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Site of a Moated medieval Manor at Farningham, Kent 

 

1.0 Introduction 

Early in 2014, at the request of Farningham Village Hall, the land owning committee, West 

Kent Archaeological Society (hereafter known as WKAS) carried out a geophysical survey 

using a resistivity meter, on the landscape features in Market Meadow, next to the village hall 

at Farningham, Kent (full report appendix 1). Partially excavated in the latter half of the 20
th

 

century, the geophysics results showed that a moated medieval manorial site was part of a 

complicated landscape punctuated by features that may include buildings, and an extension of 

the moat. The neighbouring 2 hectare field was also surveyed, by kind permission of the land 

owner – Mr William Alexander. This showed the archaeological features continuing right up 

to an embankment created in the early 20
th

 century when the A20 London road was widened. 

Permission was requested to investigate these features further, and Mr Alexander kindly 

allowed WKAS to carry out a limited excavation in April-July 2014.  

 

2.0 Topography and Geology 

2.1 Topography 

Manor Farm Meadow is about 2 hectares in size, and is situated between Farningham Cricket 

Ground and the river Darent. On the northeast it is bordered by the steep bank created in 1921 

to carry the A20 over the river by a high bridge. A deep ditch separates the field from the 

cricket ground to the east, and an area of scrub woodland edges the field on the western 

village side, separating it from the main moated manor site in Market Meadow. The area is 

flat, and subject to flooding, apart from the rise representing the buried manor house itself. 

 

2.2 Geology 

The geology, according to the British Geological Survey, is clay, silt, sand and gravel on the 

east side of the river Darent – the area under investigation – and river terrace deposits on the 

opposite bank. In Manor Farm Meadow this horizon stretches as far as the cricket ground, 

where a series of putative ancient shorelines demonstrates a gradual contraction of the river. 

(Hebbert 2015). In Market Meadow, the moated manor house appears to have been built on 

an island of sand and gravel, obviously better drained than the surrounding meadow. It is 

difficult to tell whether this island is geological or man-made. A suggestion has been made 

that it was created by up-cast from the moat (Philp 2002, p 101). Further excavation would 

probably be required to answer this question fully. 

 

3.0 History 

The history of the site is dealt with by Lesley Burr, in the geophysics report (appendix 1).  

 

4.0 Previous Archaeological Investigation 
As detailed in appendix 1, the site of the actual manor house in Market Meadow was 

excavated several times in the late 20
th

 century by the Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit. 

According to Geoff Burr, the unit also dug several test pits in Manor Farm Meadow (Burr, 

pers. comm 2014), but none of the work has been published other than brief articles in a book 

and a pamphlet (Philp 1974, 2002). These focus on the moated manor (described by Philp as 

a ‘castle’) although there is a reference to other ‘structures’ in the general area. One of the 

test pits in Manor Farm Meadow seems to have been by the wall of what WKAS has 

identified as a medieval barn. 

 

 

 



5.0 The Site 

5.1 Permissions 

Archaeology does not necessarily respect modern land boundaries. Consequently the site of 

the main medieval manorial estate extends across land now belonging to three owners. 

WKAS was fortunate that – having been initially called in by the Village Hall Committee – 

the owners of the other parts of the site were happy to co-operate fully with our requests for 

access. 

 

5.2 Objectives 

Having carried out a resistivity survey of the whole site, it was decided that substantial test 

pitting was required to prove our potential findings. The geophysics results showed that the 

manor and moat were part of a complicated landscape punctuated by features that may 

include buildings, and an extension of the moat. The features continue right up to the early 

20
th

 century embankment. These features show a clearly defined 90 degree turn in the ‘moat’, 

and at least one large building. 

 

Permission was requested to investigate these features further, and Mr William Alexander 

generously allowed WKAS to carry out a limited excavation in April 2014. Aside from any 

research questions we might have, Mr Alexander asked if we could identify and mark some 

putative wall foundations that had appeared in several parts of the field and were interfering 

with his farm equipment. 

