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SUMMARY

Wessex Archaeology was commissioned by Kent County Council, supported by English
Heritage and by ERDF through the Interreg 1IC North Western Metropolitan Area
Programme, to undertake Phase |1: Preliminary Field Investigation of the North Kent Coast
Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment Survey.

The purpose of the Study was to assess the application of field methodologies, the recording
system, and the migration of datafrom the field into ExeGes|S. Logistical considerations also
formed amaor element of this project, both in terms of site safety and access issues.

Three Stretches (Greenhithe, Grain, and Upchurch/Queenborough) and one Monument
(Buttercrock Wharf) were chosen for investigation because of their topographic and
morphological diversity. This offered a range of site types and environments in order to test
methodol ogies and systems.

The investigation identified and recorded 61 new monuments and attested the functionality of
the basic recording methodologies. It also identified several problems, many of which were
resolved during the project. Of the outstanding issues, those relating to the recording
methodology will be resolved prior to commencement of the next phase of fieldwork — the
Pilot Study.

The remaining area of uncertainty concerns the transfer of data. At present it is suggested that
thisissue would be best resolved during the Pilot study.

Other areas that regquire more attention concern site access, both in terms of permission to
survey and physically getting to some of the more remote parts of the Study Area.

Otherwise the preliminary field Investigation was a considerable success that resolved more
issues than it raised. It hoped that this document will facilitate the refinement of the Project
Design for the remainder of the Pilot Study, and for the project as awhole.
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

This document has been prepared by Wessex Archaeology for Kent County Council
(KCC) in connection with Phase Il: Preliminary Field Investigation of the North
Kent Coast Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment Survey (RCZAYS). Phase | comprised a
programme of SMR enhancement and a Desk-Based Assessment, and was submitted
in November 2000.

The project was supported by English Heritage and reflected English Heritage' s Brief
for Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment Surveys (June 1999).

Phase Il also received support from the Planarch project of which it isapart and with
which it is closely linked. Planarch is a project for the North Western Metropolitan
Area of the European Union under the Community Initiative concerning
Transnational Co-operation on Spatial Planning 1997 — 1999 (Interreg |1 C) of the
European Regional Development Fund. Nine partners from England, Holland,
France and Belgium are carrying out the project, which aimsto:

a)  share experience and academic knowledge.

b) develop methodologies for improving archaeological decision-making based
on desk assessment, field evaluation and predictive modelling both at a
regional and local level.

c) take forward into the spatial planning process best practice for mitigation of
impacts on the archaeological resource, based on b) above in relation to
statutory land-use plans, the planning of major infrastructure projects and more
general regulation of development.

d) investigate approaches of conserving sites and presenting archaeology to the
public.

The development of data systems and monument inventories that are integrated and
networked through GISisidentified as akey aspect of the project.

Panarch includes four area-wide projects. The area-wide project for England
addresses erosion, development and archaeological heritage management in the
Thames Estuary. Broad area survey of the Kent side of the Thames, including the
littoral, the intertidal zone and the immediate hinterland of the coast, forms one of
the main components of the area-wide project. The area-wide project includes the
following objectives:

1. to develop a more comprehensive model of the surface and buried
archaeol ogical landscape;
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2. to obtain a better understanding of the impact of erosion and other natural
pressures on the resource;

3. to develop methodologies for rapid and accurate identification of the
archaeological resource, particularly in relation to informing decision making
within the land-use planning system.

A Project Design for the phase Il field assessment of the RCZAS was prepared
(Wessex Archaeology ref. 46563.02, October 2001). Following on from this
discussions between Wessex Archaeology, KCC and EH focused attention on the
tasks necessary to undertake an extensive Field Survey. This emphasised the need for
a preliminary field investigation and targeted pilot studies prior to any full-scale
survey. The tasks to be carried out in the Preliminary Field Investigation were set out
in a Work Package Proposal (Wessex Archaeology ref. 46563.01, September 2001)
which stated the need to provide initial feedback on the recording system and field
methodologies.

The Preliminary Field Investigation was undertaken over twelve days between the 5™
and 23 November 2001. This report presents the methodologies employed during
the investigation and comments upon the systems used to record the archaeological
resource. It was not intended that this report should present anything more than a
summary discussion of the archaeology recorded during this study.

