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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background

Folkestone is a port and former resort town on the east coast of Kent, with Saxon ecclesiastical

roots and a medieval market.  It lies c. 10km south-west of Dover, c. 7km east of Hythe and c.
23km south of Canterbury.  In the Middle Ages it was at the east end of one of the branches of

the Pilgrim’s Way. 

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 a total of 42 entries were recorded, of which 10 related to post-medieval structures.

Folkestone is fairly typical of many small medieval towns in England, in that there has been,

as yet, no significant archaeological research within the settlement.  Thus much of this study

is based on documentary evidence, secondary published sources and analysis of the

settlement’s topography.

1.2 Situation

Folkestone is situated on the Channel coast, south-west of Dover.  The old centre of the town

stands on the western side of a valley leading down to the harbour, with more recent

development facing it on the eastern slope (Figure 1).  Geologically, the old town lies on

Folkestone beds, with outcrops of gault to the north and south, and head brickearth to the south

(Figure 2). There is also a deposit of storm gravel along the beach.  The coast has always been

liable to erosion by the sea, which greatly affected the settlement before the shoreline was

consolidated when the harbour was built in the nineteenth century.

1.3 Study Area

The area selected for general study lies between TR 21003500 and TR 25003800.  More in-

depth study, focusing on the evolution of the settlement and its historic components, is centred

on the Old High Street between TR 22503550 and TR 23503650.

2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL DATA
2.1 Prehistoric

TR 23 NW 3 - A bronze age beaker was found in a sandpit, at TR 21473702 (Jessup 1940, 487). 

TR 23 NW 12 - A late bronze age sword, c.1000 - 700 BC, was dredged from the sea off the site

of the Roman villa at East Wear Bay in 1951 (Cowen 1952, 90-92). 

TR 23 NW 36 - A butt beaker in the Folkestone Museum is thought to have been found in

Folkestone in the late nineteenth century (Jessup 1940, 487).

TR 23 NW 37 - A palaeolithic ovate implement was found at TR 22383657 in 1893. With it was

a tooth of a woolly rhinoceros (Evans 1897, 621).

TR 23 NW 57 - The collections in Folkestone Museum include a number of neolithic

arrowheads and part of a polished axe found on Folkestone Golf Course, centred on TR 216371.

TR 23 NW 58 - A leaf-shaped arrowhead, a small sandstone axe and potsherds, all of neolithic

type were discovered at Caesar's Camp,.  They may have been associated with lines of shallow
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pits which could be the remains of a neolithic causewayed camp.  The finds are now in

Folkestone Museum (Pitt-Rivers 1883, 429-465).

TR 23 NW 62 - A neolithic polished greenstone axe in Folkestone Museum and two polished

adzes are believed to have been found in the area centred on TR 231370 in 1904 (Gibson 1972,

210).

TR 23 NW 64 - A small collection of neolithic pottery found in an area centred on TR 238378,

was acquired by the British Museum in 1954.  Two complete beakers, potsherds of Windmill

Hill ware and several flints were found more recently.  The site appears to have been domestic in

character, but the beakers may indicate burials (Dunning 1966, 11-13).

TR 23 NW 68 - A tanged-and-barbed flint arrowhead was found at TR 23073701 in 1969 (Kelly

1969, 259).

TR 23 NW 86 - Prehistoric pottery was found on Folkestone Golf Course in 1971, during road

works (Philp 1971, 143).

TR 23 NW 92 - Rescue excavations in the area centred upon TR 239371 revealed an extensive

flint assemblage with associated potsherds, thought to represent an occupation site of late

neolithic date.  Excavation of shallow ditches over most of the area revealed first century BC to

third century AD pottery (Keller 1982, 207-209).

TR 23 NW 93 - Flakes and cores have been collected from the shore margin beneath the cliff in

an area centred on TR 243365. The high proportion of cores and differing patination suggests a

date ranging from mesolithic to neolithic (Gibson 1973, 221).

2.2 Late iron age/Romano-British

TR 23 NW 6 - A group of building foundations, relating to a hypocaust and a small two-roomed

building with crypt, and skeletons were uncovered 1869-1875, at TR 23563671.  After

excavations in 1952 it was suggested that the remains were from a hypocaust chamber of a

Roman villa with an adjoining bathhouse and a possible tomb.  The tomb may have become the

nucleus of the lost seafarers’ chapel of St Bartholomew or St Botolph, known to have been

standing on the cliff in the medieval period.  The south side of the site was much disturbed by

seventh to eighth century graves, possibly associated with the chapel (Jenkins 1876, 173-177;

Rigold 1972, 32).

TR 23 NW 11 - A Roman villa built over a pre-Roman cemetery was excavated in 1924, at TR

24073700. It consisted of two blocks occupied from c. AD 90 or the early second century until

c. AD 386.  The villa, with a bow-fronted wing later replaced by a straight-fronted structure, is

of a type not uncommon in Britain although one room contained a mosaic with a unique design.

Three different CL BR stamps (denoting Classis Britannica) were found on tiles.  Further

excavations in 1989 revealed traces of prehistoric and iron age activity beneath the Roman

levels, as well as confirming many of the features first described in 1924 (Philp 1989, 1; Wacher

1975, 192; Winbolt 1926, 45-50).

TR 23 NW 15 - A late iron age butt-beaker containing bones and earth, a pedestal urn containing

human bones and two incomplete bronze brooches, a first century BC imitation of a Roman

flagon and a first century Samian cup were found at TR 21773652 in 1918.  Later that year a
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larger butt-beaker containing a large bronze brooch of probable first century date was discovered

c. 40 ft from the first (Davies 1923, 156-157).

