Manchester Doc- east sid 401 6.9C

- south sid 40z 6.11

- north sids 402 5.6€
Chester Basin and quays 404 5.6¢
Walling — possibly related 405 6.85
to George’s Bath<Section 6.2.)
Twentieth century circular brick wa | 40€ 5.72

407 5.7(C

George’s Basil- south sid 407 5.6¢

Table 4: Heights of main features

6.2.2 Manchester Dock:the remains of Manchester Dock were seen in Teneldl,
402 and 403 and are in a good state of preservatitrese locations, and a ladder
to enter the dock survives situin Trench 402. The wall is mostly of large pink
sandstone blocks although yellow sandstone wasdféorhave been used in the
construction as well. Repairs to the dock face veeren to have been made using
red brick in Trench 402. The wall was built with asymmetrical profile, the rear,
construction face demonstrated several steps odfvgar that the wall was wider
towards the base than the top. The face of the, wallfar as was visible, was
vertical. The remains are very close to the pregeotind surface level and will
survive to depth. The only evidence of quaysideifure was a probable jib / crane
base3001 in Trench 403.
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6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

6.2.6

6.3
6.3.1

Chester Basin:Chester Basin was revealed in Trench 404 and awasdfto be in
excellent condition. It survived to full height atlte associated quayside was also
present. The wall was constructed of large blodkpink sandstone and at this
point was seen to curve corresponding with theleatstern corner of the dock.

George’s Basin:to the north, George’s Basin wall was seen in Gined07. The
state of preservation was patchy as the wall haa eincated both vertically and
horizontally at this point. The wall was constructef yellow sandstone blocks,
which typically indicates that the wall was an éegnth century structure, and was
earlier than those utilising pink sandstone. Tdiiange in source stone is evident
across Liverpool, and may represent a depletiothefyellow sandstone source
coupled with a realisation that the pink sandstaas less brittle, would be more
hardwearing and less susceptible to damage (OAhNorthcoming).

Pier Head: the area between George’s Dock and the Merseyisawically been
relatively open (Figs 4-11) and George’s Baths wekudt here in the early
nineteenth century and there is cartographic eweleof a very long narrow
structure along the west side of George’s Dock, civhivould have been
warehouses (Fig 7). The two trenches located swicinity, Trenches 406 and 405
revealed a variable amount of information. Tren®® 4ncovered only twentieth
century structures (see below). Trench 405, howgweduced a brick culvert and
a sandstone wall / foundation, both aligned norslouth. Overlying the data with
the 1848 Ordnance Survey map, indicates that tlestires may have been
associated with George’s Baths (Fig 8). In partictihe sandstone wall, which was
more consistent with a boundary wall rather thae erhich would have been
capable of supporting a substantial superstructtwald have been an external
garden style wall around the perimeter of the bathe culvert may also have been
part of the baths system but since only a sma#l ar@s uncovered the remains are
somewhat ambiguous in date and function.

Nineteenth to Twentieth Century Brick Structureshe later brick structures vary
in survival from highly fragmentary and disjointegimains as seen in Trench 407
(eg 3109 to more substantial and recognisable walls sigcthat seen in Trench

403,3003, and another in Trench 40302Q The evaluation identified a series of
later twentieth century brick circular structurewhich two were identified in the

field (Trenches 406 and 407) and a third was shomwartographic sources to the
south (OS 3rd edition map 1927, Fig 11). The twat thvere observed were

vertically truncated to some extent. These strestwould appear to be air raid
shelters that were constructed within the roundebaised by the earlier tram
system (Fig 11).

ENVIRONMENTAL POTENTIAL

The aims of the evaluation included the né&mdestablish if there was any
ecofactual and environmental potential of archagiodd deposits and features.
Almost no ecofactual material was retrieved frora tleposits encountered. The
only material was occasional animal bone fragmeants marine shells. However,
the nature of the backfill deposits was such thate was no evidence of domestic
rubbish being used and the potential of any eco&amnaterial is minimal. No

environmental material was retrieved from the eatiun since no waterlogged or
organic-rich deposits of any significance were emtered. However, since the
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evaluation did not exceed more than 3m from thegreground surface, it does
not preclude the possibility of more significanpdsits surviving at depth, with the
potential to inform about human activities in thasp
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7. IMPACT OF THE DEVELOPMENT

7.1 IMPACT

7.1.1 The principle aim of the evaluation was teeas the impact of the scheme on any
significant remains or deposits encountered to lendltre appropriate level of
mitigation recording as proposed in the EnvironrakStatement.

7.1.2 The proposed Liverpool Canal Link will havenaderate adverse impact on the
structures encountered during the evaluation, dicly significant sections of
George's Basin, Chester Basin and Manchester Ddbks also extends to
associated construction features and quayside nsmsuich as sheds, surfaces and
crane / jib bases.

7.1.3 The impact on the later probable air raidter®is also moderate and adverse and
despite their relative late date, the social coatmarts of their existence and use
would indicate some consideration of the remaimsduhe proposed scheme.
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1
8.1.1

8.1.2

8.2
8.2.1

8.3
8.3.1

8.4
8.4.1

INTRODUCTION

The overall objective of the evaluation, ionginction with the established
assessment by Wardell Armstrong, was to, whereilpesslefine a programme of
mitigation recording in advance of construction k&rshould this be achievable.

It is recommended that a programme of furtttehaeological research be carried
out linking the documentary archive, in particutdrotographic evidence, plans of
individual properties, and trade directory entriegth the work that has already
been undertaken. Following this, it is recommendbidt a programme of
archaeological recording be implemented prior tw @mring the construction of the
Liverpool Canal Link in order to preserve by recdh# remains of significant
elements of Liverpool's mercantile maritime heréadt is anticipated that three
differing levels of recording should be employednooensurate upon where the
excavation is being undertaken.

WATCHING BRIEF

Within areas of low archaeological potenttgpically within the backfill of the

infilled Manchester Dock, Chester Basin and Ge@deasin, a programme of
watching brief should be undertaken during the bedcavations. This would
investigate the potential for buried componentsl atord the stratigraphy of the
backfill. Significant discoveries would require rdpecording by a larger team.

QUAYSIDE RECORDING

There are areas of greater archaeologicahpal, typically between and around
the dock perimeters where there is the potentradjf@yside commercial structures.
This will entail a programme of watching brief dugibulk excavated groundworks
for the construction works to investigate potenta@l buried components, and to
record the stratigraphy of the backfill. Subjezttihe identification of significant

guayside structures there may be need for a prageaaf open area excavation to
record stripped areas. This will entail hand clegnplanning and the recovery of
artefacts and the taking of bulk environmental damp The Irwell Street

warehouse will also need to be recorded and toigindgderitage (2006) level 3

standard.

Dock WALL RECORDING

There will be a need to record the dock wiiéd are exposed and breached as a
result of the canal construction and will includemeents of Manchester Dock,
Chester Basin and George’s Basin. Where possiladsethwalls that are already
exposed will be recorded in advance of the groundks; otherwise they will be
exposed by supervised mechanical excavation duitieg ground works. This
process will be subject to a watching brief. Ongposed the walls will be subject
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to English Heritage (2006) level 4 recording, whieiti entail the production of a
full mitigation record of the structure, providiagphotographic record, fully drawn
record and a written account. It is recommended #aetailed record of the
surfaces be obtained by means of laser scannimghwvill provide a precise, very
comprehensive 3d modelled record of the surfachs. dismantling of the walls
should be subject to close archaeological superviand will entail the production
of a drawn section through the wall.

8.5 CONCLUSIONS

8.5.1 These recommendations are in line with thpyeposed within the Environmental
Statement and it is considered that the implememntabf these proposed
archaeological recording measures will adequateligate for the loss of elements
of historic and archaeological resource. This weltluce the significance of the
impacts upon heritage features within the applcatiarea from major in
significance to moderate. The detailed archaeotgndormation gained as a result
of the recording measures will have a beneficigidwal impact as it will add
greatly to the understanding of the historical digweent of the Liverpool
Waterfront.