OUTLINE OF PHASE || : PRELIMINARY FIELD INVESTIGATION

The Preliminary Field Investigation stage is regarded as a key stage in the overall
conduct of Phase Il. Its purpose is to assess the application of field methodologies,
the recording system, and the migration of data as well as providing initial feedback
on the recording system (Wessex Archaeology ref. 46563.02, October 2001). It was
also intended to provide an opportunity to manage practical and logistical aspects of
Phase Il on a small scale, and to provide feedback on the quantity and character of
monuments likely to be encountered.

The Preliminary Field Investigation was conducted on three Stretches (Figure 1),
which were prioritised on the basis of an overall evaluation of the 20 Stretches into
which the North Kent Coast had been divided. The three Stretches were as follows:

60001 Greenhithe (Figure 2)
60008 Grain (Figure 3)
60012 Queenborough / Upchurch (Figure 4)
The Phase | Fina Report also suggested a selection of individua Monuments that

could be addressed by the Preliminary Field Investigation. Of these, KCC selected
the following monument for study:

WX17757 Buttercrock Wharf (Figure 5)

A single monument at Seasalter was aso recorded at the request of KCC.
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SURVEY AREA

The Final Report of Phase | noted that the extents of the Survey Area and Broader
Study Area had proved both workable and appropriate to Phase 11. Accordingly, no
change was proposed to the extents of the Survey Area, which are summarised in
Table 1 below:

The +5 m OD contour generally indicates the lie
Upper +5mOD of pre-Holocene geology and is above the
average seaward limit of intertidal survey.
Vertical N.B. Within the limits of the Survey Area the
potential for deposits to ¢. -50 m OD is
Lower 0mOD (MLW) considered, representing the likely maximum
depth to pre-Holocene geology within the
Thames Estuary as awhole.
Landward +5mOD ...or cut line for indentations.
Seaward Mean Low Water e the spavvard limit of the county boundary,
whichever is greatest.
Period Earliest Lower Palaeolithic
Latest | End of World War Il

Table 1. Extent of the Survey Area

AIMSAND OBJECTIVES

Asin Phase |, the aim of the Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment Survey is to enhance
the Kent Sites and Monuments Record, and thereby the National Monuments Record.
This will allow for an improved curatorial response to strategic coastal planning and
management initiatives, and to individual development or works proposals. Phase |1
will also further develop methodologies for coastal survey to a common national data
standard, compatible with the data requirements of other coastal managers and
researchers.

The objectives of the Preliminary Field Investigation are:

To test the application of the recording system in the field to specific
monuments, monument types and coastal environments;

To test pre- and post-fieldwork data-handling procedures;
To refine the Project Design for the remainder of the Filot.

The objectives of the wider Pilot study are:
To assess the application of field methodologies;
To assess the application of the recording system;
To check the migration of data;
To manage practical and logistical aspects of Phase I on asmall scale;

To provide feedback on the quantity and character of monuments likely to be
encountered in the remainder of Phase Il;

To refine the Project Design for the remainder of Phase 1.
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PREPARATORY TASKS

RECORDING SYSTEM

The requirement to develop the recording system arose from the need for a means of
taking the SMR system (ExeGeslS and ArcView) into the field to enable the
verification and enhancement of existing records, and the addition of new records.

Wessex Archaeology developed a recording system that enables existing records
from ExeGeslS to be viewed in the field, for amendments to be recorded, and for
new records to be made. The system provides for amendments and new records to be
incorporated within an enhanced ExeGeslS dataset for the Survey Area. A detailed
account of the System Outline is given in the Project Design.

The field recording system is ‘stand alone’ in that field data will be delivered
periodically to the office, where they will be incorporated within ExeGeslS. The
advantages of this approach are:

it facilitates development of a system that is easy to usein the field;

it provides a routine quality assurance check at the point at which each new or
amended record isincorporated into ExeGesl S;

it avoids problems arising from advance alocation of ExeGeslS number
blocks;

it is relatively straightforward to develop a ‘paper’ analogue for very harsh
conditions and/or use by local archaeology groups.

The recording system comprises a series of Job files for each Stretch. The Job files
encompass a variety of data sets, including monument data, stretch data and data to
be generated prior to the commencement of the fieldwork. These are presented in
Table 2 below:

b

Component Name Features associate with Job | Notes
Project Name | Stretch Name One project per Stretch.
Jobs Monument data
Stretchname_mpt.Job | Stretchname monument Import data from ArcView
points with ATPfile
Stretchname_mply.Jo | Stretchname monument Import data from ArcView
b polygons with ATPfile
Stretchname _imag.Jo | Image points New Feature with ATPfile

Sretch data

Stretchname_strc.Job

Stretchname polygons

Import data from ArcView
with ATPfile

Stretchname_finv.Job

Further investigation
polygon

New Feature with ATP file

Stretchname_mgmt.J
ob

Manage polygons

New Feature with ATP file

Stretchname_eros.Job

Erosion polygons

New Feature with ATP file

Pre-fieldwork

Stretchname_aoi.Job

Areaof Interest points

New Feature with ATP file

Stretchname_rte.Job

Route to be taken line

New Feature with ATP file

Table 2. Outline of therecording system
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Training and familiarisation was undertaken on the system prior to application in the
field.