TR 23 NW 16 – ‘Ancient British pottery consisting of broken vases’ was found at TR 22443572

in 1878. One on display in Folkestone Museum is of uncertain, but possibly Roman, date.

TR 23 NW 49 - A coin of Hadrian was found in an area centred on TR 23923691 in 1865, but

no details are recorded.

TR 23 NW 60 - A late first or early second century Roman burial group, comprising an urn and

a poppy-head beaker, was found in 1934, at TR 21183675, and presented to Folkestone

Museum. No other information is available.

TR 23 NW 61 - A Roman burial group from c. AD 150 was found at TR 21343661 in 1953. The

group comprised a necked jar containing cremated remains, a narrow-necked vase-shaped pot in

grey clay, and a Samian dish. No further discoveries have been made in the area.

TR 23 NW 70 - Roman pottery and burial urns from Sugarloaf Hill are thought to be the

contents of an early tumulus disturbed during construction of later tumuli, at TR 223379

(Flinders-Petrie 1880, 11-12; VCH III, 154). 

TR 23 NW 71 - A number of Roman coins were found during surface excavations near the top

of Sugarloaf Hill in 1972 (Wilson 1974, 459).

TR 23 NW 72 - An inscribed Belgic silver stater was found at TR 21373791 in 1965. The coin

shows a winged horse, and is inscribed AMINUS DVN. It is a silver minim of Amminus of the

Cantii, minted c. AD 5 (Mynott 1974, 165).

TR 23 NW 90 - A small fourth century Roman coin was found on top of the Norman ramparts

of Caesar’s Camp, in an area centred on TR 214379. It was probably redeposited in the chalk

used to build the outer rampart (Dunn 1978, 98). 

TR 23 NW 109 - Excavations of the Roman villa (see TR 23 NW 11) revealed an underlying

pre-Roman cemetery.  Cinerary urns included three of Belgic ware, one coated with bitumen and

containing a child’s bangles, and one with a foot ring.  Another contained a human tooth, a small

piece of greenish glass, possibly from a ring, and a minute flint implement.  One gold, three

bronze and three tin British coins were found at the villa site. The gold coin is of the Kentish

type, plain on one side and with a crude horse on the other. Two of the bronzes are inscribed

SVE and one also bears the marks TVSD (Taylor and Collingwood 1926, 240; Winbolt 1925,

30-31; 79-80; 112, 209).

2.3 Saxon

TR 23 NW 7 - Nine early Saxon graves containing a double-edged sword, spearheads, shield

bosses, knives, a long dagger, buckles, amber and glass beads and a silver-mounted rock-crystal

were found at c. TR 23803759 in 1889.  A pagan Saxon cemetery was excavated in the same

area in 1907, when 36 graves were discovered cut into the chalk.  Grave-goods included swords,

knives, spearheads, bridle-bits, shield-bosses, necklets and brooches, one of them a garnet-set

disc brooch of c. AD 600.  In 1910 four more graves were excavated, three without grave goods

and one containing a wheel-thrown pot c. 23cm high decorated with horizontal grooves, a

bronze pin and a bronze stud (Leeds 1936, 709-711; Meaney 1964, 120-121; VCH III, 154).
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2.4 Medieval

TR 23 NW2 – Caesar's Camp on Castle Hill lies c. 2km north-west of Folkestone harbour, at TR

21403795.  Excavations in 1878 showed it to be a ring-work castle mound with two baileys,

probably constructed in the early twelfth century.  The finds included glazed wheel-made pottery

and a King Stephen silver penny (AD 1135-1154).  The discovery of prehistoric and Romano-

British artefacts suggests that the medieval castle may have been erected within an earlier

earthwork (Bing 1950, 147; Renn 1973, 189-190).

TR 23 NW 4 – A moat south-east of the farm buildings at Park Farm, at TR 22463700.  The

moat comprises a dry west arm, a wet south arm and an east arm which canalises the waters of

the Pent stream; the north arm has been obliterated.  A probable fish pond stands lower down the

slope . The complex is thought to mark the lodge of the ancient park of Folkestone referred to by

Hasted (Hasted 1799, 163; Tatton-Brown 1977, 211; VCH I, 427). 

TR 23 NW 77 - A medieval pit was discovered in Cherry Garden Lane, TR 21203740, in 1978.

The pit was roughly circular and c. 65cm in diameter, with steep sides and a minimum depth of

45cm. The fill contained pottery from c. AD 1250-1350, possibly of local origin (Willson 1985,

3-6).

TR 23 NW 90 - A silver penny of King Stephen was found on Castle Hill, in an area centred on

TR 214379 (Dunn 1978, 98).

TR 23 NW 97 - A bronze seal matrix was discovered when the foundations of the Jubilee Inn

were being dug out in 1936. The seal is typical of the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century

(Grove 1958, 221-222).

2.5 Modern

TR 23 NW 27 - Martello Tower 1.  Built in 1805 at TR 241373, one of three on the cliff above

East Wear Bay, now in poor condition (Newman 1983, 327; Sutcliffe 1972, 86). 

TR 23 NW 28 - Martello Tower 2.  Built in 1805 at TR 239369, one of three on the cliff above

East Wear Bay.  In 1964 the tower was bought by Folkestone Corporation and converted into a

dwelling (Newman 1983, 327; Sutcliffe 1972, 86).

TR 23 NW 29 - Martello Tower 3.  Built in 1805 at TR 239366, one of three on the cliff above

East Wear Bay (Sutcliffe 1972, 86; Newman 1983, 327).

TR 23 NW 30 - Martello Tower 4.  Built in 1805 at TR 211353, 5. Its partly filled ditch is used

as a kitchen garden.  It was fitted with a semaphore machine in 1820 and was used by the

Observer Corps during World War II (Bennett 1977; Sutcliffe 1972, 86).

