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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Margate, a seaside town on the Isle of Thanet, was a small fishing village in the medieval period

but came to prominence in the eighteenth century when it became a fashionable sea-bathing

resort.  It was first known as St John’s because it was in the medieval parish of St John the

Baptist, but by the thirteenth century the coastal settlement in St John’s parish, which was to

develop into modern Margate, was already called Meregate.  Standing near the junction of the

A28 and A 254, it is 25km from Canterbury and 7km from Ramsgate.

This study aims to provide an evaluation of the archaeological and historical remains of the

settlement as a basis for informing decision-making in the planning process where

archaeological deposits may be affected by development proposals. The Kent County Sites

and Monuments Record (SMR) was checked for information relating to the study area (see

below) and provided 45 entries.  Margate is fairly typical of many small towns in England, in

that there has been little archaeological research either within the settlement or the area of

study.  Thus, this study is based on documentary evidence, secondary published sources and

analysis of the settlement’s topography.  The town is seen as historically significant because of

its built environment and its well-documented recent history as a fashionable eighteenth century

resort and nineteenth and twentieth century holiday centre.

1.2 Situation

Margate is situated on the north coast of the Isle of Thanet.  The earliest settlement was a fishing

village in the bottom of a valley leading towards the harbour; the later resort expanding up the

sides of two hills to the north and south (Figure 1).  Margate stands on a bed of upper chalk with

a band of marine and estuarine alluvium and head brickearth running along the valley bottom

(Figure 2).

1.2 Study area

The area selected for general study lies between TR 340690 and TR 370720.  More in-depth

study, focusing on the evolution of the settlement and its historical components, lies between

TR 35007050 and TR 36007150.

2. ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA
There have been a number of small-scale excavations within the area of the settlement from the

eighteenth century onwards. More recently a number of archaeological watching briefs and

evaluations have been undertaken before and during developments in the town.  The Sites and

Monuments Record (SMR) for the area records the following evidence.

2.1 Prehistoric

TR 36 NW 62 - Cropmarks of bronze age barrows have been identified at TR 346697 (Thanet

DC 1982, 5).

TR 36 NW 63 - Aerial photographs have revealed three complete ring ditches and the remnant

of a fourth, representing burial mounds and extended burials (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit

1988).

TR 36 NE 110 - Cropmarks of bronze age barrows have been identified at TR 351699 (Thanet

DC 1982, 5).
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TR 37 SE 5 - A polished stone axe was found c. 1m below ground level in 1940, at TR

36267099.

TR 37 SE 31 - The point of a bronze dagger, c .4cm long and 0.5cm wide, was discovered

during excavations at the ‘Dreamland’ development in 1923.  There is no record of other finds

in the area.

TR 37 SE 44 - A bronze flanged axe was discovered in 1966, at a depth of c. 20cm at TR

36857050 (Vilette and Wilson 1983, 50).

2.2 Late iron age/Romano-British

TR 36 NW 24 -.A pottery bottle and six Samian ware saucers were found in the valley of Dene

Chapel, Garlinge.  A lump of bronze from a crucible (not definitely Romano-British in date)

was found in Twenties Brickfield near Shottendane Farm c.1860, at TR 34636904, where two

glass vessels and a bronze bracelet were found between 1860 and 1865. 

TR 36 NE 25 - A Romano-British timber-framed building on flint foundations was found 1958-

1963 during excavations at Drapers Mill School, at TR 36266996, associated with third to

fourth century pottery and occupation debris.  It overlay a ditch containing second century

Romano-British pottery and imported wares. Further excavations 1980-1981 revealed a ditch

with Romano-British pottery under a rammed-chalk floor and chalk foundations of a fourteenth

or fifteenth century medieval building.  Roman pottery, the tooth of an extinct elephant and a

bronze age flint arrowhead were found in a corner of the playing field (Isle of Thanet Archaeol.

Unit 1988).

TR 36 NE 111 - Flint flakes and sherds of iron age pottery were found in a ditched enclosure at

TR 368699 (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

TR 37 SE 1 - A Romano-British cremation burial containing a black cinerary urn, a shallow

bowl with a curled-over rim, and the base of a small red vessel were found c.1894, at TR

35527127.  

TR 37 SE 3 - A Romano-British urn was found c.1800, at TR 35287072.  No further

information is available.

TR 37 SE 4 - Several graves cut into the chalk were found in 1791, at c. TR 35417062.  Grave-

goods included coins of Probus, Maximian, Helena and Pupienus and a sword and scabbard. A

small urn containing ashes was found under an adjacent house in 1792 (VCH III, 160).

TR 37 SE 7 - A fourth century lamp was found in 1899, at TR 36417028.

TR 37 SE 9 - Tivoli villa.  Flint walls, coloured frescoes, an iron window frame, hypocaust tiles,

nails, a razor and a first century bronze brooch were found during the construction of Tivoli

Park Avenue in 1924, when two kilns producing pottery between c. 500 BC to c. AD 400 were

also excavated nearby (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988). 

TR 37 SE 11 - The neck of a Romano-British flagon was found in 1956, at TR 36237076.



3

TR 37 SE 27 - A bronze/silver Gaulish coin was found c. 1875, at c. TR 359707.

TR 37 SE 42 - Roman urns, dishes and vases were found c. 1900, at TR 35417114.  

TR 37 SE 50 - Iron Age remains have been identified in the area centred on TR 355713 (Thanet

DC 1982).

TR 37 SE 68 - An iron age to Romano-British site was excavated in 1939 and the late 1980s,

with rescue excavations 1984-1985.  Iron age and early second century Romano-British pottery

was found (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

TR 37 SE 71 - Romano-British remains were found in 1925, at TR 363701 (Isle of Thanet

Archaeol. Unit 1988).

TR 37 SE 74 – Work behind the Charity School in 1791 revealed several graves cut into the

chalk, containing skeletons, pieces of a sword and scabbard, and coins of Probus and Maximian.

In 1792 a small Romano-British urn filled with ashes, but no calcined bones, was found in an

adjacent area (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

2.3 Saxon

TR 36 NW 23 – Nine graves were opened during road repairs in 1863, centred on TR

34966907, one was found in 1893 and a cemetery was excavated in 1923, at TR 34986913.  The

site is now under the Margate to Minster road.  The cemetery contained c. 20 graves, including a

child’s grave, a woman’s grave (with accessory vessel) and a girl’s grave (with accessory

vessel).  Only three other graves were found to contain grave goods, i.e. three spears, a key, a

knife and a buckle (Meaney 1964, 128. 