 

For our own part, WKAS had the following questions: 

 Confirm the ‘known’ features: ie the moat and the large building adjacent to it 

 Identify features from the less clear parts of the survey results 

 Establish a dating sequence for the site 

 Establish any building/occupation phasing for the site 

 Look at the state of preservation of buried features 

 Look for any indication of the adjacent river Darent having had its course moved 

within the area of the site 

 

Our proposed methodology was as follows: 

 Excavation 

 Fieldwalking (20m grids) 

 Metal detecting survey (20m grids) 

In the event, it was not possible to carry out a full metal detecting or fieldwalking survey, as 

constraints imposed by the number and size of trenches, the time available, and limited 

resources, meant that we decided to concentrate on excavation. 

 

The site was gridded out in 20m squares for the purposes of the resistivity, and we retained 

this grid for use as and when required during the excavation. 

 

We began with 3 trenches of 1m x 3m, but ended up with ten trenches of irregular sizes and 

shapes. The later trenches were not plotted onto the geophysics plot due to the short notice in 

which they were dug. 

 



 
Fig 1a. Trenches marked on an aerial view of the site. 

 

 
Fig 1b. Trenches marked on the geophysics 

 

6.0 The Excavation 

Manor Farm Meadow was under the plough at the time of excavation, and the moat was easy 

to identify, as the fill had been brought in from elsewhere in antiquity. The colour was more 

russet than the blacker surrounding soil, and had a more sandy consistency. Also, several 

Roman finds from the field appear to have come from this horizon, and are not likely to be 

native to the site.  

 

Some potential features were visible in the plough soil, in particular what may have been a 

length of wall foundation in places on the very edge of the field. A loose block of what 

appeared to be 16
th

 century brickwork was also resting just off centre in the field. 

 

Finds were of varied dates, reflecting use of the field over the centuries (see appendix 2). At 

one time the area was used for a horse fair, and the finds included a number of horse shoes. 

There was much peg tile strewn across the whole field, and it appears that detritus from the 

burnt manor house was probably dumped on the field after its demolition. 

 



  
Fig 2 a-b. Potential wall foundation next to A20 embankment 

 

6.1 Trench 1 

This was placed over the putative outer corner of the moat, and eventually was 3m x 2m in 

extent. 270mm below the topsoil was a thin layer of rubble rich soil only 50mm deep, directly 

on top of chalk rubble. This, in turn, was a layer above densely packed flint rubble and 

mortar, which appeared to be part of a slumped retaining wall and bank. This area showed on 

the geophysics as a linear channel outside the moat. 

 

 
Fig 3. Chalk rubble next to filled in channel (large scale 2m) 

 

There were not that many finds – mainly brick and peg tile – but a complete cow scapula was 

lying on what was taken to be the surface of the slope. The section showed that this channel 

had been filled in at some point with more chalk rubble, and then the current pale fill of the 

moat sits on top of this. 

 

A layer of sandy coloured clay overlay the original dark fill; this had the same consistency 

and content as the pale area interpreted as later moat fill. 

 

 



 
Fig 4. Trench 1, showing secondary moat fill (large scale 2m) 

 

6.2 Trench 2 

This began as a 2m x 2m trench over the edge of the later moat fill, in an attempt to establish 

the inner turn in the moat, as implied by the geophysics. Below the orange topsoil a clean 

horizon of darker silt emerged, below which was a compact layer of chalk and flints, possibly 

forming a base lining to the moat. 

 

 
Fig 5. Trench 2, clearly showing the stratigraphy of cobbles, silt, orange fill and plough soil 

(large scale 1m) 

 

 
Fig 6. Trench 2, showing internal corner of the moat as a darker area (large scale 2m) 



6.3 Trench 3 

This ended up as 3m x 2m, but did not survive beyond the plough soil context, as a sondage 

proved we had come down onto the natural river gravels at 0.3m. There were a number of fire 

cracked flints, which could have a number of interpretations, given that they were not in a 

secure context. Other fire cracked flints were found elsewhere on the site. 