TR 23 NW 84 - East Wear Battery built in 1798, at TR 243369.  It was provided with one 8-

pound and four 24-pound guns (Bennett 1977, 40). 

3 HISTORICAL RECORDS
3.1 Early charters

The earliest charter mentioning Folkestone dates from the end of the seventh century,

although preserved only in a later copy.  Eight minsters in Kent, including Folcanstan are

named.  In AD 865 Abba the Reeve decreed that his body should be buried in Folkestone
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with 50d. being given to the convent there.  In 927 King Aethelstan granted Folkestone to

Christ Church, Canterbury, describing it as a place where there had been a nunnery, but that the

Danes had destroyed it.  Two other charters date from the time of King Cnut (Sawyer 1968,

charter nos 20, 398, 981, 1482 and 1643).

3.2 Domesday Book

The Domesday Survey indicates that the manor of Folkestone was both large and wealthy.

Before the Norman Conquest it was held by Earl Godwin and was  worth £110.  In 1086 it was

in the hands of William of Arques and a number of smaller landlords.  Their lands comprised

meadowland and woodland, with 11½ mills and a salt-pan.  There were 8 churches, 230

villagers, 136 smallholders and 7 slaves and the total value of the manor was then £145 10s.

3.3 Origin of place name

There is considerable doubt about the origin of the place-name Folkestone.  It is first recorded

as Folcanstan (see above), which may have derived from the personal name Folca and thus

have meant ‘Folca’s stone’.  A derivation from folce ‘people’ is less likely on linguistic

grounds.  What is certain, however, is that there was a stone in the vicinity and that

Folkestone was later the meeting place of its hundred, the stone possibly marking that

meeting place.  Folkestone can be traced to its present day form thus

c. 696  Folcanstan     ------ 896  Folcanstane 

927  Folcestan       -----      1086  Fulchestan  

1610  Folkston        

4 HISTORICAL DATA BY PERIOD
4.1 Pre-urban evidence

4.1.1 The prehistoric period
There were at least two occupation sites at the foot of the Downs behind Folkestone during

the neolithic period, and stray finds of pottery and stone weapons suggest that there may have

been other scattered occupation in the region.  The artefacts from Caesar’s Camp and the line

of pits and small depressions excavated here suggest a neolithic earthwork (causewayed

camp) which was later converted into an iron age hill-fort before its final adaptation as a

Norman castle.  An iron age cemetery discovered beneath the Roman villa excavated at TR

23 NW 109 (above) suggests that there was settlement there before the Romans. 

4.1.2 The Romano-British period
There is no evidence of a Roman town at Folkestone although the presence of a concentration

of population there during the Roman period has been argued from the quantity of finds of

Roman date in the vicinity.  Antiquarians suggested that it might have been a Saxon Shore

fort, and in 1972 St Eanswythe’s watercourse (see below) was reinterpreted as a Romano-

British aqueduct. 

There were at least two villas in the neighbourhood of the modern town, probably acting as

the centres of agricultural estates.  As tiles stamped with the Classis Britannica insignia CL

BR were found in the villa at TR 23 NW 6 (above), it has been suggested that an officer of

the Roman fleet may have occupied it.  Groups of burials and stray finds of coins indicate

occupation elsewhere in the area from the late first to the late fourth century AD 
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4.1.3 The Saxon period
A pagan Saxon cemetery excavated in the early twentieth century indicates a wealthy settlement

in the Folkestone area in the sixth century.  The wealth and likely royal ownership of the region

is supported by the foundation of a religious house near to the coast c. AD 630.  Eabald, a

Christian king of Kent, established it for his daughter Eanswythe and, by analogy with other

contemporary foundations, it was probably a house for nuns with an associated establishment for

priests who perhaps also served the minster church attached to the nunnery.  The minster, that is

a church with a number of priests and dependent or daughter churches, is first mentioned at the

end of the seventh century and continued in that role until the eleventh century, for ‘Eadsige,

king’s priest’ is mentioned c. 1030 and the church is recorded as a minster in the Domesday

Monachorum.

After her death c. AD 640, Eanswythe became venerated as a saint and her relics were revered

until the Dissolution.  The nunnery must have been in existence in AD 835 when it received a

bequest from Abba the Reeve, but it was abandoned soon afterwards, either through the

depredations of the Danes or because of coastal erosion.  By AD 927, when King Aethelstan

granted Folkestone to Christ Church Canterbury, the Danes were given as the reason for the

nunnery’s demise.  Christ Church built a new church, and possibly a religious house, within The

Bayle and St Eanswythe’s relics were transferred there, hence the dual dedication to SS Mary

and Eanswythe.  

Nothing remains of the seventh century nunnery, and its buildings and layout remain unknown.

St Eanswythe is credited with bringing water to the religious house and its surroundings by

means of an aqueduct (St. Eanswythe’s Channel) , the course of which can be traced in part and

is shown on eighteenth century maps as The Town Ditch.  The provision of water may suggest

that there was also a secular settlement in the vicinity, and there is a tradition that King Eabald

built a defensive structure beside the nunnery.  The tenth century refoundation is equally

obscure, although some of it may have been visible in the sixteenth century.  Leland states,

‘…hard upon the shore is a place called the Castle Yard the which on one side is dyked and

therein be great ruins of a solemn old nunnery, the walls whereof in diverse places appear great

and long British bricks…’

4.2 Urban evidence

4.2.1 The medieval period
The Saxon minster church probably formed the focus for the post-Conquest settlement at

Folkestone.  The Bayle in which it stood may already have been defended, and there may have

been a scattering of dwellings around it.  By 1086 the manor of Folkestone was a wealthy estate,

but there is no evidence as yet for an urban nucleus near the Saxon core.  By the early thirteenth

century, however, Folkestone centre probably comprised the priory and church, a castle, a

market and a cluster of fishermen’s houses close to the shore. 

