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Using a project design, preferably from a completed project with which you have had direct 

involvement, critically assess the extent to which the design successfully delivered a 

contextualised research design, appropriate methodology, effective project management and 

communication within and beyond the project team, and a suitable outcome in terms of 

publication and archive.   

 

A planning application was made in October 2020 to Canterbury City Council under the planning 

application number (CA/17/02907) by Bellway Homes Ltd to develop land for 450 houses and 

facilities on a site south of the city Canterbury in the region of Herne Bay, Greenhill Road, Kent. 

Unfortunately, due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the development has taken longer than usual to 

progress through the planning process. The land comprising of approximately 22 ha centred at grid 

reference TR16001 66336, has been in continuous use as agricultural land with a scattering of 

farmsteads as far back as map progression can identify from the 1769 Andrews, Dury & Herbert Map 

of Kent (Andrews et al. 1769). The underlying geology of the land is a mixture of heavy London Clay 

to the West of the site and smaller proportions of lighter Brick Earth to the East (British Geological 

Survey, 2022). The developer commissioned a heritage consultancy firm called RPS to conduct the 

initial desk-based assessment to evaluate the potential of archaeology in the designated area; this 

was a requirement stipulated by policies HE11 and HE12 of the Canterbury District local plan 2017 

(Canterbury City Council, 2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2021). In 

essence, planning consent for the development could only go forward with an appropriate level of 

evaluation, exploration, and possible excavation of the in-situ archaeology on the site, with the 

objective of assessment, analysis, publication, and conservation of the recovered heritage. 

The following assignment will examine how effective the project management and communication 

within and beyond the project team has progressed from the initial desk-based assessment by the 

heritage consultant (RPS, 2021), and the subsequent tender for the exploration work to Pre-

Construct Archaeology Ltd (PCA) in producing the Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) in March of 

2021 (Pre-Construct Archaeology, 2021) and the 25 days evaluation project in November 2021, 

outcomes published in the January 2022 project report (Pre-Construct Archaeology, 2022). I have 

been working as a field operative on this site from the beginning of the excavation in February 2022. 

which has enabled some additional incite of the project’s para-data. The entire excavation is due to 

be finished by the end of May 2022. 

The first critical point regarding the overall outcome of the November evaluation project is a conflict 
of interests between the developer, agent, and the archaeology contractor. It has been made clear 
from discussions with the PCA project management team and senior archaeologists conducting 
evaluation work that the developer Bellway Homes is not interested in the archaeology of this site 
and has subsequently used a commissioning agent to mitigate what they see as an obstacle to the 
housebuilding timetable delayed by the pandemic. Subsequently, there has been significant pressure 
to evaluate the underlying archaeology as quickly as possible to keep within the developer’s 
rescheduled timetable. 

Part of the problem with the November evaluation project was the data utilised in the initial project 
start-up stage to produce the PCA written scheme of investigation. Limited information was 
communicated from the desk-based assessment, not being comprehensive in its conclusion of late 



Iron Age/early Roman archaeology on the site, only indicating a moderate potential which could 
have been impacted from intensive ploughing and unclear evidence that the land might have been 
partly developed in the early 20th Century. However, this does not match up with subsequent road 
maps of the area post-1906 (Appendix.1).  

The guidelines set out by CIFA (CIFA, 2014) on desk-based assessments do, however, stipulate 

making an initial assessment based upon the available written records and minimal fieldwork visits, 

which the agent duly undertook. The sources that were consulted within the initial desk-based 

assessment were, however, weighted towards using Kents HER data, which is limited in terms of the 

immediate localised area (1.5 km radius), in addition to systemic problems of fragmentation, 

interoperability, and accessibility of using HER data within England (Illsley, 2019). The bibliographic 

sources listed do indicate some review with both published and unpublished grey literature from the 

locality, but no emphasis was used to contextualise the potential of late Iron Age / early Roman 

archaeology. Perhaps disturbingly, the desk-based assessment also omits two key grey literature 

reports that indicate significant clusters of late Iron Age / early Roman archaeology discovered in 

developments constructed post-1990s, namely the nearby Thanet Way project (A2290) to the 

immediate south of the site (Parfitt. et al,  2016) and Herne Bay High School to the north-east 

(Hounsell. et al,  2001). It should also be noted that the site is located 4 km south of the city of 

Canterbury and less than 2 km north/east from Reculver Roman Fort on the Kent coast. The desk-

based assessment was overly conservative in perspective, which had a negative re-percussive effect 

on the subsequent evaluation project regarding the limited allocation of human, material, and time 

resources.   

The evaluation project design by PCA, covered by the Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) does 

not indicate a re-interpretation of the findings from the RPS desk-based assessment. Subsequent 

geophysical data gathered in the later part of 2021 did discover a significant anomaly in the middle 

of the site, which warranted further investigation as a potential Late Iron Age / Early Roman 

structure of unknown purpose. This could also be partly discerned from the 1946 aerial photography 

of the land (Appendix 2). Nevertheless, the WSI did not factor in the potential risk for a greater 

volume of resources needed to complete the November evaluation project, as the current project 

manager has opined that geophysical evidence cannot always be relied upon for the identification of 

anomalies due to the degradation of geophysical data from background noise (Schmidt. et al, 2020). 