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006



Liverpool Canal Link, Liverpool, Merseyside: Evafioa Report 43

9. BIBLIOGRAPHY

9.1 CARTOGRAPHIC SOURCES

1725 James Chadwick, The mapp of all the streetssl and alleys within the town of
Liverpool, Hf 912 POR

1753 John Eyes, ....Plan of Liverpool
1765 John Eyes, ....Plan of LiverpodHf 012.176%
1803 Horwood’s Plan of Liverpool

1821 Sherwood, WS, A plan of the town and tdwm®f Liverpool, with the environs,
(Hf 912.182})

1848 Ordnance Survey 1st edition 1:10, 560
1893 Ordnance Survey 2nd edition 1:10, 560
1908 Ordnance Survey 1: 2500
1927 Ordnance Survey 1: 2500

9.2  SCONDARY SOURCES
Anderson, P, 1998n lllustrated History of Liverpool's Railway€lophill

Burton, V (ed), 1989 iverpool Shipping, Trade and Industry: Essays aarivne History
of Merseyside 1780-186Diverpool

Davey, PJ, and MacNeil, R, 1985 Excavations in Sd@iastle Street, Liverpool 1976 and
1977,J Merseyside Archaeol Sat; 1-156

English Heritage, 199Management of Archaeological Projecnd edn, London

English Heritage, 200Environmental Archaeology. A guide to the theorg practice of
methods from sampling and recovery to post exocawatCentre for Archaeology
Guidelines London

English Heritage, 200@&Jnderstanding Historic Buildings: A guide to goodcording
practice London

Folkard, LF, 197&ritish Trams: a Pictoral HistoryLondon
Giles, C, 20045torehouses of Empire: Liverpool’s Historic WarebesiLondon

Gore’s 1790 Directory of Liverpool, iA collection of fragments of Gore’s Liverpool
Directory from 1777 to 1818&.iverpool

Hadfield, C, 1984British Canals: An lllustrated HistoryNewton Abbott
Jarvis, A, 1996 The Liverpool Dock EngineerStroud
Jones, W, 1996Dictionary of Industrial Archaeologystroud

Lancaster University Archaeological Unit (LUAU) 2D0The Old Dock, Canning Place,
Liverpool: Evaluation Repoyunpubl rep

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006



Liverpool Canal Link, Liverpool, Merseyside: Evafioa Report 44

Liverpool City Council (LCC), 2003/aritime Mercantile City of Liverpool Management
Plan 2003 Liverpool

Liverpool City Council (LCC) 2009Maritime Mercantile City Liverpool; Nomination of
Liverpool- Maritime Mercantile City for Inscriptioan the World Heritage LisLiverpool
City Council, Liverpool

Moss, W, 1796 The Liverpool Guide: Including a Sketch of the Ems: With a Map of
the TownLiverpool

MacLeod, K, 1982The Old Dock; Merseyside Docklands History Suruepubl rep

Museums' and Galleries' Commission, 19%andards in the Museum Care of
Archaeological Collectiond_ondon

Nicholson, SM (ed), 198TThe Changing Face of Liverpool 1207-172Verseyside
Archaeol Soc, Liverpool

OA North 2005,Canning Dock, Liverpool, Watching Brief and EvaloaatReport unpubl
rep

OA North 2006Mann Island, Liverpool, Evaluation Reppunpubl rep

OA North, forthcomingThe Old Dock and Chavasse Park and Environs, poel;
MAP2 Assessmeninpubl rep

Oxford Archaeology, 20000AU environmental sampling guidelines and insticti
manual unpubl rep

Philpott, R, 1999 An Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment of La@havasse Park,
Liverpool 1997 (NGR SJ 343 901)yerpool Museum Unpubl Rep

Picton, J, 1873Memorials of Liverpool,, London
Rideout, EH, 1928The Custom House, Liverpodljverpool

Ritchie-Noakes, N, 1984 Liverpool’s Historic Waterfront: The World's Fird¢flercantile
Dock Systeni,ondon

Sharples, J, 200diverpool; Pevsner Architectural Guidglsondon

Stewart-Brown, R, 1932 The Pool of Liverpodlans Hist Soc Lancashire Cheshig2,
88-135

Tyrer, F, 1970 The Great Diurnal of Nicholas Blundell of Little &by, Lancashire,
Volume 2 1712-1719Rec Soc Lancashire and Cheshire

United Kingdom Institute for Conservation (UKIC)990 Guidelines for the preparation
of archives for long-term storageondon

Wakefield, WH, 192The Story of Mann IslandLiverpool

Wardell Armstrong 2003 Liverpool Canal Link: Archaeological and Cultural
Heritage/Architectural Impact Assessmamtpubl rep

Wardell Armstrong 200%.iverpool Canal Link: Archaeological Methodologyat&ment
unpubl doc

Wardell Armstrong 20081ann Island Environmental Statemeahpubl rep

Weir, 1, 1993 Port of Liverpool Quay Walls: An Investigation intlke Development of
their Design and Construction from 1710-190®publ MSc Diss, Univ Liverpool

For the use of British Waterways © OA North: November 2006



Liverpool Canal Link, Liverpool, Merseyside: Evafioa Report 45

APPENDIX 1: PROJECT DESIGN

Oxford
Archaeology
North

June 2006

LIVERPOOL CANAL LINK,

LIVERPOOL,

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVALUATION AND MITIGATION RECORDING PROJECT DESIGN

Proposals

The following project design is offered as a metiogly for works subject to archaeological
evaluation, to be carried out prior to the constiioa of the Liverpool Canal Link, Liverpool.
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BACKGROUND
CIRCUMSTANCES OF PROJECT

This project design defines the overall strategy arethodology for an archaeological evaluation
and mitigation recording in advance of the congioucof a proposed Pier Head Canal Link, within

the city centre of Liverpool (centred at NGR SJ 3480). The project design has been formulated to
meet the requirements of the Merseyside Archaestlogi

The area of works lies within the centre ofekpool and includes the dockland area (Albert and
Canning Docks); and is adjacent to the Old Docle $theme lies within the extent of the Maritime
Mercantile City of LiverpoolMorld Heritage Site, more specifically within theeas defined as;
Area 1 Pier Head, which includes the Three Grandsfaiea 2 Albert Dock Conservation Area.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

The Maritime Mercantile City of Liverpool wascently granted World Heritage Site status (WHS).
Within this the buried archaeological deposits m@garded asd' nationally significant resourée
which is ‘highly fragile and vulnerable to damage and dedioré. Much of the scheme’s area
contains listed structures including large promorsi of Canning Dock, and Albert Dock and most
crucially among the Listed Buildings are the Ratagriwalls of Canning Docks (all Grade I1). The
general area has been the subject of a seriesskfldsed assessments, which have identified the
existence of the Liverpool Old Dock within it (Adan2000; Wardell Armstrong 2003). This was
the world's first commercial enclosed wet dock,storcted in 1715, which enabled the expansion
of Liverpool as a port, and as such representsyairgortant part of the city's maritime historn. |
less than 85 years it had generated such prosplesityt had become too small to accommodate the
maritime traffic, and was superseded by the coostmu of further docks extending out into the
river channel, including the Canning Dock in 174@ @&lbert Dock in 1845.

Medieval Liverpool (1066-1500}he establishment of the town of Liverpool is wadlcumented.
The name ‘Liuerpol’ is first mentioned in a chartr 1190-4, the town forming a part of the
hundred of West Derby (Nicholson 1981). In 1207udher charter was granted by King John
which effectively elevated the settlement fromshifing and farming village to a royal borough. The
town then consisted of seven streets, the namegizh are mentioned in documents from about
1300 and include Dale Street and Water Street.&sesets survive in the modern plan of the town,
though they have been much widened. The originsileeavas probably built between 1232 and
1237, where the Victoria Monument now stands, andldvhave been one of the main foci of the
medieval town. Important buildings were constructieughout this period, including the Chapel
of St Mary del Key and St Nicholas, and the Tovigrilpott 1999).