4.2.1.1 Markets and fairs

The first market grant at Folkestone was issued to William de Abrinches in 1214 for a market to

be held weekly on Wednesdays.  At the same time an annual fair was allowed on 31 August and

1 September (the vigil and day of St Giles).  In 1348 a Tuesday market was also granted, but this

seems never to have been taken up.  The market was possibly held in a triangular area between

Old Butcher Row (now Rendezvous Road) and The Bayle, with the High Street running to the

east.  A Guild Hall near the market is first mentioned in 1313.
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4.2.1.2 The manor

When Christ Church was granted land in Folkestone in AD 927, the prior and monks may

also have been granted the lordship of the manor, but it was held by Earl Godwin in the time

of King Edward the Confessor, and was in the hands of William of Arques in 1086.  

The manorial buildings probably stood in The Bayle from the Saxon period onwards, but they

have left no trace.  After the Dissolution, the priory, then to the south of the church, was

acquired by Edward, Lord Clinton and he may have built a new manor house on the site (see

below for the post-medieval manor).

4.2.1.3 The church

The present parish church of Folkestone was a twelfth century replacement for the tenth century

priory church, which had probably stood in the Bayle area and was threatened by erosion just as

the nunnery had been three centuries earlier.  The priory church had also been a minster church,

which in the Domesday Monachorum of c. 1100 is listed as the head church of Folcestan with

ten daughter churches.  Both church and priory were moved from the castello de Folkestan
(Folkestone castle, that is, The Bayle) to the church’s present site further away from the coast

and extra castellum (outside the castle) c. 1137.  St Eanswythe’s relics were translated yet again.

Although greatly restored and rebuilt in the nineteenth century (see below), there are still

indications of the twelfth century church and medieval modifications.  The chancel with side

chapels seems to have been constructed c. 1190 and was extended eastwards in 1200.  The

church was restored and enlarged in the early thirteenth century, after its sacking by the French

in 1216.  The chancel chapels were rebuilt in the fifteenth century when the central tower was

also rebuilt in perpendicular style, replacing an earlier small square tower, and in 1457 20s. was

bequeathed for new paving in the north aisle.  In 1885 a small lead casket containing bones was

found embedded in the north wall of the chancel during restorations; the bones may be the relics

of St Eanswythe and are still in the church.  In the Taxatio of Pope Nicholas IV in 1291 it was

valued at £26 13s 4d.  

There may have been at least four other churches in Folkestone during the medieval period.

In the sixteenth century Leland wrote that two churches, Our Lady’s and St Paul’s, had been

swept into the sea, and in 1657 Kilburne reported that there were ‘anciently five churches …

St Peter, St Mary, St Paul (and one more whose name I find not), long since demolished …

SS Mary and Eanswythe only remaining’.  In addition, the outlying chapels of St Botolph and

St Rumwold probably served seafarers.

4.2.1.4 The priory

In 1095 the church of SS Mary and Eanswythe, then in the Bayle, was granted to the

Benedictine abbey of Lonlay in France, thus becoming what is known as ‘alien’.  Some forty

years later the church was rebuilt on the site of the present parish church with the conventual

buildings to the south.  The priory was always a poor house (it had six monks at its foundation)

even though its church was also the parish church and the prior and monks profited from it and

its glebe land.  It became a ‘denizen’ (native) rather than an ‘alien’ priory in the early fifteenth

century to escape being closed by Henry V’s francophobia and it continued to function under the

Benedictine rule.  It fell on hard times thereafter.  In 1511 it had no prior and a secular

administrator was appointed for a few years.  When it surrendered to the king in 1535 (a year

before the official Act of Dissolution) the community consisted only of the prior and one sick

monk, both of whom were said to be guilty of serious offences.  At that time the buildings were
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described as ‘in utter decay’.  There was a hall, chamber, kitchen, and a little underground

parlour ‘not meet for a monk’; but the barn was filled with corn and the house possessed a few

cattle.  Altogether their value was £63 0s 7d.

No monastic structures remain, although some foundations were visible south and west of the

parish church in the late eighteenth century.  Excavations c. 100m east of the parish church in

1975 revealed the unmortared walls of a thirteenth or fourteenth century building with at least

three rooms, which may have been part of the priory.

4.2.1.5 The castles

Caesar’s Camp
The prehistoric earthwork of Caesar’s Camp on the Downs outside the town seems to have been

modified sometime in the twelfth century to act as a castle, perhaps to dominate the Channel

approaches.  It is a typical Norman ring-work and bailey castle, and the coin of Stephen (AD

1135-1154) found during the nineteenth century excavations give its probable date of

construction, that is, during the so-called Anarchy or Civil War between Stephen and Matilda.

The medieval castle (The Bayle)
The castle mentioned in 1137 (when the church and priory were removed from it, see above)

was most probably in the area now known as The Bayle, which was once on a headland

overlooking the early harbour and close to, or even enclosing, the priory.  Seventeenth and

eighteenth century antiquarians maintained that King Eadbald, who founded the Saxon nunnery

c. AD 630, also built a defence on the same spot.  If, as seems likely, the nunnery was washed

away by the sea in the ninth century, Eadbald’s defences were probably destroyed at the same

time, but in 1776 Seymour stated firmly ‘Eadbald … built a castle at the south part of this town

[Folkestone], which being fallen into decay, William de Abrancers built about 1068 a fort upon

the same foundations, out of the materials of the castle, the ruins of which are still visible…’

The attribution to Eadbald may be doubted, but there is no doubt that there was a Norman castle

on the site.  It presumably survived after the evacuation of the priory in 1137, for in 1216 King

John set up his headquarters at Folkestone against the threatened French invasion, and probably

used The Bayle as his base.  The castle seems not to have been developed into a late medieval

masonry castle, and there is now no trace of it above ground.  Excavations in The Bayle in the

early 1990s revealed late eleventh to late thirteenth century rubbish pits, but no signs of a

fortification. 