TR 37 SE 35 – Reputedly, many inhumation graves lying side by side and containing spears

were found in 1840 in Gas Alley.  Two human skeletons and an iron knife found in Gasworks

Yard were probably associated with them (Rowe 1923; Meaney 1964, 128).

TR 37 SE 36 - Numerous human bones, probably Saxon, have been found in the area centred on

TR 357710. 

2.4 Medieval

TR 37 SE 70 - Late medieval or sixteenth century foundations and a well were found in 1984, at

TR 35477112 (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

2.5 Undated/modern

TR 36 NW 11 - A denehole sunk into the chalk was discovered in 1956, at TR 34496995. It

comprised a shaft c. 1m in diameter and c. 5m deep, opening out into a sub-trefoil chamber at

the bottom. The shaft has since been filled in (Thanet DC 1982).

TR 36 NW 45 - Cropmarks of two ring ditches (TR 34366989 and TR 34416973), a sub-

circular enclosure (TR 34346975) and linear features have been identified from aerial

photographs.

TR 36 NW 47 - Cropmarks of a linear ditch with funnel entrance, a curvilinear enclosure

abutting the ditch, and a larger curvilinear enclosure, all centred on TR 34806987, have been



4

identified from aerial photographs. An ovoid enclosure has also been identified between TR

34736973 and TR 344697.

TR 36 NW 88 - A linear boundary and enclosure has been identified at TR 344696.

TR 36 NW 89 - An enclosure has been identified at TR 343694.

TR 36 NW 90 - Cropmarks of rectangular enclosures and pits have been identified, centred on

TR 345694.  Two bronze fragments, thought to be from a late bronze age hoard, were found

during fieldwalking on the site (Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

TR 36 NW 91 - A ring ditch has been identified at TR 348692.

TR 36 NW 26 - Four ring ditches have been identified centred on TR 343690.

TR 36 NE 74 - Cropmarks have been identified at TR 352694.

TR 36 NE 76 - A pit has been identified at TR 362693.

TR 36 NE 98 - A rectilinear feature has been identified at TR 359696.

TR 36 NE 99 - An enclosure and linear feature have been identified at TR 366696.

TR 36 NE 100 - Rectilinear enclosures and a tracer have been identified at TR 353694.

TR 36 NE 102 - An enclosure has been identified at TR 363693.

TR 36 NE 146-161 - Cropmarks of possible barrows have been identified from aerial

photographs. 

TR 36 NE 163 - A possible barrow has been identified at TR 367694.

TR 36 NE 164 - Cropmarks of a rectangular enclosure with internal features have been

identified at TR 35016930.  Chaff- and shell-tempered potsherds have been found on the site

(Isle of Thanet Archaeol. Unit 1988).

TR 36 NE 165 - A cropmark, possibly of an enclosure ditch, has been noticed in dry weather at

TR 35006995.  Human remains were found c. 1980.

TR 36 NE 193 - Linear cropmarks suggesting large enclosures have been identified from aerial

photographs. The features are centred on TR 360694, but are somewhat confused by a display of

periglacial markings. 

TR 37 SE 53 - Two ditches (or a ditch and a pit) were excavated in 1985, at TR 35507088. A

minute trace of bronze was found in the first ditch, but with no dating evidence.
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3 HISTORICAL RECORDS
3.1 Domesday Book

Margate is not recorded as a settlement in Domesday Book, but the village of Chislet c. 15km to

the south-west held land there.

3.2 Origin of place name

The place-name Meregate probably derives from mere ‘sea, lake or pool’ and gate ‘gap or

opening’.  It may mean ‘the gap where there are pools’ or ‘the opening to the sea’.  It can be

traced to its present form thus:

1254  Meregate 1258  Mergate
1293  Margate

4 HISTORICAL DATA BY PERIOD
4.1 Pre-urban evidence

4.1.1 The Romano-British period
A Roman villa, at least one other Romano-British building, and evidence for several

cemeteries have been discovered on the outskirts of Margate.  They indicate Roman activity

in the area, as would be expected given the importance of the Isle of Thanet in Roman times,

but there is no suggestion of a Roman precursor to the town.

 

4.1.2 The Saxon period
A pagan Saxon cemetery discovered c. 1km south-west of St John the Baptist church

indicates that there must have been an Anglo-Saxon settlement in the vicinity, and there may

have been another Saxon settlement nearer the coast where some inhumation graves were

found in the 1840s.  The church was founded before 1124, possibly before the Norman

Conquest, and a settlement may well have grown up around it, perhaps in the adjacent High

Street.  Such a settlement might have been the spur to the development of a coastal fishing

centre that was later to become Margate.

 

4.1.3 The medieval period
Margate originated as a small coastal settlement in the parish of St John the Baptist, the parish

church of which stood c. 1km inland.  Until the Dissolution the church was first a chapel and

then a dependency of St Mary’s Minster in Thanet.  It is mentioned in a chronicle compiled c.
1380 by Thorne, a monk of St Augustine’s Abbey, who recorded that in 1124 St Mary’s church

at Minster and its chapels of St John the Baptist (Margate), St Laurence (Ramsgate) and St

Peter’s (Broadstairs) were all assigned for the upkeep of St Augustine’s.  The same was

confirmed in 1182, and in 1237 St John’s acquired a perpetual chaplain.  The White Book of St.

Augustine, c. 1200, lists the church, and in 1291 it was valued at £5 6s. 8d. (Taxatio of Pope

Nicholas IV).  Sometime before 1407 the body of St Ymar was brought from Reculver, where

he had been a monk, and buried in St John’s, but there is no evidence that the translation

resulted in the church becoming a pilgrimage centre.  Both the church of St John and Margate

(shown as Mergate), linked by a trackway, are depicted on a map of Thanet drawn by Thomas

of Elmham c. 1414.  Despite its dependent status as a chapel of Minster, St John the Baptist

must have been a large and imposing church, for the twelfth century arcades in the present

structure indicate that the nave reached its full extent at that time.  The church was modified in

the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries to include a north-west tower.  At the visitation of
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Archbishop Warham in 1511 both the chancel, which seems to have been roofless, and the

churchyard wall were in need of repair.  A new parsonage was also to be built.