 

 Fig 7. Trench 3 

 

6.4 Trench 4 

This was a 3m x 1m trench placed across the putative wall line seen in fig 2. Some of the 

body of the wall was already level with the plough soil, hence the damage caused by farm 

machinery. Excavation revealed a very solid wall foundation 0.47m wide and 0.4m deep. 

This linear feature appears to extend along the whole side of the field, about 10m away from 

the bank carrying the A20. Despite the damage, the wall appears to have been deliberately 

demolished down to this height. A raised core of flint suggests that the wall itself was brick 

(or was dressed stone) around a rubble core. Although bricks were found on site, some dating 

possibly to the 15
th

/16
th

 century nothing was found in situ in this trench to prove this theory. 

 

When the geophysical survey was initially carried out this part of the field was flooded, and 

would seem to be historically susceptible to inundation (although it has to be said that in early 

2014 the Darent was at an uncommon height where it flooded the gardens of the public house 

across the river from Manor Farm Meadow. 

 

 
Fig 8. Trench 4, clearly showing the cut outs for facing courses (large scale 1m) 



6.5 Trench 5 

This was a 3m x 1m trench placed across a higher area of resistivity, and was thought to 

possibly contain a wall foundation. In the event it behaved very much like trench 3, although 

there was a greater density of flints, and some possible traces of rammed chalk on the surface. 

Lower down pieces of degraded chalk, covered a possible rubble layer, which may be 

tumbling away to a water feature. The surface was very similar to the farthest part of trench 2 

from the moat. Further work on this trench ceased, due to resources required for trenches 6-8. 

 

 Fig 9. Trench 5 

 

6.6 Trench 6 

This was opened over the north wall of the large building interpreted as a barn. A well built 

flint foundation abutted a pile of flints and peg tile, which appear to have slumped into a 

depression to the north. The tiles were cleaned and left in situ, but it seems likely that the wall 

collapsed under the weight of the edge of the roof, once the roof timbers had rotted. The 

nearby topsoil appeared no different to the plough soil across the whole surface of the field. 

To the south of the wall there was a degraded chalk surface, interpreted as the remains of an 

internal floor. 

 

 Fig 10. Trench 6 



In this trench we found two ashlar blocks, inscribed with geometric patterns. They were not 

in situ, and obviously related to other similar blocks, as the pattern was incomplete. 

 

       
Fig 11 a-b. 1

st
 inscribed Ashlar block, as found 

 

6.7 Trench 7 

Placed over the northwest corner of the building, this trench revealed an earlier excavation. 

Part of the flint wall had been removed, causing the remaining layers to fall into the void. 

Also in this trench we found the remains of a 1m test pit, possibly dug in the early 1980’s (G 

Burr, pers comm 2014). This trench revealed a dense spread of finds, dating to the 1930’s, 

and interpreted as someone using the corner of the building (probably only a low wall by this 

date) as a rubbish dump. 

 

The corner contained some 16
th

/17
th

 century brickwork, interpreted as either a repair to the 

quoins, or a cosmetic change. This brickwork appears at all extant corners of the building. A 

hole in the wall may be deliberate, as it opens onto a rammed chalk surface which seems to 

run along the whole ‘front’ of the building. 

 

 Fig 12. Trench 7 

 

6.8 Trench 8 

Placed over the northeast corner of the barn, the horizon was similar to trench 6, but without 

the obvious roof slump. It was originally thought there may be a buttress, but this is difficult 

to confirm. Once again there appears to be an internal chalk floor.  

 



 Fig 13. Trench 8 

 

6.9 Trench 9 

Situated on the southeast corner of the building this is the best preserved corner, and 

confirmed the probable chalk floor on the inside of the building. The brickwork appears to 

have been cut into the flintwork at a later date. 

 

 Fig 14. Trench 9 

 

6.10 Trench 10 

This trench was opened after the main excavation had finished, to prove the size of the 

building. Once again the brickwork is prominent on the corner. It gave the building 

dimensions as 20.5m x 9.5m, with wall foundations 1m thick. There were no signs of any 

timber framing or post holes in any of our trenches. 

 

Fig 15. Trench 10   



7.0 Finds 

A limited fieldwalking finds report is at appendix 2. A pottery report will be forthcoming. 