Aerial photographic (AP) and historic map bases were commissioned in August 2001
to cover the Pilot Study Areas. These were used to identify areas of interest and,
given the absence of intertidal detail on conventional maps, to plan survey routes that
respected ground conditions. The AP and map bases for the remaining 16 stretches
have yet to be prepared.

ACCESS

In order to provide an overview of contacts and constraints relating to site access, the
mapping of ownership and other interests was proposed in the Phase | final report
(Wessex Archaeology ref. 46561, November 2000). This has not been undertaken
and as a result, local access issues were dealt with immediately prior to the
commencement of, and in some cases during the fieldwork.

It was considered necessary to seek permission to undertake the Preliminary Field
Investigation from the Crown Estate Commissioners through their agents, Cluttons,
as it was felt that the Crown would own the mgjority of the intertidal zone. Cluttons
advised Wessex Archaeology to contact the Medway Ports Authority in respect of
access to the Queenborough / Upchurch and Grain stretches and the Port of London
Authority regarding Greenhithe (letter, 02 November 2001).

Following discussions with the Port of London Authority (Capt. R. Stanbrook),
Wessex Archaeology approached R. Lapthorne and Company Ltd who both own and
operate Buttercrock Wharf. The Medway Ports Authority (Capt. P White) directed
Wessex Archaeology to the Kent Wildfowling and Conservation Society regarding
access and safety at the Queenborough / Upchurch stretch, and Lattice Property
Holdings (Barry Hicks) for permission access to southern Grain. In all cases,
permission to undertake the survey was granted.

Liaison with local groups was identified as a preparatory task because of the essential
role envisaged for such groups during later stages of the project. Lines of
communication had aready been opened in Phase |, and it was felt that the return of
summary results from Phase | to the groups would help to overcome apparent
suspicions about the overall conduct of the RCZAS.

Given the limited nature of the Preliminary Field Investigation, only the Upchurch
Archaeological Research Group (UARG), through Mr. lan Jackson, was contacted
prior to the survey. UARG regularly survey and monitor archaeological sites in
Upchurch and Hoo Marshes and it was felt that Mr. Jackson would be able to advise
Wessex Archaeology on the site types monitored by UARG as well as providing
‘local knowledge' regarding safe passage across the extensive Upchurch mud flats.
This latter issue was seen as critically important for the safe running of the field
survey, and 2 days were spent with Mr. Jackson discussing this matter.

No individua landowners were contacted prior to the Preliminary Field
Investigation, as insufficient time was available prior to the fieldwork for any
detailed study of land ownership to be undertaken. In the absence of permission to
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survey across private land access was limited to public footpaths, which restricted the
investigation of the landward side of the study areas.

What became clear during the Preliminary Field Investigation was that Permission to
survey would be a critical issue. Hundreds, and possibly thousands, of landowners
will have to be contacted during the RCZAS, and the absence of permission to
survey proved to be the main reason for the non-survey of sites. The total areas
covered by the Walkover Survey are presented in Figure 1.

There was no provision for the use of a boat during the Preliminary Field
Investigation, however it was noted that for the remainder of Phase Il some areas
within each Stretch, such as Burntwick Island in Queenborough / Upchurch, will
only be accessible by a small craft.

METHODOLOGY

PRE-FIELDWORK

Provision was made for Areas of Interest (AOI) to be identified from the appraisal of
existing data in conjunction with AP mapping to be digitised as polygons, with
attached notes on why the area is of interest. The AOI were to be investigated in the
field.

Buttercrock Wharf was the only Stretch/Monument where an AOI was identified
(although investigation subsequently demonstrated that the AOI now lay under
developed land).

On the basis of the appraisal and target, and in the light of apparent ground
conditions on the historic and modern AP base, provisional survey routes were
planned and digitised. The provisional routes were uploaded to the laptop and Husky
(see section 5.3), although they were later found impractical for on-site use.

Existing monument datasets and blank files were prepared and loaded to the laptop
and Husky as required.