The town was positioned next to the Pool, a prontitepographical feature and natural inlet, the
place-name ‘Liverpool’ being derived from the Po®he Pool comprises part of a ridge of
sandstone covered with Boulder clay, and part efaihcient shore-line, the Strand. It was a natural
tidal inlet or creek fed by streams arising furtmerth, and was nearly 1.5km long at high tide
(Stewart-Brown 1932, 88). The study area includhesmajor part of the mouth of this former tidal
creek. The Pool would have formed another importacus for the town, providing access for
maritime trade, acting as an area where cargoes weloaded, and ships built and repaired
(Stewart-Brown 1932, 89).

Recent archaeological excavations, carried out AyNOrth, within the area of Chavasse Park have
demonstrated that identifiable medieval remainsuteive within the centre of Liverpool.

Post-Medieval Expansion (1500-1710)he earliest references to the Pool as an edditg to the
seventeenth century; references in the Town Baokisd last two decades of that century show that
the ‘lower pool’ and the Waterside were indeed usedoat and shipbuilding. References suggest
ships were set on stocks on the south and noréhcfithe Pool, and houses were built to assist in
shipbuilding (Stewart-Brown 1932, 89-92). In theteénth century, the only form of protection for
ships was a jetty or break-water at the mouth ef'tid haven’ (Macleod 1982, 3). A particularly
violent storm in 1561 destroyed the breakwaterh witastrophic implications for trade. The mayor
ordered the council to provide funds for an immedraplacement, and ordered one man from every
house in every street to go and work on ‘the neveha(MacLeod 1982, 4).
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The earliest encroachments into the Podlf iteere undertaken by private landowners from the
sixteenth century onwards. Land on the western sid¢he Pool, held by a series of major
landowners, was also reclaimed around this timeraadrds exist of these instances (op cit, 103-4).
The main encroachment on the Pool did not beg#ammest until the later seventeenth century, and
was particularly prevalent in the first decade bé teighteenth century. The mechanism of
reclamation was by granting Pool lands on cheapalemwith the obligation to reclaim adjacent
areas (ibid). This form of infilling is recorded the later seventeenth century in corporation ease
and enclosures were made from 1679-80 onwardseofotimer Pool belonging to the corporation.
Excavations in Chavasse Park in the 1970s revedded evidence of infilling along the Pool edge,
showing two major phases of levelling, both durthg seventeenth century (Davey and MacNeil
1985; Philpott 1999, 4).

With the demise of Chester’s trade through difting of the Dee by the late 1600s, Liverpool's
trade began to rise in prominence, although, duigstproblems, it faced competition from ships

anchoring in the relatively safer waters of theyB®on the Cheshire side (MacLeod 1982, 4). Prior
to the construction of the Old Dock there were s@veonstraints on any further development. They
included the large tidal range; the dangerous ro@ditions which could seriously damage ships
and cargoes trying to load or unload; and the hleynt shallow draught of the Pool. The size of ships
was also increasing as transatlantic shipping beaammon, and incidents of rubbish tipping into

the harbour also aggravated the problems of spggei, 6). The construction of the Old Dock

meant that these constraints were overcome ano i@ exponential growth of Liverpool.

Later Post-Medieval Activity 1710-183The opening of the dock at Liverpool occurred &arg
ahead of the first commercial wet dock at Briséd,years ahead of an example at Hull, and almost
100 years prior to the establishment of Londorrst ftommercial wet dock, which opened in 1802
(Macleod 1982, 1). The dock was completed in 1#idbraeant that ships could unload in one and a
half days, rather than the 12 to 14 days whictad previously taken, reducing the cost of handling
cargo compared to other ports (MacLeod 1982, 18 DIld Dock was such a success that it
spawned further enclosed docks, including Saltesbdbdock in 1760 (Jones 1996, 111). By 1824
Liverpool had approximately 50 acres of encloseckdspace.

The impact of the opening of the Old Dock was imgsgenChester, Bristol and London are all
documented as having lost significant trade througthe eighteenth century as a result (op cit, 14)
Liverpool developed into a major city of commergarticularly in the valuable commodity of
tobacco, and became the second greatest seapbe kingdom; the number of seamen working
from the port trebled, the number of ships it owmebled, and the tonnage of ships entering the
port increased by a factor of ten (ibid). The gosibf the port meant that Liverpool was convenient
for the slave trade, forming the apex of the ska&ding triangle between Africa and the West Indies
and North America; by 1792, the port possessed bakrof the English slave trade, having taken
the lead from Bristol and London, and just undéf disthe European slave trade traffic (ibid).

Victorian to Modern Activity 1837-1945with the decline of slavery in the early 1800s/drpool
began exploitation of the next commercial ventur¢he cotton industry. Liverpool became an
important source for cotton, located as it was @jato the cotton and textile mills of Lancashire;
raw cotton was imported and manufactured produce wgported in equal measure. The
prominence of the town led to Liverpool’'s continusaimmercial prosperity and expansion in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This periedwssst changes socially and culturally which are
often reflected in the archaeological record. Cleanig fashion and the city’s increasing affluence
meant that building forms and fabrics altered. Wil Brown Street has a group of magnificent
classical buildings including the Liverpool MuseuiVilliam Brown Library, Hornby Library,
Walker Art Gallery and others. These large, monualdsuildings visibly demonstrate Liverpool's
prominence by this stage birth nationally and mdtionally. Less visible aspects of the city in@ud
the institution of public services such as sewerttlgepolice service, recreational parks and so on.

Aside from the docks and the associated commer@#lre, part of the success of cities like

Liverpool was the transport and infrastructure Whiteveloped alongside the economic activities.
The tram network in Liverpool was one element ég #nd provided a means of transport for people
to move along the miles of dock fronts, around ¢ty centre and, importantly, to bring people in

from the surrounding suburbs to work in the cityarfis were initially wheeled vehicles, guided

along routes using either a grove in a series apllaid down or later along grooved rails sed int

the road. The earlier trams were horse drawn aed tieams were of steam, until electric trams were
developed, with the first one in use in Leeds i®B1L8Jones 1996, 397). Elements of the Victorian
tram network in Liverpool were uncovered during 2@94-2005 Chavasse Park excavations.
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1.2.12 The most recent historical events which have hadrgract on the present day landscape and can

already be identified in the archaeological recomgre those connected to World War II. In
particular for Liverpool the Blitz of 1941, whichentred on the docks and commercial heart of
Liverpool.

1.3 PREVIOUS WORK

1.3.1 Previous archaeological work within the pregmbdevelopment area include assessments have been
carried out on Chavasse Park (Philpott 1999) thet @dck (MacLeod 1982) and the Pier Head
(Wardell Armstrong 2003). The only below ground é@stigations to have taken place, until the
recent evaluation of the Old Dock in 2001, were tseas investigated between 1976 and 1977. The
1976 trench (30m x 16m) was located just nortthefgiresent Law Courts, revealing a sequence of
deposits which included seventeenth century featung into the geology; eighteenth century
market remains; eighteenth century levelling; réeeth century drainage, and road surfaces. The
1977 trench measured 30.3m x 13.5m and encounteickthte seventeenth century deposits and a
possible revetment wall; eighteenth to nineteemthtury drainage features, walls and floors; and
twentieth century features and debris. It was nttatdwhile work was being carried out on the Law
Courts site in 1977 a well, cutting the geology amhtaining a good finds assemblage, was
uncovered.