4.2.1.6 Industry and trade

The Cinque Ports connection
In the middle of the twelfth century King Stephen granted to Folkestone the same privileges as

enjoyed by the Cinque Port of Dover, and from then onwards Folkestone seems to have been

treated as a limb of Dover, although it was not formally acknowledged as such until 1313 when

it acquired its Charter of Incorporation, establishing a governing council of mayor, bailiff and

twelve jurats (councillors).  In 1299 Folkestone was required to provide seven ships, each with

20 men and a boy, to Dover, but it seems never to have been wealthy enough to furnish more

than one ship at a time.  In that year a sailing vessel (coga) with a master and twenty-four men

served with the fleet for eighteen days.  

The main disadvantage suffered by Folkestone as a Cinque Port was that it had no sheltered

haven in the Middle Ages.  Ships had either to be drawn up on the beach, known as The Stade,

which was exposed to storms from the north-east, or berthed on the banks of the Pent stream

which flowed into the sea there.  By the early sixteenth century the beach was becoming ever
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more exposed, with shingle banks and even houses being swept away by the tides, and in 1540

harbour installations and defences were planned.  They were not, however, built.

Fishing
Fishing seems to have been the main occupation in Folkestone, but from the thirteenth

century ragstone was quarried nearby.  It was used mainly for making millstones and

projectiles for siege engines (‘stones for warlike engines’ were sent to France in 1356),

although it was also in demand for building foundations.  Piracy also played some part in the

economy of the town in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.  The town suffered retaliatory

raids from the French in 1378 and about twenty years later, but these did not deter the

inhabitants, for in 1467 a Folkestone boat seized a Spanish merchantman with a cargo worth

£533.  Such activities may have been responsible for the relative prosperity of the town in the

fifteenth century.

Inns
The Checker, The Angel and The Swan are known from the medieval period.  The Checker

was established c. 1525, was renamed The George Inn and survives today in George Lane.

4.2.2 The post-medieval period
4.2.2.1 Markets and fairs

Folkestone’s market continued into the post-medieval period, although by 1657 the market

was held on Thursdays rather than Wednesdays.  The fair no longer functioned but the

market, for general produce, expanded in the 1830s and increased in importance from the

1840s as Folkestone developed into a port and seaside resort.

4.2.2.2 The manor

A manor house standing on the site of the former priory is mentioned in 1623 when a John

Herdson appears to have been Lord of the Manor.  The mansion was then known as The

Priory House.  A map of 1625 shows a house with three wings approximating to the monastic

cloister, but the house seems to have gone by 1698 when another map describes the area

south of the church as ‘ruins of the olde priory’.  The 1782 map indicates the same spot, with

the words ‘here stood the Mansion House’.

4.2.2.3 The church

After the priory was dissolved in 1535 the church became the parish church, and almost at once

it began to decline in its fortunes and its fabric.  It frequently was without a vicar, and very often

there was no curate.  A great storm destroyed the two westernmost bays of the nave, and the

church was hastily shored up ‘lest it all slid down the cliff into the sea’.  The repairs to the west

end apparently left the church looking like a farmhouse.  By 1851 it was in a ruinous state and in

need of rebuilding rather than restoration.  As a result, the nave and the north aisle were rebuilt

by RC Hussey between 1856 and 1859, the west window and porch were added by Stallwood in

1872, the south transept and chancel aisle were rebuilt in 1869 and the south chancel followed in

1874.  

4.2.2.4 The priory

In 1537 the priory buildings were leased to Lord Clinton, and he acquired them fully in 1539.

They were demolished to make way for a manor house, which stood there only until the end of

the seventeenth century.  The position of the priory remained known, and some foundations

possibly visible, until the end of the eighteenth century.
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4.2.2.5 Other religious foundations

As early as 1671 the Quakers had their own graveyard, on the site of the present Quaker

Meeting House, and nonconformity expanded rapidly during the eighteenth century.  The

Particular Baptists held services from 1720 and in 1729 they built their first chapel in Mill Bay.

This was followed by their Salem chapel in Rendezvous Street in 1845, and finally they moved

to the present building in 1873.  Congregationalists, Wesleyan Methodist and Roman Catholics

all built churches in the nineteenth century, and churches of all denominations increased in

number as Folkestone expanded as a ferry port and a holiday resort.

4.2.2.6 The castles

The medieval castle (The Bayle)
Nothing remained of the castle in the post-medieval period, although parts of its defences may

have survived into the eighteenth century when one side of ‘the place called Castle Yard, close

to the parish church’, was surrounded by a ditch.  The castle had been all but destroyed by

erosion at the end of that century.

Sandgate Castle
Between 1539 and 1544 Henry VIII built Sandgate Castle c. 2km west of Folkestone, as part of

his scheme to defend the Kent coast.  It was constructed with ragstone from nearby quarries, and

also stones from the recently suppressed monasteries.  

4.2.2.7 Industry and trade

The Cinque Ports connection
In 1580 Folkestone was called upon to provide 135 foot soldiers against possible invasion,

and in 1586 it supplied four vessels, nine masters and 35 mariners for the war against Spain.

In 1634 £35.10.6d was demanded from the town as ship money, and in 1636 its tax (ship

money) was calculated as £330.