Little can be said of the settlement itself, although it must have been concentrated near the site

of the modern pier where traces of a silted harbour have been discovered.  Fishing was probably

its main economic support, although there may also have been some coastal trade.  It appears as

a non-corporate limb of Dover in the Cinque Ports’ Domesday of 1229, but there are few

surviving medieval records; in 1347, however, Margate provided fifteen boats for the siege of

Calais in its capacity as a Cinque Port limb.  In 1469 it contributed 20d. to the Cinque Ports

Purse (a benevolent fund); in 1521 its levy was 26s. 8d.  Margate sent a representative to the

annual meeting of the Brotherhood of the Cinque Ports at New Romney; for example, William

Haveioye attended in 1521 and Thomas Lyncoln in 1525.  Little else can be said about the

medieval settlement, other than that during the Peasants’ Revolt in 1381 there was a riot at

Margate, a protest against either the Archbishop of Canterbury who was a major landholder in

the area or against Minster in Thanet who held the manor comprising most of the parish of St

John’s.

4.2 Urban evidence

4.2.1 Pre-1700 settlement
Margate began its transformation from a fishing village in St John’s parish to a coastal port in

its own right during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  A pier and a breakwater

protected its harbour, it had its own ships (that is, people resident in the town owned ships

which sailed from Margate harbour), and as early as 1580 with Birchington and Broadstairs, it

was called upon to provide 374 foot-soldiers for the Crown.  By 1588 its population was c.

700.  

The early settlement was based on the harbour, with King Street running down to it.  The port

was connected to the parish church and the High Street, probably the focus of the original

parochial settlement, by a north-south road c. 1km long that came to be known as Cecil Street

and Churchfields.  As the population expanded the two settlements probably merged to form a

single unit, with the harbour to the north and the church, commercial centre and possibly market

in the High Street to the south. 

4.2.1.1 Markets and fairs

There was a market at Margate by 1631 but it seems to have had only a short life, as it was

defunct by 1680.  When active, it paid its monthly dues to Dover as its head port.  The fairs in

June and August, mentioned as being ‘still kept’ in 1776 but not by the 1790s, may also have

existed in the seventeenth century

4.2.1.2 The church

St John the Baptist remained the parish church of the expanding sixteenth and seventeenth

century coastal settlement.  The repairs to the church and churchyard which had been deemed

necessary in 1511 were presumably sufficient to maintain the structure, for there is no evidence

of rebuilding until the nineteenth century and some fine sixteenth and seventeenth century

monuments testify to there having been some wealthy members of the congregation.  In 1588

there were 500 communicants and the church was valued at £50; in 1640 there were still 500

communicants but the church had risen in value to £85. 
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4.2.1.3 The harbour

Margate’s harbour developed along a stretch of foreshore between rocky cliffs, and as it was

exposed to rough weather from the north-east it needed some form of protection.  A timber pier

for ships is mentioned in the reign of Henry VIII, but even then it was in a ruinous condition.  In

1615 harbour wardens were empowered to inspect and repair the pier, but their work is unlikely

to have been very effective, as they had to seek the consent of the inhabitants for any work

costing more than £5.  A plan of 1646 shows a wooden pier resembling the present structure in

shape and position, with a breakwater (the New Work) running northwards from the pier head.

By 1662 it was again reported as ruined and complaints were made to the Lord Warden of the

Cinque Ports.  It was asserted that the pier was maintained by harbour dues (droits) collected by

the harbour wardens, but by the time of the complaint there were no wardens to enforce

collection from ships’ masters who refused to pay.  The pier, the road connecting it to the town,

the sea wall and houses beside the coast were in constant danger from the sea during an

evidently very stormy period between 1650 and 1690, and by the latter date the estimated cost of

repairs was the enormous sum of £2,500.  Sufficient repairs seem to have been carried out to

keep the harbour functioning.

Despite the condition of its harbour, Margate seems to have flourished as a small port during the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  In 1566 there were 105 tons of shipping belonging to

Margate, and in 1629 this had increased to 418 tons.  At the same date it and Ramsgate together

had 110 seamen employed on their own vessels, and by 1701 the number of seamen had risen to

526.  By then Margate was second only to Ramsgate in its amount of tonnage in Kent, and they

both far exceeded the previously dominant Cinque Port of Sandwich.

The main reason for Margate’s success as a port in the sixteenth and, particularly seventeenth,

centuries was its position at the seaward end of the Thames estuary.  Cargo vessels gathered

there in comparatively sheltered waters until they set sail on what was mainly seasonal trade;

grain was shipped from Margate to London in enormous quantities, and coal and timber were

imported.  It also was the starting point for the shortest crossing to Holland, and many

aristocrats and members of the royal family set off from or landed at the port during the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.  Their opinions about the state of Margate have not been

recorded, but a slightly later description, ‘one dirty narrow lane, now called King Street, [was]

the principal street’, gives us some idea.

4.2.2 Post-1700 settlement
In 1736 Margate was still ‘a small fishing village, irregularly built, the houses generally old

and low’, but in the later eighteenth and nineteenth centuries Margate became a prosperous

and populous coastal town, with a very active business in waterborne freight, particularly

grain and malt, carried to London by sailing ships known as hoys, and passenger transport; it

also developed into a thriving seaside resort.  Activity was concentrated around the harbour,

and the original settlement around the parish church of St John the Baptist became little more

than a suburb of the new town.

4.2.2.1 Markets and fairs

The market was reconstituted in 1777, to be held weekly on Wednesdays and Saturdays in the

market place.  The area of the market is now a triangular space between New Street and King

Street but it may originally have filled the entire square bounded on the north by King Street, on

the south by New Street, on the east by Hawley Street and open to the harbour on the west.
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An annual July fair was held at Northdown, c. 2km south-east of the harbour. 

4.2.2.2 The church

As the emphasis of the town moved to the coast, the parish church of St John the Baptist proved

to be too far away to serve the needs of the growing population.  In 1823 the medieval church

was destined for demolition and rebuilding, but the congregation managed to thwart the plans

and St John’s remained as it was until 1875 when it was extensively restored.  In 1825-1829,

however, a new church dedicated to the Holy Trinity was constructed in the newly built Trinity

Square.  It has since been demolished although the square still bears its name.   

4.2.2.3 Other religious organisations

Other Anglican churches were built on the outskirts during the nineteenth and twentieth

centuries, for example St Paul in Northdown Road (1872-1873), Holy Trinity, Northdown

(1893) and All Saints, Westbrook (1894).  The Roman Catholic church of St Anne was  erected

in Eastern Esplanade in 1926.  Nonconformist chapels including those for Baptists, Methodists

and Congregationalists were also built.