1.3.2 OA North (formerly Lancaster University Archaeologi Unit) undertook a programme of
evaluation of the Old Dock, targeting the documeritee of the dock edge in 2001 (OA North
2001). Three trenches were excavated on the nimhhasid four trenches on the south side of the
dock. In all but one the dock was identified andesded to be in good condition, with brick facing
and sandstone kerb stones. The maximum depth ©trémching revealed that the wall extended
below 6m from the modern surface. Against the et side of the dock wall organic deposits
were discovered but further investigation was pnés@ because of chemical contamination. More
recent investigation in 2004 has revealed furth@ence pertaining to the Old Dock

1.3.3 As part of the Liverpool Canal Link application,;aogramme of Ground Penetrating Radar surveys
were undertaken at various locations along the IRgad and were specifically sited to confirm the
presence of the dock walls. The results from $hizvey tentatively identified the presence of the
Albert Dock basin, the north wall of Chester Docklahe north wall of Manchester Dock.

1.3.4 Further archaeological work undertaken in advantehe Liverpool Canal Link included the
instrument survey of the east facing elevatiorhef €anning Dock wall at the point of entry for the
new canal.

1.3.3 A major programme of work has been undertakermpart of the Paradise Street development
exploring the Quay side and also further exploregiof the Old Dock. A further programme of
work was undertaken by OA North on the west sidéhefStrand in advance of the then proposed
Merseyside Tramline, which recorded the Old Doc#t also substantial elements of Canning Dock.
In September and November 2004 two evaluation remevere opened in an area adjacent to the
south-east corner of Canning Dock, where a sedaifosandstone wall had been identified in an
earlier test pit (OA North 2005). The top of thellsas identified at a depth of 1.5m from the
surface and although excavation proceeded to d aé@.8m below ground level, the bottom of the
wall was not reached. The construction date andtimm of this wall remain enigmatic but could
relate to the draining and infilling of the Old Doprior to the construction of the New Customs
House in 1826.

1.4 OXFORD ARCHAEOLOGY NORTH

1.4.1  Oxford Archaeology North has over 30 yeargexgerience in professional archaeology, and can
provide a professional and cost-effective servite. are the largest employer of archaeologists in
the country (we currently have more than 200 mesbérstaff) and can thus deploy considerable
resources with extensive experience to deal withaanohaeological obligations you or your clients
may have. We have offices in Lancaster and Oxfoatling as Oxford Archaeology North (OA
North), and Oxford Archaeology (OA) respectivelyjabling us to provide a truly nationwide
service. OA is an Institute of Field Archaeologiftegistered Organisation (No 17), and is thus
bound by the IFA's Code of Conduct and requiregioly the IFA's quality standards.
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222
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Given the geographical location of Liverpool, itirdended to co-ordinate the project from our

northern office in Lancaster, though the projeetntewill use the most appropriate resources from
both offices. Between our two offices our compaag kinrivalled experience of working on post-

medieval sites, and is recognised as one of tha#ingaarchaeological units in the country with

regard to dealing with large-scale archaeologicajggts. OA North has considerable experience of
the assessment, evaluation and excavation of aitaei periods, and has particular experience of
archaeology in the North West having undertakerreicent years excavation, survey, building

recording and post-excavation projects in both mrbad rural environments. Watching briefs,

evaluations and excavations have taken place witig@rplanning process, to fulfil the requirements
of clients and planning authorities, to very rigegdtimetables. In particular OA North has been
involved in the archaeological investigations atnf@ag Place, Liverpool, since 2001, and has
recently completed the field work of a further phasf evaluation/excavation on the Old Dock,

Chavasse park and Canning Dock areas.

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
OBJECTIVES

Previous excavations, evaluations and the assetsnteive demonstrated that within the
docklands of Liverpool there is the potential focteeological deposits and structures to survive
from the post-medieval period. Areas of potentialignificant archaeology have been highlighted
and such sites are subject to evaluation. Consdgube objectives of the present project are as
follows:

. to establish the presence or absence of archaealagimains within the identified area.

. to determine the extent, condition, nature, characuality and date of any archaeological
remains present.

. To establish any ecofactual and environmental pistenf archaeological deposits and
features.

. To make an assessment of the impact of the schamaeyosignificant remains or deposits

encountered to enable the appropriate level ofgatibn recording as proposed in the
Environmental Statement

. Where possible implement a programme of mitigatesording in advance of construction
works, should this be achievable.

To these ends it will be necessary to as$esshickness, depth and depositional history of an
significant archaeological structures and/or depodiowever, it is anticipated that the dock
structures could extend to a depth of 9m, but is ifstance it is proposed to only excavate to a
depth of 2m. The nature of the main stratigraphirais encountered will be characterised in terms
of their physical composition (stone, gravel, oigamaterials etc) and their archaeological
formation (primary deposits, secondary deposit9. €fbis will entail excavation to the top of
significant archaeology, together with localisedndages to explore in more detail the
archaeological stratigraphy. The work will involtre collection of all kinds of stratified artefaatu
evidence (including pottery, brick tile, stone,gglametal, bone, small finds, industrial residue} e
and ecofactual and environmental evidence (inclydinimal bone, human bone, plant remains,
pollen, peat, charcoal, molluscs, soils etc).

METHOD STATEMENT
GENERAL

The evaluation programme will investigate the sulfexe potential of the archaeological record.
The trenches will be targeted on the lines of domuoted docks. However, our experience in the
past (on the Old Dock and earlier line of Cannirark) that the cartographic depictions are in error
by up to 5m, so it is possible that a small trelorfated on the basis of such sources may miss the
wall. It may therefore be necessary to extend ridwech, as required in order to find the dock edges.
The intention is to retain flexibility throughoute project design to allow decisions on the exdént
the excavation to be made on site in consultatiéth British Waterways and the Merseyside
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Archaeological Officer as the investigation progess The evaluation programme is intended to
inform the requirements for any further mitigation.

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

Fieldwork Methodology: a program of trenches within the course of the psep development
works, will target areas of archaeological senijtiand accurately record the location, extent, and
character of any surviving archaeological featamed/or deposits.

Prior to any ground disturbance the extent of thadhes will be appropriately fenced to allow safe
working. The areas of work will be recorded, byitdigphotograph prior to any work to help in any
required reinstatement after the archaeologicatstigation. The overburden will be excavated by
Galliford Try the lead contractor, who will alsodertake the reinstatement.

Once the trench locations have been establishedofismil/surfaces and any obvious overburden
deposits will be removed mechanically. Machinepgirig of trenches will be undertaken using a

360° mechanical excavator (provided by the main cottrjditted with an appropriately sized
toothless ditching bucket. The work will be conglarsupervised by a suitably experienced
archaeologist. Machine excavation will then be usedefine carefully the extent of any surviving
walls and other remains. Thereafter, structuralaiem will be cleaned manually to define their
extent, nature, form and, where possible, dapail will be retained on site and stockpiled aaée
distance from the evaluation trench (a horizonisteahce equivalent of the depth of excavation).

The advance archaeological recording works willunelertaken to sufficient depth in order to
establish the character and where possible presgrvecord the archaeological remains. If a depth
of greater than 1.2m is required then it is proddsestep in the trenches to reduce the risk oictie
collapse. If this is not possible then it is progso shore the trenches. The shoring may comprise
acroprops supporting small metal trench sheetsarshoring. Once in place, the acroprops / box
shoring will limit any mechanical excavation andlwonstrain manual excavation. The shoring will
be provided by the main contractor Galliford Try,imclude insertion and maintenance throughout
the work on site.

Work may involve cleaning features by hand, usiitbee hoes, shovel scraping, and/or trowels
depending on the subsoil conditions and the extdnfeatures. Following this, the accurate
recording of all archaeological features and haerizoand any artefacts, identified during
observation will take place. Recording will compris full description and preliminary classification
of features or materials revealed. In normal cirstamces, field recording will also include a
continual process of analysis, evaluation, andripmétation of the data, in order to establish the
necessity for any further more detailed recordivag thay prove essential.