 

8.0 Discussion 

The general area of Farningham is known to have been occupied at least as far back as the 

Roman period. Fieldwalking and excavation on Manor Farm Meadow (MFM) has taken this 

date back several millennia to the Upper Palaeolithic (UP). WKAS found a number of UP 

worked flints in the field, several of which would probably have been highly prized by their 

owners. The brown flint was translucent once worked. 

 

  
Fig 16 a-b. Upper Palaeolithic worked flints, and with light behind them 

 

The river may have been in a different position in prehistory. There is evidence to show that 

at MFM the river was wider than it was in the medieval period. A series of possible 

shorelines at the edge of the cricket ground (Hebbert 2015) point to the river contracting at 

some point, probably post AD400, as farming evidence at Lullingstone Roman villa, 

upstream, imply that some form of cargo shipping used the river. Saxon coins found at the 

eastern edge of MFM may have been dropped on a river bank. Even today the field is subject 

to flooding, and the geophysics imply a sequence of water management channels, although 

from what period it is not possible to say. A large ditch between MFM and the cricket 

ground, as well as providing a good boundary marker to the manorial estate was almost 

certainly necessary for land drainage. 

 

Roman finds from the field do not have a secure context, as they were possible brought onto 

the field within the later fill of the moat, and then spread around by later ploughing. 

 

There are no discernible traces of Saxon occupation other than the coins mentioned, but 

considering the building materials they may have used, and a likely number of post Saxon 

inundations, we would not expect to find many remains. 

 

We have to fall back onto historical dates for the estate as a whole, so this takes us back to 

the moated manor house of the mid 13
th

 century. Construction and possible layout have been 

covered in the history (appendix 1). As to whether the building was actually a castle, depends 

on the accepted definition of a ‘castle’. Certainly, based on wall dimensions, comparisons can 

be made with other Kentish castles – Sutton Valence and West Malling are obvious 

examples. 

 



 Fig 17. St Leonard’s Tower, West Malling 

 

Beyond the moat, it is difficult to tell what was going on in MFM at this period. Judging by 

its extant foundations, the ‘barn’ may be contemporary with the moated manor house (Cramp 

pers. Comm. 2014). This begs the question – one that may be only answerable with full 

excavation of the building – as to whether the barn was originally a barn, or was constructed 

for a different purpose. The design of the building implies that any timber framing did not 

start at ground level. The brick corners point at a stone building with a timber framed roof. 

 

At this point the ashlar blocks should be mentioned. These appear to contain mason’s marks 

that were added to some buildings as a ritual protection against the Devil. If this is the case, 

we cannot be sure that they came from the barn itself. If they did, the likelihood is that they 

were somewhere near the front door. However, they are more commonly found on churches 

and houses, so they may originally be from the manor itself. Further excavation of this 

building may uncover more, and perhaps allow us to complete the pattern. 

 

  
Fig 18 a-b. 2

nd
 inscribed ashlar block with front and oblique lighting 

 

There is the added problem of the church tithe barn on the adjacent property (now turned 

through 90 degrees and comprising several dwellings). Depending on the date of the tithe 

barn, the MFM building may have changed function at some time in the later medieval 

period. Excavation gave no indication of when the barn was demolished. It appears on the 

1693 map, but not on the 1797 Ordnance Survey Drawing. Whether by this time any of it was 



visible above the ground, is impossible to say. It is likely that the building was abandoned, or 

went into decline, after the fire of 1740. 

 

 Fig 19. MFM barn top left, in 1665, with tithe 

barn centre. Manor house site with courtyard centre left. Church to right. 

 

 Fig 20. Tithe barn today 

 

If the building was demolished, and the building material taken away, it is difficult to 

understand why the north wall was left slumped under a roof collapse (although see below for 

a possible reason why this was so). It is more likely that the building was left derelict and 

eventually fell down – at which point building material seems to have been removed.  