The harbour
The disadvantage of not having a sheltered haven for shipping continued to make itself felt

during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, but nothing seems to have been done to

improve the position.  In 1583 the mayor of Folkestone refused to allow any more ragstone to

be sent to Dover for its harbour, presumably because it was needed to built a mole at

Folkestone, a proposal for which was made in the following year.  The cost (estimated at not

less than £200,000) probably caused the plan to fall into abeyance.

In 1629 the sea once again damaged The Stade and the townspeople petitioned Charles I for a

pier to be built.  It is unlikely that there was any response, for in 1635 the townspeople

themselves tried to clear obstructions at The Stade and in 1654 the stones which they had laid

out for the protection of the beach were stolen.  It seems that attempts were then made to

build jetties and moles but with little success for in 1699 ‘the late decayed harbour’ is

mentioned, with the only installations being ‘lodges’ (huts) along the high-water line in

which the fishermen stored their tackle. 

The eighteenth century saw little improvement.  In 1703 a storm swept away one boat,

damaged others and undermined the foundations of some houses.  In 1709 there was such

fear for the future of the fishery that the fishermen agreed to pay for three wood and stone

jetties; they were destroyed by a storm in 1724 and not replaced.  The following year The

Stade was described as an open beach with capstans to pull up the boats, with the two small

headlands that had formerly given it some protection having been eroded away.  By 1766
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West Cliff was in danger of being undermined and work began on a new jetty, being paid for

by a duty on coal.  Five years later it had to be repaired, and by 1776 it was too ruinous to be

worth repairing.  Finally, four more jetties were built between 1787 and 1799, but the sea

destroyed them all.

Despite all these setbacks, a harbour was still needed, so the Folkestone Harbour Company

was established and work on a stone harbour was begun.  It was not a success, however, for

by 1820 silting caused the harbour to be accessible only at high tide, and the company

despairingly put the harbour up for sale in 1842.  Its purchase by the South Eastern Railway

Company then transformed its fortunes; the harbour installations were improved and

maintained, especially after Folkestone became a ferry terminal in 1843.

Fishing
Fishing continued to be the mainstay of the town’s economy, with locally caught fish including

salmon being sent overland or by water to the London markets.  In 1566 there were 70

fishermen and 25 ships and boats in Folkestone but there was little other coastal trade; for

example, in the second half of the seventeenth century only five or six cargoes were brought

in by boat each year, no doubt because of the poor anchorage. 

Stone quarrying
Ragstone quarrying was still important.  The stone was in great demand in the 1580s, when

Dover harbour was being built, and also in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries for

paving stones for London and other large towns in the south-east.  

Inns
Seventeenth century Folkestone was not well provided with inns, for in 1686 there were only

20 guest beds and stabling for 30 horses.  There were many more in the eighteenth and

nineteenth centuries, with The George Inn being the only survival from the medieval period.

Twelve inns are mentioned by name in 1765 and there were 41 in 1847.  Many more were

founded in the second half of the nineteenth century when Folkestone flourished as a ferry

port and a resort town, and eleven of Folkestone’s present public houses date from at least

1870.

4.2.2.8 The Guildhall

In 1565 the medieval Guildhall was repaired and its name changed to the Town Hall,

although it was seldom called that by the populace.  There were further repairs in 1616 and

1730, and it was finally demolished in 1840 to be replaced by a Town Hall in Italianate style

in 1860.

4.2.2.9 The schools

A schoolmaster in Folkestone is first mentioned in 1564, but the most significant date for

education in Folkestone is 1674 when the Harvey Grammar School (a free school for boys) was

built.  It survives as a grammar school, although now in new premises.  The nineteenth century

saw the emergence of many select private establishments for young ladies and gentlemen, the

Union Charity School (replaced by the British School in the former workhouse in 1835) and

many church schools.
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4.2.3 The eighteenth and nineteenth century town
4.2.3.1 The defences

Folkestone was in the front line during the Napoleonic War.  Military camps were positioned on

the Downs around the town, and the shops and inns in the town benefited greatly from the

officers’ patronage.  At the same time, the coast was defended against a possible Napoleonic

invasion by a line of gun-posts; the East Wear Battery built in 1798 and four Martello Towers.

Although designed by English officers, their name was taken from the Torre Della Mortella on

Corsica, which had resisted English attack in 1794.

4.2.3.2 Folkestone before the railway

Despite a brief period of prosperity during the Napoleonic wars, when it was frequented by

the military camped around it on the Downs, Folkestone remained a small and fairly

impoverished fishing village until the coming of the railway in 1843.  In the early eighteenth

century Defoe described it as ‘a miserable fishing town’, and although Seymour thought that

in 1776 it was ‘wealthy and populous; the streets are steep and narrow… some neat houses

facing the churchyard’, Hasted was of a different opinion some twenty years later.  For him,

Folkestone was ‘a steep, badly paved street of small houses occupied by tradesmen or

fishermen’.

4.2.3.3 The effect of the railway

The arrival of the South Eastern Railway in 1842 transformed Folkestone.  The harbour was

bought by the railway company at a knockdown price, and was very soon incorporated into

the rail system.  The Foord viaduct was built to connect the original Folkestone terminus with

the harbour and passenger traffic to the ferry then expanded.  A Custom House was built in

1854 and at about the same time the streets were widened to improve access to the ferry.  The

town plan began to change from its basic division into an eastern mainly fisherman’s quarter

(focused on The Stade) and a more commercial western area around The Bayle and High

Street (see the 1782 town plan).  