Any significant features will be sample excavatied g¢elected pits and postholes will normally only
be half-sectioned, linear features will be subfeato more than a 10% sample, and extensive layers
will, where possible, be sampled by partial rattiem complete removal). The aim of any manual
excavation will be to determine the date, conditionm and function of the archaeological remains,
sufficiently to allow a confident interpretationdaa realistic record to be produced of any elements
to be damaged during the works. It is intended thatexposed sections of walls are recorded as
comprehensively as possible, both in plan and &tmvaat this stage. Although it is intended that
mitigation recording of the principle structures draertaken as much as possible at this stage it is
accepted that in some cases the majority of therdewy works will be undertaken during
construction. The aim of the exercise is to evalaand mitigate in key areas which are available fo
inspection.

Written Record:archaeological stratigraphy will be recorded uging-formacontext sheets which
are in accordance with those used by English Hggitdhese provide an objective and systematic
description of archaeological remains. Similar objeecord and photographic recgpdo-formas
will be used. All written records of survey datantexts, artefacts and ecofacts will be cross-
referenced fronpro-formarecord sheets using sequential numbering. Theertrdl details will be
incorporated into a Harris matrix essentially handwn on site for checking purposes but which is
normally generated during the post-excavation pl&ske project using specially designed Arched
version 2 matrix generation software.

Drawn Record: any deposits or features will be accurately lotatsther independently or on
drawings provided by the client. The archaeologieahains will, where necessary, be planned and
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vertical sections or elevations produced. This Wl done either manually or digitally, depending
on circumstances. For example any intricate featuv#l require manually planning but larger,
more simplistic areas may be more effectively amgidly recorded using survey equipment. Any
features that require planning will be done so eately, at appropriate scales (ranging from 1:10 to
1:50) and annotated. The structural detail wilréeorded using a survey instrument with respect to
survey control established by ARUP.

Photographic Record:a full and detailed photographic record of induadl contexts will be
maintained and similarly general views from staddaew-points of the overall site at all stages of
the evaluation will be generated. Photography Wi undertaken using 35mm cameras on
achievable black and white print film. Extensives ug digital photography will also be undertaken
throughout the course of the fieldwork for presgatapurposes. Photographic records will be
maintained on special photograppio-formasheets.

Finds Record:finds recovery and sampling programmes will beagtordance with current best
practice (following IFA and other specialist guidels). All finds will be treated in accordance with
OA North standard practice, which is cognisantfA land UKIC Guidelines. In general this will
mean that (where appropriate or safe to do sokfaré washed, dried, marked, bagged and packed
in stable conditions; no attempt at conservatiol lvé made unless special circumstances require
prompt action. In such a case guidance and/or &zpewill be sought from a suitably qualified
conservator.

Neither artefacts nor ecofacts will be ae systematically during the mechanical excanatib
overburden unless significant deposits, for exanpplieery or clay tobacco pipe waster dumps, are
encountered. Other finds recovered during the rainof overburden will be retained only if of
significance to the dating and/or interpretationheaf site or specific features.

Subsequent to the removal of overburdeffiaatteand ecofacts will be collected and handlepeas
best practice. Material will aim to be collectedladentified by stratigraphic unit. Hand collection
by stratigraphic unit will be the principal metho#icollection. The material which is envisaged to
be collected will include; ceramic objects, anintane, glass, metal — both as objects and
potentially slag.

Any waterlogged finds will be treated asassary to ensure their continued survival. In teeof
large deposits of waterlogged environmental mdt€gg unmodified wood) discussion will be
sought with the client and archaeological curatith wegard to an appropriate sampling strategy.

Any gold and silver artefacts recovered ruthe course of the excavation will be removeéa to
safe place and reported to the local Coroner aguptd the procedures relating to the Treasure Act,
1996/7.

The recovery of human remains is not anticipated jflencountered they will, if possible, be laft
situ covered and protected. If removal is necessagn the relevant Home Office permission will
be sought, and the removal of such remains wilcéeied out with due care and sensitivity as
required by théurials Act 1857

Environmental samples (bulk samples of 30tds volume, to be sub-sampled at a later stagjé)

be collected from suitable deposits (i.e. the diépase reasonably well dated and are from contexts
the derivation of which can be understood with grde of confidence). Samples will be collected
for technological, pedological and chronologicadlgsis as appropriate.

OTHER MATTERS: WELFARE AND FACILITIES

Access to the site will be arranged via thentmain contractor. The main contractor for the
archaeological works (Galliford Try), will be reggsible for the provision of a secure enclosed area
for the archaeological work to take place within.

The client/main contractor is asked to previA North with information relating to the positiof

live services on the site. Identification of seesdcwill be established by the main contractor in
advance of any machine excavation. It is hopedahaion-essential services could be either turned
off or capped in some fashion.

Plant hire and shoring will be provided byalliord Try) on behalf OA North, site reinstatenien
will also be dealt with by (Galliford Try).
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HEALTH AND SAFETY

The main site contractor (Galliford Try), Milave overall responsibility for health and safety
site. However, OA has its own Health and Safetycgchnd OA will work closely with the main
contractor to ensure that safety standards are Angsk assessment will be prepared by OA North
in advance of all stages of field work. All siteopedures are in accordance with the guidance set
out in the Health and Safety Manual compiled by $i@nding Conference of Archaeological Unit
Managers (3 Edition, 1997). OA North will liase with the cligmain contractor to ensure all
health and safety regulations are met. In instan€e®nfined spaces, competent, trained staff will
be used.

OA North has professional indemnity to a gadfi £2,000,000, employer's liability cover to duea
of £10,000,000 and public liability to a value df%£000,000. Written details of insurance cover can
be provided if required.

Normal OA North working hours are between09n and 5.00 pm, Monday to Friday, though
adjustments to hours may be made to maximise dayigrking time in winter and to meet travel
requirements. It is not normal practice for OA Mostaff to be asked to work weekends or bank
holidays and should the client require such timeéb¢éoworked during the course of a project a
contract variation to cover additional costs w#l trecessary.

REPORT PRODUCTION

Archive: the results of the fieldwork will form the basis @ffull archive to professional standards,
in accordance with current English Heritage gumkdi The Management of Archaeological
Projects, 2nd edition, 199%&nd theGuidelines for the Preparation of Excavation Arasvfor Long
Term StoragéUKIC 1990). The project archive represents thiéation and indexing of all the data
and material gathered during the course of theeptojThe deposition of a properly ordered and
indexed project archive in an appropriate repogiterconsidered an essential and integral element
of all archaeological projects by the IFA in thaganisation's code of conduct.

The paper and finds archive for the archapodd work undertaken at the site will be depositéith

the Liverpool Museum, in accordance with their giliites, (under accession number Liv.2001.23)
as this is the nearest museum which meets Museants'Galleries’ Commission criteria for the

long term storage of archaeological material (MGE2Z). This archive can be provided in the
English Heritage Centre for Archaeology format,ibas hard and digital copy. The archive will be
deposited with the Liverpool Museum within six mosiof the completion of the fieldwork.

Except for items subject to the Treasure aAlttartefacts found during the course of the proyeill
be donated to the receiving museum with the peraniss the relevant landowners.

A synthesis (in the form of the index to Hrehive and a copy of the publication report) 8
deposited with the Merseyside Sites and MonumeatoRl. A copy of the index to the archive will
also be available for deposition in the Nationat#aeological Record in Swindon/London.

Report; a short report indicating the main findings of #healuation will be prepared within two
weeks of the completion of all fieldwork. The maiarposes of this report will be;

. to outline the results; including a summary of tige’'s histories, illustrations and a
catalogue of artefacts recovered

. indicate the importance of the remains,

. aid in the engineering design process,

. suggest any mitigation measures which may be plessib

In addition, three copies of a bound andatetl final report will be submitted to the clienithin

ten weeks of the completion of all the fieldworkateng to archaeological work in advance of the
proposed tramway. Further copies will be sent ® Kherseyside Archaeologist, the Merseyside
Sites and Monuments Record, and Liverpool Museune flhal report will include a copy of this
project design, and indications of any agreed dapafrom that design. It will include an historica
and archaeological background to the study areaudime methodology of the investigation, and
present, summarise, assess, and interpret thetsesfuthe programme of archaeological works
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3.5.7

3.5.8

4.2

4.3

4.4

6.1
6.2

detailed above. The report will also include a ctatgbibliography of sources from which data has
been derived, and a list of further sources idietifduring the programme of work, but not
examined in detail. The report will include a dgstion of the methodology and the results. It will
have a list of the finds, and a description of tlodlective assemblage. Recommendations for any
further mitigation works and details of the finapbsition of the project archive will also be made.

lllustrative material will include a locatiomap, site map, a trench location map, trench plans
survey maps, and also pertinent photographs. Iteatailored to the specific requests of the client
(eg particular scales etc), subject to discussion.