Walkovers were planned to make best use of the tidal conditions. In so far as
shortening daylight would allow this focused work, within the inter-tidal areas, on
the period between half-ebb and half-flood. A digital Tidal Prediction programme
was used to determine the best use of the tide for different locations within the
Thames and Medway Estuary.

Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and Health and Safety equipment was prepared
and stored ready for use (see Appendix |1 for specific fieldwork safety requirements
and provisions).

SURVEY EQUIPMENT

Navigation was maintained throughout the fieldwork using a Trimble Pro XR dGPS
unit. This was housed in a backpack that included the satellite receiver (Figure 6).
This set-up was accurate to within one metre, which was considered to be adequate
for the purposes of this survey.
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Prior to the fieldwork this equipment was tested, and staff were trained in its use.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

A Husky fex21 Hand-held PC (Figure 6), utilising Pocket FastMAP GIS pro
software, was linked to the dGPS for data collection and enhancement. Data
conversion to alow collected data to be seen in ArcView was to be made viaa GIS
Data Exchange (GDE) for incorporation in ExeGes|S.

A laptop computer, loaded with existing monument and AP information, was used in
the field in order to aid on-site navigation and interpretation. A Kodak DC240
Digital Camerawas used to collect images of monuments where appropriate.

Each Stretch and Monument identified for investigation within the Preliminary Field
Investigation had existing points and polygon records |oaded onto the lap-top as well
as a Ordnance Survey (OS) and AP base maps for use in the field.

FIELDWORK
Outline

The recording aim of Phase Il is to achieve rapid detection, position-fixing and cost-
effective characterisation, hence the priorities were to complete a monument record
for each identified monument together with a GPS-derived point or polygon to fix
their position and/or extent.

Fieldwork also sought to verify records of existing monuments and to locate new
monuments in areas of interest identified in the pre-fieldwork stage.

Walkovers

The Survey Phase |11 comprised an extensive ‘walkover’ survey of the high water
(HW) mark and a sample of the intertidal zone of each Stretch. However, given the
twelve-day duration of the project and unresolved access issues, not al of the HW
mark of each stretch was surveyed.

A ‘walkover’ was the principal unit of investigation. This was defined as ‘a walkover
on one Stretch on one day’. Each walkover was given a unique identification number
and recorded on a specific log sheet.

The log sheet provided basic operational information (e.g. GPS data) and health and
safety information. Provision was made for walkovers to be suspended temporarily
(e.g. by high tide) so long as they continued on the same day. Investigations covering
(parts of) two Stretches on the same day were recorded as separate walkovers.

In principle, fieldwork comprised a walkover of the high tide of each Stretch, plus
walkover survey of a substantial proportion of the intertidal zone. In targeting
intertidal areas for walkover survey, the following aspects were prioritised:

Previously recorded or reported sites or features,

Features located by aerial photographic sources,
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Peat shelves and relict forest remains, or other organic deposits;
Palaeo-channels.

Additionally, a proportion of the area above high water was also subject to walkover
survey, subject to access issues and the amount of time available.

It is intended that each walkover will be recorded as a (sub-)activity in ExeGeslS.
The walkovers relating to each Stretch will be grouped as a single activity to which
all monument records amended or created in the course of that activity will cross-
refer, though this methodology has yet to be finalised.

Walkovers were organised to make best use of the tide, i.e. focusing work at low
water on the areas exposed for least time. In practice the proposed methodology
involving survey of the inter-tidal areas during the period between half-ebb and half-
flood was modified in the field in order to take account of localised conditions. For
example in areas that comprised flat expanses of mud cut by channels and inlets the
tide came in very quickly and work was sometime curtailed early to avoid being cut
off behind flooded watercourses.

It was intended that at the end of each walkover, the trackplot (record of the route
actually taken) was to be downloaded from the GPS and saved as an ArcView shape
file. Software difficulties prevented the implementation of this during the
Preliminary Field Investigation, though these have subsequently been resolved
during the post-fieldwork phase.

L evels of Recording

In its work in various intertidal and marine contexts, Wessex Archaeology has
developed a scheme of Recording Levels comparable with Recording Historic
Buildings: a descriptive specification (RCHME 1996). Wessex Archaeology’s
scheme provides for five levels of recording, a sample of which are shown below:

Sub-

Level Type Objective level Character Scope
From documentary,
A record sufficient to cartographic,
1 L ocation and establish the la Remote photographic (incl. AP)
identification presence, position or graphic sources.
and type of site. 1b Inthe fidd From fieldwalking etc.
To include light cleaning,
Non- probing and spot
2a intrusive sampling, but without
A record that bulk removal of plant
rovides sufficient growth, soil, debris etc.
dp atato establish the To include vigorous
2 Evaluation extent, character, cl e{arnelr?cgh etsestMp;;s alansglor
date and importance include recovery
of the site. 2b Intrusive . .
(following recording) of
elements at immediate
risk, or disturbed by
investigation.