4.2.2.4 The harbour

Throughout the eighteenth century the harbour was still protected by a timber pier, running from

east to west in a crescent shape.  There were also timber revetments against the cliffs and some

minor jetties.  At that stage the harbour was sufficient for ships of small burden, such as fishing

craft and hoys.  In 1723 there were complaints about the condition of the harbour, and the

levying of harbour dues was again in dispute.  An Act of Parliament in 1724 regularized the

system of charges on goods imported and exported, and from then onwards there seem to have

been no further complaints about the upkeep of the pier.  Storms in the 1750s and 1760s again

damaged ships at anchor and nearby houses, and in 1787 another Act was passed for its

rebuilding and improvement.  By 1799 the timber pier had been encased in stone and extended.

The great change in Margate’s fortunes, however, came when John Rennie designed and built a

completely new stone and concrete pier between 1810 and 1815.  It underwent minor

modifications in 1824 and still survives.  Droit House, for collecting the tolls, was built at the

landward end of the pier in 1812, and a lighthouse was added in 1854 but was destroyed in

1953; the present one reproduces the general form but not the details of the original. 

Although Margate was not recognised as an independent port by the seventeenth and eighteenth

century Customs Commissioners, it played an important role in the economy of the Isle of

Thanet.  Large quantities of Newcastle coal were imported throughout this period and malt,

wheat and barley were exported to other English ports, particularly London. The chief foreign

export was fish, and by 1732 wine, linen and fruit were being imported in return.  Foreign

contacts increased from the early nineteenth century onwards as packet-boats sailed regularly to

Boulogne and Ostend. 

Until 1815 sailing hoys were the most common vessel to be seen in Margate harbour.  They

were primarily freight vessels, but increasingly they carried passengers from London to the

incipient holiday resort (see below).  The holidaymakers either stayed in Margate or continued

their journey by coach to Ramsgate, which was also developing as a pleasure resort.  From 1815

packet steamers began to replace hoys as the principal means of transport from London.  They

were faster (the hoys could take anything from eight to 40 hours from London, depending on the

weather), more reliable, and greatly more comfortable than the sailing vessels, and were

instrumental in Margate’s success as a nineteenth century holiday resort.  
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4.2.2.5 The sea-bathing resort 

Margate was the first of the Thanet coastal towns to cater for visitors seeking the newly

fashionable sea bathing ‘cure’, promoted by the late eighteenth century medical profession as a

panacea for all ills.  By 1772 Margate already had a ‘summer season’ when it entertained

numerous visitors who came for the medicinal properties of the sea, and it already provided the

necessary establishments and services.  Its visitors could arrive from London by water, and this

became the favoured means of transport after the introduction of the steam packets, but they

could also be met off the coach at Canterbury and carried on to Margate overland.  By 1776 the

resort already had sea-water baths and bathing machines on its highly praised clean sand, Cecil

Square with its shops and fine paving in imitation of the streets of London, an Assembly Room.,

lodging houses and at least two taverns.  Hawley Square was begun a little later, with The

Theatre Royal built at its north-west corner in 1787.  When The Royal Sea Bathing Hospital

was opened in 1791, Margate had already been a resort of some repute for some 40 years. 

The nineteenth century saw the further provision of accommodation in the town, with hotels

along the sea front and fine terraces of private houses in Fort Hill and Fort Crescent on the cliffs

to the east of the harbour.  Trinity Square and Holy Trinity were laid out behind the sea front in

the north of the town.  By 1800 there was even a grotto to visit; it still survives on Grotto Hill.

Then began the division of the resort into the more ‘popular’ entertainment area west of the pier

and the more ‘select’ part to the east.  

The railway reached Margate in 1863 when the line was extended from Canterbury into Thanet,

but it was a long and circuitous route from London, and the steam packets maintained their

popularity throughout much of the century.  

4.2.3 The modern town
The modern town of Margate can trace its beginnings to 1857 when it was incorporated.  It then

acquired its own mayor, aldermen and council, and freed itself from the administrative

dominance of Dover.  Today, Margate is part of Thanet District which includes Birchington,

Cliftonville, Broadstairs and Ramsgate and has a total population of c. 127,000.  The coast is

almost entirely built up from Birchington in the west to Ramsgate in the south-east and it is

difficult to distinguish boundaries between the different settlements.  Most of the local

workforce still depends on hotel, distribution and catering trades but new business parks and

manufacturing industries are providing alternative forms of employment for Margate and

Thanet as a whole.

4.2.4 Population
The first population figures for Margate are recorded in the sixteenth century; in 1588 the parish

of St John the Baptist had c. 700 inhabitants.  By the time of the first national census in 1801

there were 4,766, and this figure had more than doubled to 10,099 in 1851.  It more than

doubled again during the next fifty years, with 12,734 in 1901.  Since 1961, when there were

45,739 inhabitants, the census figures have included the whole of Thanet so it is difficult to

make more recent comparisons.

5 URBAN CHARACTERISTICS
The following summary of Margate’s urban characteristics has been divided into before and

after 1700; they are therefore mainly post-medieval in date, although the parish church of St

John the Baptist is of medieval origin.  Figure 10 shows the plan components of the town,
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based both on the OS drawing of 1800 and the OS map of 1880, and Figure 9 shows the

historic buildings, some of which also appear in the urban features section below.

5.1 Pre-1700 Plan components and urban features (Figures 10 and 11)

Margate began as the coastal settlement of the medieval parish of St John the Baptist (PC1).

The town began to develop c. 1km north of the church, around the harbour (PC2) and pier

(PC3).  A market existed briefly, probably on the site of the later market place (PC4), and

tenement plots were laid out near it in King Street (PC5), and to the east and west (PC 6 and 7).  

PC1. The Parish Church of St John the Baptist and its churchyard. 

a) (MUF1) The parish church of St John the Baptist.  The church contains remains

from the twelfth to fourteenth century and the churchyard may have been

encroached upon by the High Street.

PC2. The Harbour.

PC3. The Pier.

a) (PMUF2) Site of the pier.  A wooden pier, in ruins in the sixteenth century,

was replaced by another in the seventeenth century, in much the same position

as the existing structure (Andrews 1953, 370). 

PC4. The Market Place.

a) (PMUF3) The Old Town Hall and Police Station. The northern portion dates

from the seventeenth century, although most of the structure is nineteenth

century. Now a museum (DoE 1973, 54).