Confidentiality: the final report is designed as a document forsihecific use of the client, and
should be treated as such; it is not suitable fdslipation as an academic report, or otherwise,
without amendment or revision. Any requirementevise or reorder the material for submission or
presentation to third parties beyond the proje@ftand project design, or for any other explicit
purpose, can be fulfilled, but will require separdiscussion and funding.

STAFFING PROPOSALS

The project will be under the direct managenwnlamie Quartermaine BA Hons Surv Dip,
MIFA (Project Manager) to whom all correspondence gshbaladdressed.

It is anticipated that the project would be l3dVix Hughes who will be directing the evaluation
and reporting elements of the project.

Assessment of the finds from the evaluatiod bé undertaken by OA North's in-house finds
specialistChristine Howard-Davis BA, MIFA (OA North project officer). Christine acts as OA
North's in-house finds specialist and has extenkivewledge of all finds of all periods from
archaeological sites in northern England. Howeshe, has specialist knowledge regarding Roman
glass, metalwork, and leather, the recording andagement of waterlogged wood, and most
aspects of wetland and environmental archaeology.

Assessment of any palaeoenvironmental samplishwmay be taken will be undertaken by
Elizabeth Huckerby MSc (OA North project officer). Elizabeth has extemsiknowledge of the
palaeoecology of the North West through her worktlom English Heritage-funded North West
Wetlands Survey.

INSURANCE

OA North has a professional indemnity coveratealue of £2,000,000; proof of which can be
supplied as required.

MONITORING
Monitoring of the project will be undertaken tine Merseyside Archaeologist, Sarah Jane Farr.

Access to the site for monitoring purposes hdlafforded to the Merseyside Archaeologist at all
times. Resources have been allocated for at legssibe meeting between all interested parties to
review the archaeological work.
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APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT LIST

ﬁﬁnmtﬁ)e(tr Trench| Description
3000 40% | Dock wall- Manchester, elv
3001 40% | Sandstone bloc- crane base
3002 40% | Sandstone footing- n/s
3003 40% | Brick wall - n/s
3004 40% | Layer- makeup / backfi
3005 40% | Layer- dock backfil
3006 40% | Layer- makeuy
3007 40Z | Layer- concret
3008 40% | Layer- beddng for sett
3009 40% | Layer- surface of set
3010 40% | Layer- tarmac surfac
3011 40% | Layer- makeuy
3012 40% | Layer- makeuy
3013 40% | Service fil
3014 40% | Layer- othel
3015 407 | Dock wall-George’s Basin, curving e
3016 407 | Sandstone blockspillar
3017 407 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3018 407 | Wall - yellow sandstone, r
3019 407 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3020 407 | Brick wall - n/s
3021 407 | Cut for wall 302
3022 407 | Deposit- wall construction backfill in 302
3023 407 | Cut for curved bick walls
3024 407 | Brick wall - curvec
3025 407 | Deposit- backfill within curved brick wall
3026 407 | Layer- makeuy
3027 407 | Layer- makeuy
3028 407 | Brick wall - short wall part of 30z
3029 407 | Brick wall - short wall part of 302
3030 407 | Brick wall - curvec
3031 407 | Layer- concrete surface within curved brick struc
3032 40€ | Layer- topsoi
3033 40€ | Layer- makeuy
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3034 40€ | Layer- hardcor

3035 40€ | Layer- reinforced concre

3036 40€ | Brick wall - curvec

3037 40€ | Brick wall - curvec

3038 40€ | Brick wall - short wall part of 302
3039 40€ | Brick wall - short wall part of 302
3040 40€ | Cut- service'

3041 40€ | Fill of 304C

3042 40€ | Fill of 304C

3043 40€ | Fill of 304C

3044 40€ | Fill of 304C

3045 40€ | Layer- makeup / backfi

3046 40€ | Layer- makeup / backfi

3047 40€ | Layer- makeup / backfi

3048 40€ | Deposit- backfill within curved brick wall
3049 40€ | Layer- makeup / backfi

3050 40€ | Layer- concrete surface within curved brick struc
3051 40€ | Layer- makeup / backfi

3052 407 | Brick wall - below floor 3031, cut by 30.
3053 40z | Dock wall- Manchester, e/

3054 40z | Wall - brick repairs to 30t

3055 40z | Layer- dock backfil

3056 40z | Layer- makeup / backfi

3057 40z | Layer- makeup / backfi

3058 40z | Layer- beddirg for sett

3059 40z | Layer- surface of set

3060 407 | Layer- topsoi

3061 407 | Layer- sand bedding for tops
3062 407 | Layer- hardcor

3063 407 | Layer- hardcor

3064 407 | Layer- reinforced concre

3065 407 | Fill - of drain / duc

3066 407 | Cut- for drain / duc

3067 40€ | Fill of 304C

3068 40€ | Fill of 3040- concret

3069 40€ | Brick wall - short wall part of 302
3070 40€ | Brick wall - curvec

3071 40€ | Brick wall - short wall part of 307
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3072 40€ | Layer- concrete surface within curved briclructure
3073 40€ | Deposit- backfill within curved brick wall
3074 40€ | Deposit- backfill within curved brick wall
3075 40€ | Deposit- backfill within curved brick wall
3076 404 | Layer- surface of set

3077 404 | Layer- concret

3078 404 | Layer- sard bedding for concre

3079 404 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3080 404 | Dock wall-Chester Basin , curving sandst
3081 404 | Deposit- quayside surfac

3082 404 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3083 404 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3084 404 | Layer- makeup / backll

3085 404 | Layer- dock backfil

3086 404 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3087 404 | Iron Pipe / Servic

3088 405 | Layer- topsoi

3089 405 | Layer- makeug

3090 405 | Layer- makeug

3091 405 | Layer- hardcor

3092 40% | Layer- concret

3093 405 | Layer- makelp / backfill

3094 40t | Layer- makeup / backfi

3095 40t | Cut for construction of wall 30¢

3096 40t | Fill of 309t

3097 40t | Structure-n/s wal

3098 405 | Deposi

3099 40t | Cut for brick culvet

3100 40t | Fill of 309¢

3101 40t | Structure- brick culvet

3102 40E | Structure- brick sewer culve

3103 407 | Cut for construction of brick wall 31!
3104 407 | Structure- brick wall

3105 407 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3106 407 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3107 407 | Layer- makeup / backfi

3108 40t | Fill of culvert 310:

3109 401 | Dock wall-Manchester Basin , east v
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3110 401 | Structure- timbers for possible platfor
3111 401 | Layer- dock backfil

3112 401 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3113 401 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3114 401 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3115 401 | Layer- makeup / backfi
3116 401 | Layer- cobbled surfac