Table 3. Levelsof recording
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Survey Phase | was carried out to Level 1la It was understood that Phase Il was to
comprise, in principle, recording to Level 1b. Sitesidentified as under immediate risk
(due to erosion, for example) and warranting recording to a higher level (i.e.
Intensive Survey) were to be reported to KCC. In such cases, additional recording to
the required level was to be subject to separate agreement between Wessex
Archaeology and KCC.

Safety

The principal methodologies employed to ensure safe working practice during the
project were communication and information. All staff were to remain within visual
contact with each other and with the emergency services via mobile phone and VHF
radio. In addition al staff were to be fully aware of the physical and tidal conditions
present during each walkover.

The safety plan also emphasised the need to have two field staff working together,
for obvious safety reasons. The provision and use of safety equipment was also a
major consideration.

The assistance of Mr. Jackson of the UARG during the project demonstrated that the
incorporation of local groups and societies during Phase 11 of the project is essential.
The ‘local knowledge' that the groups may have extends beyond monument location
to incorporate the critical issue of inter-tidal safety.

The full range of safety issuesislisted in Appendix I.

PosT-FIELDWORK

Data recorded in the field are to be converted into ArcView shape files and used to
amend or create monument records in ExeGeslS. While data relating to each stretch
will be used to amend or add to the Stretch database.

It is anticipated that digital field datawill be archived to CD.

RESULTS

STRETCHESAND MONUMENTS

The character of the new monuments encountered during the survey comprised a
range of Maritime, Landscape, Findspot and Monument feature types throughout the
Stretches, and across a range of landscape types. Although monuments from the
Mesolithic to early twentieth century were represented, a greater proportion of new
monuments was discovered in more rural areas.

Brief details of the results from each stretch are as follows:

Greenhithe

The Greenhithe Stretch extends from the eastern edge of development around the
Dartford Crossing to the western edge of Swanscombe Marsh, marking the eastern
limit of the developed zone around Greenhithe (Figure 2). The most significant
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existing monument types in the narrow inter-tidal zone comprise wharves and jetties
(Figure 7), many of which served modern facilities. These included the Freightliner
Termina (WX18289) and Johnson's Wharf (WX18871). Other areas, such as
Littlebrook Power Station (KE15383) and Littlebrook Nature Park, which contained
numerous separate monuments, were inaccessible throughout this investigation.
Throughout the survey of this stretch access was restricted to public areas.

On site it was immediately apparent that many of the monuments recorded within
ExeGeslS were now under reclaimed-land. Examples include jetty (WX18293) and
medieval buildings (KE764), while a new industrial park now stands on the site of a
former drying shed (WX17407).

A total of two days were spent at Greenhithe. Overall the archaeological resource
within the accessed areas of the stretch may be described as Post-medieval and
predominantly maritime related.

Grain

This Stretch is topographically defined as running from the eastern edge of Y anlett
Creek to the middle of the channel at Saltpan Reach and the River Medway in the
south (Figure 3). Although access to the Grain foreshore was agreed with Crown
Estates, Medway Ports Authority and Lattice Property Holdings, access to areas
above the high water mark were limited to the vicinity of Public Footpaths as none of
the smaller land-owners had been contacted prior to this survey.

Access to the north of Grain was avoided due to the presence of a marked MOD
‘Danger Area’. To the south access was not permitted past Cockleshell Hard because
of the presence of wharves used by the oil refinery and container terminal. The
survey was therefore limited to eastern end of Grain, an area where the high water
mark was marked by modern armoured sea defences.

The main archaeological monuments encountered on east Grain comprised 19" and
20" century fortifications (KE3179) (Figure 7), 18" — 19" century batteries
(KE3181) and twentieth century defensive sites (WX19314). The remains of a
wooden sailing vessel (KE12840) was inspected near Cockleshell Hard and several
other vessels were seen but, due to tidal considerations, not recorded.

Two days were spent surveying on Grain. Overall the archaeological resource within
the accessed areas of the stretch was predominantly military and maritime in
character, and largely Post-medieval in date.