PC5. Group of tenement plots fronting the north side of King Street.

a) (PMUF4) Tudor House, King Street.  A restored sixteenth century timber-framed

house of two storeys on a flint plinth. The interior has a plaster ceiling and a

frieze with repeated Prince of Wales feathers, attributed to after 1610 (DoE

1973, 48; Newman 1983, 387).

b) (PMUF5) A 29-31 King Street. Two-storey seventeenth century building with

later additions. Date stone 1683 (DoE 1973, 47).

c) (PMUF6) 15-19 King Street. A three-storeyed building, faced with knapped

flints with brick quoins and window dressings. The building is dated 1601, but

was considerably renovated or rebuilt in the nineteenth century (DoE 1973, 45).

PC6. Group of tenement plots fronting the east side of the market.

PC7. Group of tenement plots fronting the west side of the market.
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5.2 Post-1700 plan components and urban features (Figures 12 and 13)

Margate expanded rapidly after 1700, developing both as a port and a resort town.  The parish

church of St John the Baptist (PC1) was supplemented by Holy Trinity (PC22); the market place

may have been expanded and then infilled (PC5); the harbour (PC3) was provided with sea-

front hotels and other public buildings and extended to include The Parade (PC6); the pier

(PC4) was rebuilt in stone, and elegant squares  were laid out (PC9-10, 22).

PC1. The Parish Church of St John the Baptist and its churchyard.

a) (PPMUF1) The parish church of St John the Baptist.  The church was restored in

1875. 

PC2. Possible group of tenement plots fronting north east side of the High Street

PC3. The Harbour.

PC4. The Pier.

a) (PPMUF3) Stone and concrete pier, designed by John Rennie, built 1810-1815.

It consists of five sections forming a westward curve enclosing the harbour.  The

lighthouse reproduces the general form but not the details of the original of 1854

which was destroyed in 1953 (DoE 1973, facing page 67).

b) (PPMUF4) Droit House.  Single-storey, stuccoed and rusticated building,

constructed in 1812 but reconstructed after storm damage (DoE 1973, 77).

PC5. The Market Place.

PC6. Possible group of tenement plots west of the Market Place

a) (PMUF 16) Site of the Bathing Rooms (OS 1st edition, 25 inch).

PC7. Possible group of tenement plots east of the Market Place

a) (PPMUF5) The Old Town Hall and Police Station, encroaching on the market

place.  Mainly nineteenth century with attached cast-iron bus shelter, now coffee

shop (DoE 1973, 54).

PC8. Group of tenement plots fronting the north side of King Street

 a) (PPMUF6) The Parade Cinema, opened June 1911 (DoE 1973, 156).

PC9. Cecil Square, constructed 1769.

a) (PPMUF7) Cecil Square.  North and east sides survive, with a few structures

added in the nineteenth century (DoE 1973, 15-17; Newman 1983, 386).
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b) (PPMUF8) Cecil Square Baptist Chapel, fronting south side of New Street.

Built c. 1870, with two storeys, stock brick, slate roof (DoE 1973, 61).

c) (PPMUF9) Baptist Chapel Sunday School, fronting south side of New Street.

Built c.1870, matching the church but of one storey (DoE 1973, 61).

PC10. Hawley Square

a) (PPMUF10) Three sides of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century terraced

houses around a grassed square.  Most of the houses are of three or four storeys

plus basement (DoE 1973, 31-38; Newman 1983, 386).

PC11. Possible group of tenement plots north of junction of the High Street and Churchfields

PC12. Possible group of tenement plots west of the High Street

PC13. Possible group of tenement plots north of Mill Lane and east of the High Street

PC14. Possible group of tenement plots west of the High Street and north of Grosvenor Hill

PC15. Possible group of tenement plots south of Marine Drive

a) (PPMUF2) Site of the Royal York Hotel and Assembly Rooms, now Royal York

Mansions, The Parade (OS 1st edition, 25 inch). 

PC16. Possible group of tenement plots east of the High Street and north of Queen Street

PC17. Possible group of tenement plots north of New Street and south of Market Street

a) (PPMUF19) Hawley Street, India House. A small eighteenth century house with

a low elevation of one storey and semi-basement. Built in 1767 in brown brick

with red brick dressings, quoins and cornice, and castellations, reputedly an

imitation of a house in Calcutta (DoE 1973, 39; Newman 1983, 386).

PC18. Possible group of tenement plots north of Hawley Square

a) (PPMUF11) North side of square, former Holy Trinity Hall. Built in eighteenth

century style in 1896. Now Hawley Health Centre (DoE 1973, 31).

b) (PPMUF12) North side of square, former Methodist Chapel, built in the early

nineteenth century.  Stuccoed classical front with Gothic windows (DoE 1973,

32).

c) (PPMUF13) North-west corner of square, The Theatre Royal.  Built in 1786/7,

damaged by fire in 1829 and remodelled in 1879. The exterior is largely

nineteenth century with some eighteenth century elements. The interior is

ornately decorated in nineteenth century style (DoE 1973, 3-4).

PC19. Possible group of tenement plots south of King Street and east of Hawley Street
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PC20. Possible group of tenement plots north of King Street and east of Trinity Hill

PC21. Possible group of tenement plots east of Fort Hill

a) (PPMUF 20) Site of Congregational Chapel (OS 1st edition, 25 inch).

PC22. Trinity Square

a) (PPMUF 14) Site of Holy Trinity. Church, built 1825-1829, now demolished

(DoE 1973, 78-85).

b) (PPMUF15) North-west corner of Trinity Square, The Rose in June public

house.  Built in the mid-nineteenth century (DoE 1973, 82).

PC23. Possible group of tenement plots north of Fort Crescent

a) (PPMUF17) Fort Crescent. With Fort Hill, this marked the start of residential

development along the coast, built c. 1825-1830 (DoE 1973, 24-25). 

Not located in a plan component

(PPMUF18) Marine Terrace. A nineteenth century residential development (DoE 1973, local

list, 16).

6 THE POTENTIAL OF MARGATE
6.1 Archaeological resource overview

Very few archaeological investigations have so far been undertaken within the town and its

immediate surroundings; thus little is known about the extent of surviving archaeological sub-

surface deposits.  The rebuilding and growth of the town in the eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries probably led to widespread destruction of sub-surface archaeological deposits, but

some may have survived under domestic buildings and in those areas that have not been

cellared.  Should stratigraphy survive, it may be comparatively thin and not far below present

ground surface but if areas of intact sixteenth century or earlier stratigraphy can be located

they would help to establish the evolution and development of the town before its growth as a

resort.

6.2 Research questions

The purpose of this document is to develop policy for Margate’s urban archaeological

deposits, particularly the historic urban core.  There has been very little archaeological

investigation, and there is no archaeological evidence for the economic base of the port or

resort town.