3117 401 | Layer- concret

3118 401 | Layer- bedding for 311
3119 401 | Layer- surface of set

3120 401 | Layer- concret

3121 401 | Structure-iron girders / bean
3122 401 | Layer- brick rubble

3123 401 | Layer- tarmac

3258 401-7 | Unstratified deposi
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APPENDIX 3: FINDS CATALOGUE
POTTERY CATALOGUE
Object Context Trench | Quantity | Material | Description Date range
Number | Number | Number
11005 3017 407 3 Ceramic | Unglazed red earthenward.ate 17" — early 2@
from large hollow-ware century
vessel
11000 3017 407 1 Ceramic | White salt-glazed 18" century
stoneware fineware ri
11000 3017 407 1 Ceramic | Tin-glazed earthenware | 18" century
tile rim with mortar
attached, whit-glazec
11000 3017 407 3 Ceramic | Creamware — small Mid to late 18 century
hollow-ware vessel rim,
ashet base, tea pot (?)
shoulde
11000 3017 407 1 Ceramic | White earthenware plate| 19" — 20" century
bast
11000 3017 407 8 Ceramic | Unglazed red earthenward.ate 17" — early 2@
from large hollow-ware century
vessels, including one rim
or spigot hole from
globular vess:
11000 3017 407 7 Ceramic | Black-glazed red Late 17" — early 2@
earthenware coarsew. century
11000 3017 407 1 Ceramic | Fine black-glazed red | Late 17— 18" century
earthenware
11000 3017 407 4 Ceramic | Brown-glazed red Late 17" — early 2@
earthenware coarsew. century
11000 3017 407 3 Ceramic | High-fired self-glazed Late 17" — 18" century
purple earthenware (fired
to stoneware), including
crock rinr
11003 3019 407 1 Ceramic | Tin-glazed earthenware | 18" century
with light blue glaze — top
of ewer handle
11003 3019 407 1 Ceramic | Light brown-glazed pale| Late 17" — 18" century
orange earthenware crock
(?) rim with brown/black
streak
11002 3022 407 1 Ceramic | Ironstone plate rim, Very late 19" — 20"
slightly burnt, with red and century
orange stripes, re-inforceg
on underside for extra
strengtl
11001 3022 407 1 Ceramic | Red fireclay drain/tile with19" — 20" century
mortar attache
11004 3027 407 1 Ceramic | Tin-glazed earthenware | 18" century
with blue stripe
1100¢ 3027 407 1 Ceramic | Creamware base fragm | Mid - late 18" century
11004 3027 407 5 Ceramic | Unglazed red earthenward.ate 17" — early 2@

including two refitting
base fragments from

century

jar/flower po
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Object
Number

Context
Number

Trench
Number

Quantity

Material

Description

Date range

11004

3027

407

5

Ceramic

Black-glazed red
earthenware coarseware
from crocks etc, including
two rims

Late 17" — early 2@
century

11004

3027

407

Ceramic

Fine brown-glazed red
earthenware cup (?) han

18" century?

11022

3043

406

Ceramic

Very burnt white
earthenware (?) hollow-
ware vessel rim, sausage
shaped and hollg

19" — early 28 century

11019

3043

406

Ceramic

Creamware hollow-ware
fragmen

Mid — late 18 century

11019

3043

406

Ceramic

Black-glazed red
earthenware, two high-
fired, one lug hand

Late 17" — early 2@
century

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Creamware, including
three refitting plate base
fragments, one bowl bg

Mid — late 18 century

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Black-glazed red
earthenware coarseware
fragments, including lug
handl¢

Late 17" — early 2¢¢
century

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Fine brown-glazed red
earthenwat

Late 17 — 18" century

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Black-glazed red slip-
coated buff-coloured
earthenwar

Late 17" — early 18
century

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Refitting porcelain sauce
base fragments with
enamel painted flowers,
unglazed on recessed
footrim

r 18" century?

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Soft chalky white
earthenware, unglazed,
possibly originally tin-
glazed? Rim from large
hollow-ware vesst

18" century?

11009

3047

406

Ceramic

Brown tiger-glazed grey-
bodied stoneware rim,
possibly bellarmine or
similar

17" century?

11033

3096

405

Ceramic

Buff-coloured industrially

-Late 18" — early 2@

produced earthenware withcentury

partial white slip-coating
and black mocha
decoratiol

11033

3096

405

Ceramic

Very high-fired brown-
glazed purple earthenw:

Late 17" — 18" century

11027

3100

405

Ceramic

Black-glazed red
earthenware coarsew.

Late 17" — early 18
certury

11027

3100

405

Ceramic

Fine yellow-glazed white
earthenware with red slip-
trailed decoration
(Staffordshire-type

slipware

Late 17" — early 18
century
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Object Context Trench | Quantity | Material | Description Date range
Number | Number | Number
11030 3108 405 5 Ceramic | Refitting white 19" century
earthenware ‘Willow’
transfer-printed plate, 70%
complete, single footrim,
marked with a wreath and
bow ‘Genuine / J. / Stone
China’
11030 3108 405 1 Ceramic | White earthenware sauced 9" century
rim to base, ‘Broseley’
transfe-printed patter
11030 3108 405 3 Ceramic | Pearlware: saucer base | Late 18" — early 19
with blue painted pattern, | century
plate (?) base with
recessed footrim, plate
base with double footrim
and blue transfer-printed
patter
11030 3108 405 1 Ceramic | White earthenware/ Late 18" — early 2@
pearlware bowl rim with | century
factory-produced slipware
decoratiol
11030 3108 405 1 Ceramic | Brown-glazed low-fired | 18" — 19" century?
stoneware fragment, not
diagnosti
11036 3111 401 1 Ceramic | Black-glazed red Late 17" — early 2@
earthenware coarsewe century
11036 3111 401 1 Ceramic | Black-glazed red Late 17" — 18" century
earthenware fineware plate
(?) rimr
1103¢ 3111 401 1 Ceramic | Creamware fragme Mid — late 1&" century
11039 3112 401 2 Ceramic | Creamware, including | Mid — late 18' century
plate bas
11039 3112 401 4 Ceramic | Unglazed red earthenward.ate 17" — early 2@
flower pot (?) fragmen century
11039 3112 401 8 Ceramic | Black-glazed red Late 17" — early 2@
earthenware coarseware,| century
including two crock rims,
one with lug hand|
11039 3112 401 2 Ceramic | Brown salt-glazed grey- | 17" — 18" century?
bodied stonewa
11023 3258 7 Ceramic | Unglazed red earthenwareLate 17" — early 2@
fragments — flower pot or | century
similat
11023 3258 5 Ceramic | Creamware, including twp Mid — late 18 century
silver-shape plate rin
11023 3258 1 Ceramic | Pearlware with factory- | Late 18" — early 19
produced slip decoration, | century
some cut in and fille
11023 3258 1 Ceramic | Creamware with factory-| Late 18" century
produced slip stript
11023 3258 1 Ceramic | White earthenware / Late 18" — early 19
pearlware with blue century
painted decoratic
11023 3258 10 Ceramic | Black-glazed red Late 17" — early 2@

earthenware coarseware,
including two rims and
three base

century
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Object Context Trench | Quantity | Material | Description Date range

Number | Number | Number

11023 3258 1 Ceramic | Fine brown-glazed red | Late 17" — 18" century
earthenware hollow-ware
rim

11023 3258 1 Ceramic | Factory-produced buff- | 19" — early 26 century
coloured earthenware with
internal white slip coating
and black transfer-printed
text ‘Sanitary

1102 3258 1 Ceramic | White earthenware toilet| Mid 19" — 20" century
fragmen

CLAY PIPE AND NON-CERAMIC CATALOGUE

Object | Context| Quantity Material Free description
Number | Number

11016 3017 1 glass Complete base of bottle possibly blown, dark catouwith
opalescence

11021 3043 1 glass Moulded bottle neck large, dark coloured

11031 3108 1 glass Moulded bottle neck fragment , pale blue/green wad

11037 3111 1 glass Fragment of bottle base, dark coloured

11042 3112 2 glass Complete base of bottle possibly blown, dadtoured with
opalescence

11006 3017 2 ceramic Clay pipe stems, undecorated

11043 3112 2 ceramic Clay pipe stems, undecorated

11017 3047 2 ceramic Clay pipe stems, undecorated

11018 3043 1 ceramic Clay pipe stem, undecorated

11029 3108 6 ceramic Clay pipe; 3 stems, undecorated; 2 heels; 1 fragmenbwi
with vegetation patterning