4.2.3.4 A sea-bathing resort

During the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, when seaside resorts were becoming

fashionable and towns such as Margate and Ramsgate had already developed into resorts, plans

were laid to develop a resort at, Folkestone.  A small beginning was made, with bathing

machines and warm salt-water baths being available to visitors, but by 1830 there was still a lack

of suitable boarding houses and entertainments.  Once again, the railway was Folkestone’s

salvation.  After 1842 holidaymakers could travel by rail directly from London instead of having

to make their journey by uncomfortable and sometimes hazardous boat and coach.  Local

entrepreneurs such as Lord Radnor and Sidney Smirke began to develop the town as a resort,

and by the 1870s it had become highly fashionable.  Promenades, the Undercliff pleasure park

and Victoria pier were constructed, and three lifts were built to ascend the cliffs.  By 1901 the

western part of Folkestone was renowned as the most aristocratic seaside resort in the country. 

4.2.4 The modern town
Folkestone continued to grow during the first third of the twentieth century, its prosperity still

based on its resort status but becoming increasingly dependent on its function as a ferry

terminal.  Its population reached a peak in the 1930s and has hardly changed since then. 

4.2.5 Population
In 1086, Folkestone and its environs must have had a population of upward of 1,200 people,

living in scattered groups rather than in a single large settlement.  In 1563 the parish of
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Folkestone comprised 353 households (c. 1,500 inhabitants) but only two years later a survey of

the Kent coast recorded only 120 inhabited houses in the town (perhaps 600 people).  This

disparity may reflect the difference in size between parish and town.  The next set of statistics

can be culled from the Hearth Tax of 1671, which lists 497 hearths in the township of

Folkestone (c. 2,000 people) and this figure seems to have remained fairly constant throughout

the following hundred years.  When the first national census was taken in 1801 there were 3,257

inhabitants, and by 1851 there were 6,726.  In 1931 Folkestone was at its largest, with 46,170

inhabitants; the next sixty years saw a slight decline to 45,280 in 1991.  

5 URBAN CHARACTERISTICS
The following summary of the principal urban features has been divided into those of the

medieval and post-medieval periods (ie. pre- and post-dating c. 1540).  The list is not

comprehensive, with only the principal post-medieval features being shown.  The historic

town plan is based on the plan of the Earl of Radnor (Viscount Folkestone) of 1782 and the

Ordnance Surveyors’ field drawings of 1800.  They have been chosen because they reflect

the town in its pre-industrial and pre-railway phase, that is, the period before nineteenth and

twentieth century development changed the medieval or post-medieval urban layout. Figure 8

shows the historic buildings in the town, some of which also appear in the urban features

section below.

5.1 Medieval plan components and urban features (Figures 9 and 10)

The settlement at Folkestone seems to have grown up beside the nunnery and minster church,

possibly within a defended site, founded in the seventh century.  By the tenth century this

area had been destroyed, probably through erosion by the sea, and its site is now merely

conjectural (PC3).  The religious buildings may then have been refounded in The Bayle

(PC4), and they were again replaced in the twelfth century (PC1-2).  

Little can be said about the secular settlement from the seventh to the twelfth centuries, but it

was probably made up of a few fishermen’s dwellings, both beside the shore and at the mouth

of the Pent stream, which provided a relatively sheltered haven (PC5). 

The Bayle was converted into a Norman castle after the Conquest but never seems to have

been developed into a masonry structure in the later middle ages.  Caesar’s Camp on the

Downs nearby was built in the twelfth century; it overlooked Folkestone and the coast and

may have been intended to control travellers along the Pilgrim’s Way.  

The market grant of 1214 is the first sign of urbanization in Folkestone, and it was probably

from then onwards that the market place (PC6) was formalized and tenement plots laid out

along the roads leading to the shore (PC7-14).  Documentary sources suggest that there were

five churches in Folkestone during the middle ages, but only one, SS Mary and Eanswythe,

survives. 

PC1. The Parish Church of SS Mary and Eanswythe and its surrounding churchyard.

a) (MUF1) The parish church of SS Mary and Eanswythe. The church dates from

c.1190, with early thirteenth century additions and fifteenth century chancel

chapels (DoE 1975, 12).

PC2. Site of the priory after c. 1135. 
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PC3. Probable site of the Saxon nunnery, minster church and possible defences.

PC4. The Bayle. 

PC5. The Pent stream, possible original harbour. 

PC6 . The Market Place.

PC7. Possible group of tenement plots west of The Bayle and north of Church Street.

PC8. Possible group of tenement plots fronting south of the old High Street. 

PC9. Possible group of tenement plots south of Church Street.

PC10. Possible group of tenement plots north of Rendezvous Street. 

PC11. Possible group of tenement plots either side of Harbour Way.

PC12. Possible group of tenement plots either side of North Street.

PC13. Possible group of tenement plots along The Stade.

PC14. Possible group of tenement plots north of St Eanswythe Way.

PC15. Area of buildings and small lanes along the mouth of The Pent Stream. 

5.2 Post-medieval plan components and urban features (Figure 11)

The main changes to Folkestone took place in the nineteenth century, after the coming of the

railway and the development of the port.  It is now difficult to discern the original town plan;

new streets have been inserted or older ones diverted, and there have been many changes in

name.  The few buildings surviving from the eighteenth and early nineteenth century are

shown on Figure 11.

PC1. The Parish Church of SS Mary and Eanswythe and its surrounding churchyard.

a) (PMUF1) The parish church of SS Mary and Eanswythe and its surrounding

churchyard.  The church was largely rebuilt in the nineteenth century (DoE 1975,

12). 

PC2 The site of the priory after c.1135. 

PC3 Probable site of the Saxon nunnery, minster church and possible defences.