6.3 Key areas for research 

The following need to be investigated:

6.3.1 The origins of Margate
� the nature, date and extent of the earliest settlement remains at Margate;



14

� evidence for a major iron age settlement in the Fort Hill area of Margate and its

connection with the harbour area;

� evidence for the Romano-British and Saxon use of the harbour area;

� the earliest remains which can be classed as urban or proto-urban.

6.3.2 Margate in the medieval period
� the origins and development of the parish church of St John the Baptist and its

churchyard;

� the development of the settlement around the church and the formation of the High Street;

� the origins and development of the fishing settlement at Meregate;
� evidence for early harbour structures;

� evidence for a road or trackway linking the settlement and harbour at Meregate with the

settlement around the parish church;

� evidence for the early fishing industry and the trading and commercial contacts of the

medieval villages; 

� evidence for an early market place.

 

 6.3.3 The 16th and 17th century coastal port of Margate
� evidence for the development of the settlement along the road linking the parish church

and the harbour area;

� evidence for the development of the harbour and associated facilities including for the

construction of the wooden pier and breakwater;

� evidence for the 17
th

 century market; 

� the economy of the town and its commercial and trading contacts, in particular evidence

for trade in grain, coal and timber;

� evidence for the passenger transport link with Holland.

 

 6.3.4 Margate post-1700
� the pattern of settlement and the relationship of individual plots to the settlement

framework;

� the origins and development of Margate as a seaside resort and location for the sea

bathing ‘cure’;

� the development of the harbour and its installations. In particular evidence for the

construction of John Rennie’s stone and concrete pier, the lighthouse and Droit House;

� evidence for the 18
th

 century market and its development;

� the nature, extent and chronology of occupation within the urban core;

� the form and character of individual properties;

� the economy of the town and its trading and commercial contacts;

� evidence for waterborne freight and passenger transport. 

6.3.5 General questions
� the evidence of artefactual remains in interpreting the town’s pre-urban and urban history;

� the palaeo-environmental history of the town.

The discovery and study of both structures and artefacts would illuminate these topics. Small-

scale archaeological sampling in individual properties in Margate may provide some answers

to specific questions.  Consideration should be given, however, to large-scale excavation over

a number of adjacent properties, which would provide a wider picture, if desktop assessment
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and field evaluation demonstrate the case.  The position and importance of Margate in the

hierarchy of Kent towns can only be solved through excavation, field survey and consultation

of historical documentation. 

7 REFERENCES
7.1 Main works consulted

Andrews, J. H. 1953 The Thanet Seaports, 1650-1750, Archaeol. Cantiana  LXVI,

37-44.

Chalklin, C. W. 1965 Seventeenth Century Kent. 

Cotton, C. 1902 The Church of St. John the Baptist, Margate, Archaeol.
Cantiana  XXV, 64-74.

Gibson, J. M. 1993 The 1566 survey of the Kent coast, Archaeol. Cantiana  CXII,

341-353.

Glover, J. 1992 The Place Names of Kent (2nd
 ed.). 

Hasted E. 1800 The History and Topographical Survey of the County of Kent X. 

Hull, F. (ed.) 1966 A Calendar of the White and Black Books of the Cinque Ports

1432-1955. Kent Records XIX.

Lewis, J. 1736 The History and Antiquities of the Isle of Tenet in Kent. 

Morgan, P. (ed.) 1983 Domesday Book Kent. 

Newman, J. 1983 Buildings of England: North-East and East Kent. 

Seymour, C. 1776 A New Topographical, Historical and Commercial Survey of
the Cities, Towns and Villages of the County of Kent. 

VCH III 1932 The Victoria History of the County of Kent. 

Wallenberg, J. K. 1931 Kentish Place-Names. 

Ward, G. 1933 The lists of Saxon churches in the Domesday Monachorum, and

the White Book of St Augustine, Archaeol. Cantiana  XLV, 60-

89.

Whyman, J. 1973 A Hanoverian watering place: Margate before the railway. In A.

Everitt (ed.), Perspectives in English Urban History, 138-160. 

Whyman, J. 1993 The Significance of the hoy to Margate’s early growth as a

seaside resort, Archaeol. Cantiana  CXI, 17-41.



16

Wood-Leigh, K. L.

(ed.)

1984 Kentish Visitations of Archbishop Warham and his Deputies
1511-1512. Kent Records XXIV

7.2 References for SMR and urban features

Andrews, J. H. 1953 The Thanet Seaports, 1650-1750, Archaeol. Cantiana  LXVI,

37-44.

DoE 1973 List of Buildings of Special Architectural or Historic Interest -
Borough of Margate.

Isle of Thanet

Archaeol. Unit

1988 Sites and Monuments Archive.

Meaney, A. 1964 A Gazetteer of Early Anglo-Saxon Burial Sites. 

Newman, J. 1983 Buildings of England: North-East and East Kent. 

OS **** Ordnance Survey Maps.

Rowe, A. 1923 Isle of Thanet Gazetteer

Thanet DC 1982 Thanet’s Archaeological Heritage.

VCH III 1932 The Victoria History of the County of Kent. London.

Vilette, J. and

Willson, J.

1983 A bronze axe from Margate, Kent Archaeol. Rev. 73, 50-51.















Figure 4. Ordnance Surveyor’s field drawing for 1
st
 Edition OS map, c.1800
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 APPENDIX I: KENT AND MEDWAY STRUCTURE PLAN – MAPPING

OUT THE FUTURE: DRAFT SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING
GUIDANCE (SPG 3)  ON ARCHAEOLOGY IN HISTORIC TOWNS

1. Introduction

1.1 The Extensive Urban Archaeological Survey, undertaken by Kent County Council,

assesses the archaeological potential of the historic towns in Kent and Medway, particularly

in relation to potential impacts from development. It constitutes draft supplementary planning

guidance (as revised following consultation). Following adoption of the Kent and Medway

Structure Plan (KMSP) (anticipated in late 2005) this draft guidance will be taken forward as

Supplementary Planning Guidance to KMSP Policy QL8 [Archaeological Sites] which sets

out the requirements for the conservation and management of archaeological sites and finds.

The draft KMSP and the draft supplementary guidance on archaeology (SPG3) were subject

to full public consultation in late 2003. The draft supplementary planning guidance has been

revised in the light of the responses received to that consultation. Policy QL8 is also the

subject of a Proposed Change put forward in 2004 prior to the Structure Plan Examination in

Public.  