Queenborough / Upchurch

This Stretch encompassed an area from the eastern edge of Hamgreen Saltings to
West Minster (Figure 4). Access to the extensive foreshore and saltings in this
stretch was negotiated with the Medway Ports Authority and the Kent Wildfowling
and Conservation Society. This alowed for immediate access to the shoreward side
of Bedlams Bottom while Mr. Jackson of the UARG led Wessex Archaeology across
private land to investigate Hamgreen Saltings, north-east of the Upchurch peninsula.
The foreshore between Lower Halstow Wharf and Twinney Wharf was also
investigated, as thislay adjacent to a Public Footpath.
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5.1.11.

5.1.12.

5.1.13.

5.1.14.

5.1.15.

5.1.16.

5.1.17.

The main types of features at Bedlams Bottom comprised extensive evidence of
Romano-British salt workings (KE3020 and WX17622) to the south and a collection
of twenty unidentified vessels (e.g. WX19652 and KE14655). Access to these
monuments was via a Public Footpath.

The known archaeological site-types at Hamgreen Saltings (Figure 8) comprised
Romano-British findspots (WX17533 & KE3083) and four unidentified timber
vessels (KE14685 - KE14688). During his time on site, Mr. Jackson showed Wessex
Archaeology a selection of sites monitored by the UARG at Hamgreen Saltings and
produced a location map of all sites monitored by the group within the Medway
inter-tidal zone. These comprised two Romano-British salt-working sites that had not
previously identified during Phase | of the project. Extensive saltings and mud flats
were noted off Hamgreen but were not investigated.

The main types of monuments on the western side of Lower Halstow Wharf
comprised wharves (WX19618) and unidentified barges (eg. KE14642 and
WX18242). A preliminary study of the accessibility and stability of the saltings at
Twinney Saltings was also undertaken.

Five days were spent surveying at Queenborough / Upchurch. Overal the
archaeological resource within the accessed areas of the stretch was rich in
prehistoric sites (principally Bronze Age trackways), Roman sites (principally
salterns) and maritime remains.

Buttercrock Whar f

Buttercrock Wharf lies within Hoo Stretch; it is located to the south-east of Hoo St.
Werburgh, adjacent to Hoo Marina (Figure 5). The main types of features associated
with this monument comprised wharves (KE16653 & WX19142) and numerous
unidentified wrecks (Figure 8) (e.g. KE12951, KE12955 & WX17757). Further, a
single point marked the presence of Romano-British occupation (WX17304).

A total of three days was spent at Buttercrock. Overall the archaeological resource
within the vicinity of this monument was predominantly maritime, though significant
military and prehistoric remains were also present.

Statistical Analysis

As stated the principle limitation on the area covered by the walkover surveys was
access. Table 4 compares the total area of each stretch with the actual areas covered
during the survey. While table 5 presents the total number of new and updated
monument records entered for each stretch against the existing number of monument
records within each stretch.

Stretch name Stretch / Total areaof | Areacovered during | % of area
Monument number | Stretch (km?) survey (km?) covered
Greenhithe 60001 5.29 0.44 8.3 %
Grain 60008 24.32 0.21 0.86 %
Queenborough/ 60012 38.33 0.54 1.4%
Upchurch
Buttercrock Wharf WX17757 0.79 0.12 15.2%

Table 4. Total area surveyed in each Stretch
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5.1.18.

5.1.19.

5.2.
5.2.1.

5.2.2.

5.2.3.

524.

Stretch name Stretch / Existing monument New M onument
M onument number records records created
Greenhithe 60001 100 4
Grain 60008 225 5
Queenborough / 60012 541 24
Upchurch
Buttercrock Wharf WX17757 27 28

Table 5. Number of monument recordswithin in each Stretch

From the above tables it can be seen that with the exception of Buttercrock Wharf the
total area accessed was small in comparison with the total area of the stretch.
However the survey at Buttercrock, percentage wise the largest survey area produced
the largest percentage rise in monument numbers — more than doubling the existing
number of records with only 15% of the area surveyed. This provides some
indication of the quantity and type of monuments likely to be encountered in the
remainder of Phase ll.

Several additional sites were reconnoitred when tidal conditions did not allow access
to the stated survey areas. These included Queenborough Harbour, Horrid Hill and
Whitstable. At the latter site a member of the public had observed a wrecked vessel
that had only recently been uncovered on the beach, and notified KCC of its
presence. At the request of KCC the site was recorded as part of the Preliminary
Field Investigation

RECORDING SYSTEM

The digital recording system can be subdivided into field and office components.
Comments on the use, and misuse, of both elements of the system are presented
below.