PC4 The Bayle.

a) (PMUF2) The Priory.  An three-storey eighteenth century building with later

alterations and additions (DoE 1975, 3).
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b) (PMUF3) The British Lion Inn, 8-10 Bayle Street.  An early nineteenth century

building (DoE 1975, 4).

c) (PMUF4) The Battery.  Dated 1760 on the chimneystack, it was built as the

Officers’ Quarters of the Folkestone Battery.  An early nineteenth century brick

powder-store is connected to the house (DoE 1975, 6).

d) (PMUF5) The Guildhall Inn, formerly The Globe, The Bayle, built in the mid-

nineteenth century (DoE 1975, 7).

e) (PMUF6) Church of England School.  Built 1901 in red brick and glazed tile.

PC5 The Pent stream, possible original harbour. 

PC6 The Market Place.

PC7 Group of tenement plots surrounded by Mercery Lane, George Lane and Bayle Street.

PC8 Group of tenement plots fronting north side of Bayle Street and south side of High

Street.

PC9 Group of tenement plots fronting north and south side of Cow Street and west side of

Mercery Lane.

a) (PMUF7) 22-26 Church Street.  Eighteenth century houses built in red brick and

weatherboarding (DoE 1975, 15)

b) (PMUF8) 20 Church Street, Citizens Advice Bureau, formerly Municipal

Offices.  Late eighteenth or early nineteenth century brick building (DoE 1975,

14)

PC10. Group of tenement plots fronting north side of Bankers Gate and east side of

Rendezvous Street. 

a) (PMUF9) New Grace Chapel, formerly Technical Institute, Grace Hill.

Designed by Frank Newman in 1895 (DoE 1975, 28).

b) (PMUF10) The Library and Museum, Grace Hill.  Dated 1887, built 1886-1888

(DoE 1975, 27).

PC11 Group of tenement plots fronting north side of High Street. 

PC12 Group of tenement plots fronting west side of Rendezvous Street, west side of Market

Place and north side of Shellons Lane. 

a) (PMUF11) Masonic Hall, Grace Hill.  Built in the mid-nineteenth century, is of

two storeys, rendered in cement, with a pediment and cornice decorated with

Masonic tools and the Latin motto Audi, Vide, Tace (DoE 1975, 28).
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b) (PMUF12) Wetherspoon’s public house, formerly Baptist church, Rendezvous

Street.  Built by Joseph Gardner 1873-1874 (DoE 1975, 60).

c) (PMUF13) Waterstone’s bookshop, formerly The Guildhall, Guildhall Street.

Two-storey building in Portland stone, begun in 1856 by Joseph Messenger and

completed by Whichcord and Blandford in 1860 (DoE 1975, 29).

d) (PMUF14) Roman Catholic Church of Our Lady Help of Christians, Guildhall

Street.  Built in 1889 to designs by Leonard Stokes. A presbytery of three storeys

is attached (DoE 1975, 29). 

Not located in a plan component

(PMUF15) The Church of St Peter, The Durlocks.  Built 1862-1864 by RC Hussey, in

stone rubble and brick, with a slate roof (DoE 1975, 26)

6 THE POTENTIAL OF FOLKESTONE
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 nineteenth and twentieth

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 medieval stratigraphy survive, it may be comparatively thin and not far

below present ground surface but if areas of intact medieval and earlier stratigraphy can be

located they would help to establish the evolution and development of the town.

6.2 Research Questions

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

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

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

medieval town.

6.3 Key areas for research 

6.3.1 The origins of Folkestone
The following need to be investigated

The nature, date and extent of the earliest settlement remains at Folkestone

The earliest remains which can be classed as urban or proto-urban

 The relationship of the Romano-British occupation to the development of the town

 The origins, location and development of the Saxon settlement

 The origins, location and development of St Eanswythe’s Nunnery

 The origins, location and development of the minster church

 The origins, location and development of the market and fairs

 The origins and development of the harbour

 The origins, location and development of the Saxon fortifications or castle, including

the Bayle

 The re-location and development of St Eanswythe’s Nunnery within the Bayle

The origins, location and development of the manor

The form and chronology of St Eanswythe’s Channel.
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6.3.2 Folkestone in the medieval period
The following need to be investigated 

The location and development of the harbour

The location and development of the market and fairs

 The origins, location and development of the priory 

The development of the churches and churchyards

The pattern of settlement and the relationship of individual plots to the settlement

framework 

The form and character of individual properties

The economic basis of the town and its industries

The impact of coastal erosion on the development and character of the town

6.3.3 Folkestone in the post-medieval period
The following need to be investigated

The location and development of the markets and fairs

The location and development of the churches and churchyards

The construction of the stone harbour and its impact on the development of the town

The pattern of settlement and the relationship of individual plots to the settlement

framework 

The form and character of individual properties

The economic basis of the town and its industries, particularly as a seaside resort

6.3.4 General questions
The evidence of artefactual remains in interpreting Folkestone’s pre-urban and urban

role

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 Folkestone 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

desk-top assessment and field evaluation demonstrate the case.  The position and importance

of Folkestone in the hierarchy of Kent towns can be solved only through excavation, field

survey and consultation of historical documentation.
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Figure 5. Hasted’s map Folkestone, 1799





Figure 6. Ordnance Surveyor’s field drawing for 1
st
 Edition OS, 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

within a town, provide more accurate information on the extent of these areas and establish a



22

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):

‘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.’

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

behalf of Medway Council.
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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 Folkestone here Figure 12) 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

Assessment Report. These reports can be purchased from the County Archaeologist (see section

7 for contact details).
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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.

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
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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.  

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.
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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

Guildford

GU1 3EH

Tel: 01483 252038

8. List of Settlements to which draft SPG3 Applies

Appledore

Ashford

Charing
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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

Wrotham

Wye

Yalding

 