Policy QL8: Archaeological Sites

The archaeological and historic integrity of scheduled ancient monuments and

other important archaeological sites, together with their settings, will be protected

and, where possible, enhanced. Development which would adversely affect them

will not normally be permitted.

Where important or potentially important archaeological remains may exist,

developers will be required to arrange for archaeological assessment and/or field

evaluation to be carried out in advance of the determination of planning

applications.

Where the case for development affecting an archaeological site is accepted, the

archaeological remains should be preserved in situ. Where preservation in situ

is not possible or justified, appropriate provision for preservation by record

will be required.

  Source : Kent and Medway Structure Plan:Deposit Plan September 2003 as amended by

Propsed Pre – Examination in Public Changes: June 2004   

1.2 Precisely defining what is a town is not straightforward; for the purposes of this study,

places that can be seen historically to have fulfilled roles as central places socially and

economically, and perhaps with a market, have been included. Inevitably the distinction

between village and town is not always clear. The Extensive Urban Archaeological Survey

includes some medieval towns that are no longer of urban character and extends to towns

which developed in the eighteenth century. Roman towns that now only survive as buried

remains in a rural context are not included. The Guidance is concerned with the impact of

development on archaeological remains within towns rather than sites in the surrounding

countryside. In particular it seeks to raise awareness of areas of archaeological importance
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within a town, provide more accurate information on the extent of these areas and establish a

consistent approach towards dealing with the impact of development proposals across Kent

and Medway
1
. Canterbury and Dover have not been included in the Extensive Urban

Archaeological Survey, as a more detailed Urban Archaeological Database is being developed

for Canterbury and one is proposed for Dover.

1.3 The Guidance is aimed at local planning authorities, developers and their advisers. It

may also be of interest to landowners, householders and local historical groups.  Pending

adoption of the Kent and Medway Structure Plan, this Guidance amplifies Policy ENV18 of

the adopted Kent Structure Plan 1996. Local Planning Authorities are encouraged to take the

guidance into account in the preparation of their Local Plans/ Development Plan Documents

and site specific Supplementary Planning Documents. The Guidance does not apply outside

the identified urban areas and should be read alongside existing Local Plan policies on

archaeology. The Guidance has been issued both as a Kent and Medway edition containing

maps for all the settlements to which it applies and a district edition containing maps only for

those settlements falling in the respective district area. There is no difference in the wording

or application of the Guidance in either edition.

2. SPG Background

2.1 Kent’s historic towns, some of which have been occupied since Roman times or even

earlier, contain a wealth of evidence of past ways of life. This may take the form of buried

archaeological deposits, standing buildings or structures, such as castles or town walls, or the

present street patterns which may reflect past urban forms. At the same time, our towns need

to develop as thriving communities. The Guidance aims to reduce conflict between the need

for development and the need to preserve important archaeological remains, through the

preparation of an ongoing and integrated strategy for conserving the urban archaeological

resource.

2.2 The Government’s policy on archaeological remains is set out in PPG16: Archaeology

and Planning. It states (para. 6) that:

‘Archaeological remains should be seen as a finite and non-renewable resource, in many
cases highly fragile and vulnerable to damage and destruction. Appropriate management is
therefore essential to ensure they survive in good condition. In particular, care must be taken
to ensure that archaeological remains are not needlessly or thoughtlessly destroyed. They
can contain irreplaceable information about our past and the potential for an increase in
future knowledge. They are part of our sense of national identity and are valuable both for
their own sake and for their role in education, leisure and tourism.’

2.3 Archaeological remains are not always buried below ground and in many cases

historic buildings within a town will contain important archaeological information,

irrespective of whether they are Listed Buildings or not. Indeed, as noted in PPG15 (para.

2.15):

                                                
1
 Please note that Kent County Council provides an archaeological service for the Medway area on behalf

of Medway Council.
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‘Some historic buildings are scheduled ancient monuments, and many which are not
scheduled are of intrinsic archaeological interest or stand on ground which contains`
archaeological remains.’

2.4 The means by which provision for archaeological preservation or recording is secured

is also discussed in PPG16. In the event that archaeological work may be required prior to a

planning decision being taken (para  21 ):

`it is reasonable for the planning authority to request the prospective developer to arrange
for an archaeological field evaluation to be carried out before any decision on the planning
application is taken.’

If the planning authority is willing to grant planning permission but requires that preservation

in-situ or archaeological recording take place (para 30):

`it is open to them to do so by the use of a negative condition i.e. a condition prohibiting the
carrying out of development until such time as works or other action, e.g. an excavation, have
been carried out by a third party. ‘

3. Urban Archaeological Zones and Guidance

3.1 The Guidance relates to 46 towns in Kent and Medway as listed in Section 9. A plan has

been produced for each town (for Margate here Figure 14) providing archaeological response

zones based on the known importance of archaeological deposits in that town, which again

derives from the Extensive Urban Archaeological Survey. The boundaries of these zones are

related to the possible extent of archaeological deposits rather than modern boundaries. Key

documents in assessing the archaeological potential of Kent’s towns are the Ordnance

Surveyors’ Field Drawings of c. 1800 (held by the British Library). These provide consistent,

fairly detailed cartography of the various towns before the population explosion of the 19
th

century. While they do not map the extent and layout of the towns in the medieval period, they

nonetheless provide a useful baseline for assessing the extent and layout of the towns in the

Middle Ages. In the case of applications for Listed Building Consent or where the building is

historic in character, and where the proposal impacts on the historic fabric, then the Local

Planning Authority will need to consider whether or not to consult the County Archaeologist in

respect of  considerations of archaeology or industrial archaeology.  Similarly, developers

considering proposals in these areas are encouraged to consult the County Archaeologist at an

early stage in the design process. Four types of Urban Archaeological Zone have been

identified although they will not necessarily be present in all the towns. The zones indicate:

Zone 1 – Areas of known national importance;

Zone 2 – Areas of known archaeological potential where clarification of the nature of this

potential is required;

Zone 3 – Areas where archaeological potential is thought to be lower; and

Zone 4 – Areas in which archaeological remains have been completely removed.

Further information detailing the state of knowledge of the archaeology of each of these towns

including analysis of their topography and historical development is available in the form of an
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Assessment Report. These reports can be purchased from the County Archaeologist (see section

7 for contact details).

3.2 Zone 1 identifies, as suggested in PPG16 (para 16), archaeological remains of known

national importance, and comprises both Scheduled Monuments and unscheduled remains.