Field Use

The basic methodology for the fieldwork element of the project was set out in the
Work Package Proposal (WA ref. 46563.01, September 2001), and in more detail in
the Project Design (WA ref. 46563. 02). Details of, and problems with its use are as
follows:

The physical characteristics of the GPS / Husky hardware were entirely satisfactory.
The Trimble Pro XR dGPS unit proved to be light and robust enough for continuous
daily use (Figure 6), and the battery charge was more than sufficient for one day’s
continuous use. Similarly the Husky fex21 Hand-held PC proved to be easy to use,
both in terms of the touch screen and typing functions, and small enough to not be an
encumbrance.

As for the software: there were initial problems with the speed of the GPS unit —
during the first week time was lost waiting for the Trimble to ‘catch-up’ with the
Husky. This was largely resolved by installing an upgrading to version 1.52 of
Firmware, which also had the advantage of improving the accuracy of collected
information. There is till a degree of lag between recording the first and second
points of a polygon, apparently a product of the interface between the GPS and the
database program in the Husky. Thisissue is discussed in more detail below.
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525.

5.2.6.

5.27.

5.2.8.

5.2.9.

5.2.10.

5.211

In the Husky, graphic data and the interface with the database records was managed
using FastMAP GI S Pro software. Essentially this program worked well — the touch
screen interface was easy to use and the speed of the zoom and scroll functions was
more than adequate. However the necessity and time taken to change jobs (e.g. from
Monument Point, to Monument Polygon, to Image, etc.) slowed down the recording
process. Given the nature of the program this issue is likely to remain, but
modifications to minimise its effect are currently being considered.

There was an initial concern that the unavailability of digital (vector) mapping for
use in FastMAP would impede navigation between sites in the field. However, a
hard copy of the stretch, showing all known sites, was found to be a suitable
aternative. Indeed, given the need to distribute the tasks between two surveyors this
method was positively advantageous.

Another problem with the version of FastMAP used is that it was unable to display
database information where more than one site occupied the same point. The
manufacturers were contacted with the result that a new version of the program has
been written, alowing for multiple points at a single location.

Existing database information on known points, and blank fields for new finds, were
stored in Wordpad text files that were linked to the job files in FastMAP. This
mechanism was, after the positional information generated by the GPS, the primary
means of recording used by the project. The jobs that were supported by this system
were as follows:

Monument Point records (mpnt.job),

Monument Polygon records (mply.job),

Image records (img.job),

Stretch records (strc.job),

Records of Areas Meriting Further Investigation (finv),

Records of Areas Requiring Further Management (mgmt),

Records of Areas of Erosion (eros).
The fieldwork raised several points regarding the use and layout of these database
files. Some of the main problems, and the main successes, of this project lay in the

identification (and resolution) of these issues. The main points, and solutions were as
follows:

Within each job there were severa fields, some of which were mandatory while
some were optional. In many fields the range of options available in the drop-down
menus was limited, which where it occurred in a mandatory field resulted in the need
to enter false information (the record could not be save unless the mandatory fields
were filled in). This may be solved by expanding the drop-down menus, inserting a
‘not known’ option and/or inserting an ‘other’ option — possibly with afield to allow
‘other’ to be defined.

It was not possible to fill in some fields on site (e.g. the ‘Term’ field which required
access to the RCHME Monument Term Thesaurus). With the result that it is
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5.2.12.

5.2.13.

5.2.14.

5.2.15.

5.2.16.

5.2.17.

5.2.18.

5.2.19.

questionable whether they should be included in the ‘on site’ database. By way of
contrast, some fields (e.g. one for ‘Period’) would have been useful. Indeed a Period
field with drop-down menu would have been easier to use in difficult site conditions
than the ‘From’ and ‘To’ date fields.

Having to change jobs, while remembering the ID number, to take a photograph was
irritating and time consuming, and as a result tended to reduce the number of
photographs taken. Making the photography a sub-field of the point and polygon jobs
may solvethis.

The main problem with the polygon job database was the point at which it was
introduced into the process of recording; i.e. after the first point of the polygon had
been logged. This caused the GPS to fall down — greatly prolonging the process of
‘drawing’ apolygon. The solution that is being investigated is to move this operation
to the end of the process so that it cuts in once the polygon has been drawn, and
serves to close the process.