11032 3096 1 ceramic Clay pipe stem, undecorated

11007 3047 1 copper alloy |Small accretion attached to a stone

11008 3047 1 copper alloy  |Ambiguous, possible bonding cement

11010 3019 2 copper alloy |undiagnostic objects

11015 3017 4 copper alloy |1 complete sub-round headed tack/nail, plus fragsnen

11011 3019 1 iron Amorphous slag

11035 3111 1 iron Hook and chain, large possibly structural

11038 3111 4 iron 3 Square @ss sectioned possible nails/bolts, max 10(
long; 1 screw fixture and sheath

11012 3047 7 mollusc Oyster shells, heavily ridged

11041 3112 7 mollusc Mussel shells

11013 3017 1 bone Sheep/goat 1st phalanx

11014 3047 2 bone Sheep/goat tibia; sheep/goat/roe deer rib

11020 3043 1 bone Cow/red deer femur

11028 3108 2 bone Horse tibia

11034 3096 1 bone Cow/red deer rib
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| 11040 | 3112 | 1 |bone |Cow/red deer rib
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ILLUSTRATIONS

FIGURES

Figure 1 Site Location

Figure 2 Site location plan with other sites memgid in the text

Figure 3 Location map with historic dock positianglined onto modern mapping

Figure 4 Plan of John Eye’s map, 1753, with trepasitions overlaid

Figure 5 Plan of Horwood’s map, 1803, with trenoisipons overlaid

Figure 6 Plan of Sherwood’s map, 1821, with trepakitions overlaid

Figure 7 Plan of Gage’s map, 1836, with trenchtpmwss overlaid

Figure 8 Plan of 1848 Ordnance Survey map, firsticed with trench positions
overlaid

Figure 9 Plan of 1893 Ordnance Survey map withctigrositions overlaid

Figure 10 Plan of 1908 Ordnance Survey map withctigoositions overlaid

Figure 11 Plan of 1927 Ordnance Survey map withctigoositions overlaid

Figure 12 Plan of Trench 401

Figure 13 West face of WeBl109 Trench 401

Figure 14 West-facing section of Trench 401

Figure 15 Plan of Trench 402

Figure 16 Plan of Trench 403

Figure 17 West-facing section of Trench 403

Figure 18 West-facing section of sondage in wekt of Trench 403

Figure 19 Plan of Trench 404

Figure 20 Plan of Trench 405

Figure 21 South-facing section of Trench 405

Figure 22 Plan of Trench 406

Figure 23 West-facing section of Trench 406

Figure 24 Plan of Trench 407

Figure 25 North-facing section of Trench 407

PLATES

Plate 1: General working view of Trench 401, lowksouth-east

Plate 2:  View of Trench 401 showing the rear @astace of Manchester Dock wall,

3109 looking south-west
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Plate 3:

Plate 4:

Plate 5:

Plate 6:

Plate 7:

Plate 8:

Plate 9:

Plate 10:
Plate 11:

Plate 12:
Plate 13:

Plate 14:

Plate 15:

Plate 16:

Plate 17:

Plate 18:

Plate 19:

Plate 20:

View of Trench 401 Manchester Dock wallp9 and girders3121, looking
south

View of Trench 401 showing the front westface of Manchester Dock wall,
3109 with part of the girder structu21, looking east

View of Trench 401 showing a close up afiason’s mark on the western face
of Manchester Dock walB109 looking east

Trench 402, showing south wall of MantéreBock,3053 below the GWR
building, looking south

Trench 403, showing the rear face ohtmth wall of Manchester Doc00Q
the crane / jib bas&001 and brick walB003 looking south

Trench 403, showing the front face of tloeth wall of Manchester Dock,
300Q looking north-east

Trench 404, showing the front face ofdbeved wall of Chester BasiB080
and the quaysid&081 behind, looking east

Trench 405 showing the cuh&t01, looking north

Trench 405 showing the brick cuhgk01, and sandstone weBl097, looking
north-west

Trench 406, general view, looking west

Trench 406, showing the various curvezk lwalls 3036:3039and30693071,
and concrete floo3050=3072 looking north-west

Trench 406, showing the large cut fee204Q with the concret@068visible
at the base, looking south-west

Trench 407, showing the curving sandsigall 3015 of George’s Basin and
the later curved brick wal8024and303Q looking west

Trench 407, showing the curving sandstaall 3015 of George’s Basin,
abutted by brick wall 3052 and truncated by therlaurved brick wall$8024
and303Q looking north

Trench 407, showing the curving sandstamall 3015 of George’s Basin,
looking south

Trench 407, showing the yellow sandstwak 3018 running north / south,
truncated by the later curved brick we8i824and303Q looking north

Trench 407, showing from left to righe tbrick wall 302Q the curving
sandstone walB015 of George’s Basin, and the pink sandstone pBatg
looking east

View of Manchester Dock, with overhaggimarehouse in 1929, looking east
from the dock entrance
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Plate 2: View of Trench 401 showing the rear eastern face of Manchester Dock wall,
3109, looking south-west



Plate 3: View of Trench 401 Manchester Dock wall, 3109 and girders 3121, looking
south

Plate 4: View of Trench 401 showing the front western face of Manchester Dock wall,
3109, with part of the girder structure 3121, looking east



Plate 5: View of Trench 401 showing a close up of a mason’s mark on the western
face of Manchester Dock wall, 3109, looking east
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Plate 6: Trench 402, showing south wall of Manchester Dock, 3053, below the GW
building, looking south



Plate 7: Trench 403, showing the rear face of the north wall of Manchester Dock,
3000, the crane / jib base 3001, and brick wall 3003, looking south

Plate 8: Trench 403, showing the front face of the north wall of Manchester Dock,
3000, looking north-east



Plate 9: Trench 404, showing the front face of the curved wall of Chester Basin, 3080
and the quayside, 3081, behind, looking east

Plate 10: Trench 405 showing the culvert 3101, looking north



Plate 11: Trench 405 showing the brick culvert 3101, and sandstone wall 3097,
looking north-west

Plate 12: Trench 406, general view, looking west



Plate 13: Trench 406, showing the various curved brick walls 3036-3039 and 3069-
3071, and concrete floor, 3050-3072, looking north-west

Plate 14: Trench 406, showing the large cut feature 3040, with the concrete 3068
visible at the base, looking south-west



Plate 15: Trench 407, showing the curving sandstone wall 3015 of George’s Basin
and the later curved brick walls 3024 and 3030, looking west

Plate 16: Trench 407, showing the curving sandstone wall 3015 of George’s Basin,
abutted by brick wall 3052 and truncated by the later curved brick walls 3024 and
3030, looking north



Plate 17: Trench 407, showing the curving sandstone wall 3015 of George’s Basin,
looking south

Plate 18: Trench 407, showing the yellow sandstone wall 3018 running north / south,
truncated by the later curved brick walls 3024 and 3030, looking north



Plate 19: Trench 407, showing from left to right the brick wall 3020, the curving
sandstone wall 3015 of George’s Basin, and the pink sandstone pillar 3016, looking
east

Plate 20: View of Manchester Dock, with overhanging warehouse in 1929, looking
east from the dock entrance



oxford

Head Office/Registered Office/
OASouth

JanusHouse
OsneyMead
Oxford OX20ES

t:+44(0)1865 263800
fi+44 (0)1865 793496
e:info@oxfordarchaeology.com
w:http://oxfordarchaeology.com

OANorth

Mill 3
MoorlLane
LancasterLA1 1QD

t:+44(0)1524 541000
fi:+44(0)1524 848606
e:oanorth@oxfordarchaeology.com
w:http://oxfordarchaeology.com

OAEast

15 Trafalgarway
Bar Hill
Cambridgeshire
CB238SQ

t:+44(0)1223 850500
e:oaeast@oxfordarchaeology.com
w:http://oxfordarchaeology.com

ChiefExecutive Officer

KenWelsh, BSc, MCIfA
OxfordArchaeologylLtdisa

Private Limited Company, N®:1618597
andaRegistered Charity, N®: 285627