However, Section 1.8 of the WSI indicates that the works undertaken in the WSI are in accordance 

with MoRPHE guidelines 2015 and CIFA, therefore it could be conversely argued that the risk they 

would find more archaeological features should have been factored into the evaluation project 

design from the beginning. This does not appear to be the case and can perhaps be attributed to 

several factors, such as downward pressure from the agent to accept an essential evaluation in the 

quickest timeframe. However, perhaps more critically, PCA is an archaeological contractor that 

undertakes most of its work in central London’s riverine environment and is less professionally 

familiar with projects in East Kent. If a local archaeological contractor such as Canterbury 

Archaeological Trust (CAT, 2022) had been involved in the project design, then maybe there could 

have been a comprehensive understanding of the problematic geological conditions of the localised 

clay formation and, more importantly, a detailed understanding of the local archaeology and grey 

literature. CAT has been digging and publishing in the locality for more than forty years.    

The PCA WSI is an imprecise template that ticks all the boxes regarding any general archaeological 

evaluation in terms of sampling strategy or recording of finds. However, it lacks any authentic detail 

of purpose, which is extremely important as this is a significant endeavour in terms of both human 

and material resources over a sustained period. Section 4 of the WSI does not give any indication of 



the regional research framework (SERF, 2022) or a thematic research framework; instead, it just 

gives a generalised set of bullet points with no specific research questions relating to what we know 

of the early Roman British period and what we would hope to discover from the evaluation. To a 

certain extent, yes, it can be argued that a WSI is for an initial exploration of a specified land area, 

and it would be challenging to develop extensive research questions. However, the published 

January 2022 post exploration report (Section 10 to 11) continues to use only these most basic 

research questions from the WSI. It does not seek to contextualise or build upon significant findings 

into the bigger picture of regional or thematic frameworks. There is no justification for the 

subsequent 2022 excavation. This could have been because the evaluation was an enormous 

amount of work, with a rushed post evaluation report actioned by only one senior archaeologist. 

From subsequent discussions with the archaeologist, it was relayed that he did not expect to find 

much archaeology as it was a rural site, and when the archaeology was revealed, it was an intensive 

amount of work to record all the archaeology in the small, allocated period. Although the evaluation 

work was completed on time, the project design almost failed as the project manager did not factor 

in this risk during the WSI, based on RPS data collection.    

The current excavation is still uncovering more evidence of large structures not identified from 

either the geophysics or the sampled 127 exploration trenches. The current thinking is that the 

Greenhill Herne Bay site is an early Roman settlement with multiple large buildings of occupation 

located near one of the first points of entry for the Roman invasion of Britain and could perhaps 

have been the first significant point of contact between late iron age Britons and Romans. However, 

the evaluation results, which has gathered significant data on recovered potsherds and cremations, 

never really explored the important broader connotations of these findings into any of the research 

frameworks, synthesising our existing knowledge base of early Romano British contact. However, 

this could be because, after the evaluation, PCA realised that this is an important site that could 

produce a published monograph post-excavation, which will emphasise contextualised background 

research.       

In terms of reporting and publication, the PCA project team did make reasonable allowances for 

communicating the results between the archaeological consultants, County archaeologists, and Local 

Planning authorities to produce a specified evaluation report structure in the required timeframe. 

The appendix of the evaluation report also details both OASIS and the Kent Historic Environmental 

Records, allowing generous descriptions of the work undertaken in the 2021 evaluation work 

(Appendix 3). Initial archiving of the recovered evaluation material and drawing, photographed, 

digital and written records will be held at PCAs headquarters in Brockley South London and then re-

distributed to Canterbury Museums & Galleries under the project code KGRH21. 

Communication across project teams has been the most significant problem in project design. At the 

beginning of the project, the initial drivers were never really developed beyond the initial desk-

based assessment. This was perhaps motivated by the agent's commercial objectives, using the local 

HER's limited resources and not taking a panoramic view of available literature in the regional area. 

However, the author of the WSI project design should have used the desk-based assessment in 

conjunction with independent research to inform the design process of the evaluation project; 

instead of assuming that there might be a moderate chance of uncovering some Roman archaeology 

as indicated in the RPS report. The independent geophysics report should have flagged the risk that 

a more aggressive sampling methodology was needed over a sustained period and used more than 

one archaeologist to conduct the fieldwork. This is evident as, initially, 104 trial trenches were 

planned, but this had to be increased to 127 trial trenches during the evaluation due to the volume 

of unexpected finds from the British Roman period.     



There is a systemic problem in managing commercial archaeology projects, which needs to be re-

balanced in future planning legislation to offer the best protection for our heritage. Land developers 

are using agents to mitigate the risks; as a result, smaller localised commercial archaeology units 

that have a better understanding of the lay of the land become out bided in the tendering process 

by larger national contractors with more financial resources, yet fewer resources in localised 

knowledge. This has been the problem with the current excavation post-February 2022, as more 

topsoil has been removed from the site; we are discovering a threefold volume in Archeoloelgy and, 

unfortunately, have a disappearing three-month window to record and rescue the heritage before it 

is lost. There is a significant due diligence problem with using agents to mitigate risk and not inviting 

archaeologists into the evaluation process who have an intimate knowledge of a localised area. Until 

planning legislation can rebalance these differences, most project designs in the heritage sector will 

have a failing bias from the start, favouring the polluter at the expense of our shared heritage. 
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Appendices:  

Appendix 1:  

 

• 1906 Ordinance Survey map showed the planed works on the site.  



 

• 1938 Ordinance Survey map gives no indication that the development went ahead.  

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 2:   

 

 

• 1946 Aerial Photography of the site shows the outline of a structure in the area where the 

2021 geophysics picked up the anomaly.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 3: OASIS and the Kent Historic Environmental Records.  

 

 



 

 



  



 



 



 