PPG16 (para 8) states that:

‘Where nationally important archaeological remains, whether scheduled or not, and their
settings, are affected by proposed development there should be a presumption in favour of their
physical preservation.’

3.3 Scheduled Monuments (formerly known as Scheduled Ancient Monuments) are

protected under Part 1 of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979, and

prior consent from the Secretary of State is required for all works affecting such monuments,

whether or not those works require planning permission. Local planning authorities should

secure, through the development control process, the protection of nationally important

remains that are not scheduled.

3.4 Development proposals within Zone 1 that are likely to affect nationally important

archaeological remains whether scheduled or not, should include a detailed archaeological

assessment of the remains and a mitigation strategy setting out how the remains will be

protected. Buildings and foundations may need to be designed and/or located to allow

preservation of archaeological remains. Such considerations should be addressed at an early

stage in the design process, if possible before a planning application is actually submitted, in

order to avoid unnecessary costs.

3.5 The archaeological and historic integrity of sites within Zone 1, together with their

settings, should be protected and where possible enhanced. Where development would

adversely affect them permission will normally be refused.

3.6 Where permission is granted, conditions will normally be applied, or agreements

entered into, to ensure that any necessary mitigation strategy is implemented. Applications for

planning permission and other consents that affect the fabric of historic buildings, or other

historic structures or earthworks, and/or that disturb the ground, should be accompanied by

the following:

i.) a detailed report on the character and extent of any archaeological remains likely to be

affected; and

ii.) a mitigation strategy detailing how any possible archaeological impacts would be

avoided.

3.7 Zone 2 contains archaeological remains, some of which may be of national

importance but whose precise extent, quality or level of importance is currently not clear, and

where clarification of potential is required. Early consultation with the local planning

authority, preferably prior to the submission of a planning application, will enable the

implications of the proposals to be assessed, the appropriate course of action identified, and

expensive redesign costs avoided.
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3.8 The archaeological and historic integrity of sites within Zone 2, together with their

settings, should be protected and where possible enhanced. Further information will be

needed in this respect before informed decisions can be made. Therefore development

proposals within Zone 2 that affect the historic fabric of buildings, or other historic structures

or earthworks, and/or that disturb the ground, should be accompanied by a detailed report on

the character and extent of any archaeological remains likely to be affected. Field evaluation

may need to be carried out and the results made available prior to the determination of a

planning application.

3.9 If significant archaeological remains are found to be affected by the proposals,

preservation in situ of the remains will normally be sought. In some cases the need to

preserve important archaeological remains may result in planning permission having to be

refused. If permission is granted, a mitigation strategy detailing how preservation in situ is to

be achieved should be submitted to and agreed with the local planning authority. Where

preservation in situ is not justified appropriate provision for archaeological investigation,

recording, analysis, publication and archiving will be required, in accordance with a written

specification and timetable to be agreed with the local planning authority. Conditions will

normally be applied to permissions or agreements sought to implement the mitigation strategy

or programme of archaeological work.

3.10 Zone 3 contains archaeological remains which on current evidence are of lesser

importance. Development proposals within Zone 3 that affect the historic fabric of buildings,

or other historic structures or earthworks, and/or that will disturb the ground should include

provision for archaeological investigation, generally in the form of monitoring and/or

borehole investigation, and the recording of finds and information of archaeological interest.

If extensive or particularly important archaeological remains are unexpectedly encountered

during the development process, there may be a need to arrange for their physical

preservation and/or a more detailed programme of archaeological investigation and recording.

Where permission is granted, conditions will normally be applied or agreements sought to

implement the archaeological work.

3.11 Zone 4 comprises areas where archaeological remains are known already to have been

entirely removed by previous development, or other activity, including archaeological

excavation. This Zone is only defined on the plan where it lies within the study area. 

4. Outside the Urban Archaeological Zoned Area

4.1 Archaeological remains may be known or thought likely to exist outside the areas

covered by the Extensive Urban Archaeological Survey and the Urban Archaeological Zones.

Developers considering proposals in these areas are encouraged to consult the County

Archaeologist at an early stage in the design process.

5. Updating of the Urban Archaeological Zones

5.1 As new archaeological and historical information concerning the historic towns

becomes available, it may be necessary for the County Archaeologist in conjunction with the

Local Planning Authority to revise the boundaries of the Urban Archaeological Zones.  
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6. Glossary of Terms

Scheduled Monument

Under the Ancient Monument and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 the Secretary of State has a

duty to compile and maintain a schedule of monuments, such monuments having statutory

protection. Monuments on the schedule are by definition of national importance and the

appropriateness of addition to the list is assessed against a set of criteria as set out in PPG16

Annex 4.

PPG15

Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning and the Historic Environment (Department of the

Environment and the Department of National Heritage 1994)

PPG16

Planning Policy Guidance 16: Archaeology and Planning (Department of the Environment

1990)

NB PPG15 and PPG16 are currently being revised and consolidated into a new Planning

Policy Statement for the Historic Environment – PPS15

Assessment

This is normally a desk based activity bringing together all known evidence relating to the

importance or potential of a given site or area.

Evaluation

This is normally supplementary work undertaken in the field (either non-intrusive such as

fieldwalking or geophysical survey, or intrusive such as boreholing or trial trenching) to

obtain further information on the character, extent, date and potential of a given site or area.

Mitigation

Archaeological mitigation aims to minimise the effects of proposed development and

normally consists of either preservation in situ of the archaeological remains, and/or

archaeological investigation, recording, publication and archiving, where preservation is not

justified or possible.

7. Useful Addresses and Contacts

County Archaeologist

Heritage Conservation Group

Kent County Council

Invicta House

County Hall

Maidstone

Kent

ME14 1XX

Tel: 01622-221541

English Heritage

Eastgate Court

195-205 High Street
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Guildford

GU1 3EH

Tel: 01483 252038

8. List of Settlements to which draft SPG3 Applies

Appledore

Ashford

Charing

Chatham

Chilham

Cranbrook

Dartford

Deal

Edenbridge

Elham

Faversham

Folkestone

Fordwich

Gillingham

Goudhurst

Gravesend

Headcorn

Hythe

Ightham

Lenham

Lydd

Maidstone

Marden

Margate

Milton Regis

Minster in Thanet

New Romney

Northfleet

Queenborough

Ramsgate

Rochester

Sandwich

Sevenoaks

Sheerness

Sittingbourne

Smarden

Tenterden

Tonbridge

Tunbridge Wells

West Malling

Westerham

Whitstable

Wingham



24

Wrotham

Wye

Yalding