Other points are that the Stretch job database was too general for the diversity of
environment encountered in any one stretch. Also the sheer number of jobs (see
6.1.24 above) serves to slow down the process to an unacceptable degree. The first
point has yet to be resolved, however one possible solution to the latter problem isto
use two husky PC’ s thus spitting the tasks more evenly between the two surveyors.

The application of the recording system in the field relating to specific monuments,
monument types and coastal environments revealed several issues with FastMAP and
the layout of tables created for use in FastMAP. All these issues are currently being
investigated and none would appear to present a barrier to the successful
implementation of this methodology.

Office Use

The aim of the project in so far as Office Support was concerned was to test pre-
fieldwork and post-fieldwork data-handling procedures. A number of issues were
raised during this process, in outline they are as follows:

Prior to the fieldwork, there was considerable difficulty in creating tables for use
within FastMAP. In response to this the manufacturers have been contacted and a
new ‘front end’ database generation program is currently being produced.

Problems were also encountered with the downloading of points and polygons
generated in FastMAP. This has been resolved by adopting an upgraded version of
the GIS Data Exchange (GDE) software.

The other main issue concerning the system is the incorporation of the data form the
field survey into ExeGeslS. The provisional nature of the data collected during the
Preliminary Field Investigation has meant that a full trial of this process has not yet
been undertaken. Issues that need to be addressed include the ability to differentiate
between new and old data, and decisions as to what to do with data that will not fit
into ExeGeslSin its current form.
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5.2.20. Theresolution of these issues requires afull data set that is not going to be subject to

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

6.5.

6.6.

6.7.

7.

changesin, for example, the layout of the database.

CONCLUSION

The Preliminary Field Investigation alowed for the management of practical,
technical and logistical aspects of the Phase |1 study on a small scale. As a result of
this study a number of changes are proposed, mostly to various technical aspects of
the project.

These centre on the need to restructure the database element of the recording system
in the light of what was learned in the field. This operation should be rendered much
easier once anew ‘front-end’ software package for FastM AP has been produced.

Most of the remaining unresolved issues concern the migration of the data from
FastMAP into ExeGeslS. As stated this requires a clean data set that will not be
subject to change, and as a result it is proposed that this task should be carried out
during a scheduled intermission in the Pilot study phase. This should not be a
problem, as tidal considerations will create natural breaks during al phases of
fieldwork.

Two main logistical issues were raised, both concerning different aspects of site
access. The most pressing issue concerns the negotiation of permission to access the
proposed survey area. This issue probably forms the largest potential barrier the
successful completion of the field survey element of RCZAS.

Alongside this is the need to make provision for the use of small boats and local
knowledge of the mud flats to enable some sites to be reached. This is particularly
important within the Medway where there are numerous islands, known to contain
significant archaeological resources.

In addition to these points the Preliminary Field Investigation highlighted the volume
of datathat may be collected during the full survey. At Queenborough / Upchurch 24
new sites were discovered in 1.4% of the total area of the stretch, and at Buttercrock
Wharf the total number of sites more than doubled within 15% of the area. Thisis
unlikely to be the case right along the North Kent Coast, but does serve to highlight
the scale of, and the potential impact that this study will have upon the Kent Sites
and Monuments Record.

Otherwise the preliminary field Investigation was a considerable success that
resolved more issues than it raised. It hoped that this document will facilitate the
refinement of the Project Design for the remainder of the Pilot Study, and the project
asawhole.
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APPENDIX I: FIELDWORK SAFETY

All work was carried out within the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974
and the Health and Safety Management Regulations 1992.

A generic Health and Safety Plan was compiled for each work package.
Additionally, a Risk Assessment was carried out for each Stretch prior to it
being surveyed. Where the survey did not cover a whole Stretch, a Risk
Assessment was carried out for each group of monuments. Risk A ssessments set
out safe working practices in respect of tides, exposure/exhaustion, biohazards
and ordnance.

Each dailly walkover was logged on a pro forma log sheet. The log sheet
included a checklist of safe working practices (including informing the
Coastguard), safety equipment and emergency procedures. The log sheet also
included a Risk Assessment specific to environmental conditions (including tide
times, weather forecast and ground conditions) on the day.

All staff were provided with adequate and suitable Personal Protective
Equipment (PPE), comprising footwear, over-trousers and jackets (Figure 6).

The Field Team comprised two archaeol ogists who remained in visual contact at
al times. Nominated field staff were qualified in First Aid at Work and Sea
Survival, and had considerable experience of working in coastal, intertidal and
marine conditions.

The Field Team was equipped with VHF radio, flares, first aid kit, throw lines
and other suitable emergency equipment.
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