 

This event cannot be looked at in isolation, however, as the boundary wall of the estate was 

also reduced to the same level as that of the barn, and the stone/brick removed. This implies 

that the two events took place at the same time. What follows is a suggested chronological 

sequence for the site, based on the geophysics and limited excavation of 2014. Several areas 

would benefit from detailed excavation, which is currently beyond the resources of WKAS. 

 



 
Fig 21. Geophysical plot of the whole site 

 

Looking at the geophysics, we can clearly see the walls of the original manor house, and a 

potential bailey, partly surrounded by a wide moat. This moat appears to be fed from the river 

by an inlet just beside the manor house. Whether the moat continued all the way around the 

manor is now difficult to tell because of later building work on the southern part of the site. 

On the ‘castle’ bailey there seems to be a wall, and possibly another building that may 

represent a gatehouse. There is a possibility that the bailey was much larger, and that the 

building excavated by Philp was part of a building complex. 

 

The history suggests that the estate was in decline by the fifteenth century, but appears to 

have been given a new lease of life in the Tudor/post Tudor period. I would suggest that the 

estate perimeter wall dates from this period. An amount of landscaping also seems to have 

been carried out. Without excavating the full length of the wall – partly to find its extent, and 

partly to try and gauge its height – it cannot be said if the whole area was walled, or if part of 

the ‘walled enclosure of orchards and gardens’ refers to the whole garden being surrounded 

by a five foot wall, or part of the garden being laid out as a traditional ‘walled garden’ with 

high walls, possibly growing produce for consumption by the manor. The geophysics may 

point to a ‘walled garden’ in the north corner of the field. 

 

By this time the original defensive moat may have silted up, but in the 16
th

/17
th

 centuries 

some considerable effort appears to have been spent on landscaping the moat – presumably as 

part of a wider project on the gardens. The old moat has either been filled in (or had silted 

up); a new bottom of stones, and then a clay lining was laid, and the whole filled with water. 

This would have created the effect of a wide, deep, moat that was – in fact – probably only 

about a metre deep. This work is actually visible on the geophysics near where we placed 

trench 1as a thin blue line to the north of the main moat. 

 



 Fig 22. Section of the moat, 

showing c17th century base stones, overlaid with silt and paler fill 

 

Traces of ‘temporary’ buildings were found on what seems to be a degraded metalled surface 

across much of the ground near the barn. These remains consisted of ephemeral chalk 

surfaces that may represent floors to wooden structures, but later farming methods have 

damaged these, and removed any possible trace of beam slots for timber framing. 

 

I would suggest that the gardens would always have been subject to flooding from the river, 

but may have been landscaped to take account of this. The way that the east wall of the barn 

had collapsed, and had then been allowed to lie in situ, suggests that it fell into water – 

possibly a fish pond – so was left with the stones unrecovered. 

 

It is reasonable to suggest that the gardens were abandoned after the disastrous fire in 1740. 

As to whether the barn was demolished at this point, there is no firm archaeological evidence 

to suggest one way or the other. Some internal house door furniture was recovered, which 

may have been contemporary with the fire, but it could be that the whole area was left as 

wasteland – possibly for the grazing of farm animals, until the horse fairs started using it in 

the 19
th

 century, and it was farmed up to the present day. 

 

It seems more than luck that the great bank for the A20 respects the estate wall, but maps 

show a long straight field boundary just the other side of the A20 at this point, so there was 

no real attention paid to land boundaries when the road was constructed. This would suggest 

that the wall in MFM is the foundation for a walled garden, set within an estate which would 

have continued to the original field boundary.  

 

The large ditch on the border with the cricket ground appears on the tithe map, but may have 

been dug to prevent flooding of what is now the cricket ground, not necessarily to properly 

drain off MFM. The field still floods to this day, and without further excavation it is difficult 

to tell if this is a blessing or a curse. As the latter it would restrict the uses of the gardens and 

orchard, but if the former it could be utilised to create a series of artificial water features that 

may have doubled as fish stews, thus feeding the estate. 

 

In conclusion, Manor Farm Meadow has revealed some of its secrets, but would benefit from 

a more systematic excavation programme. At the least it is suggested that the full footprint of 

the barn be uncovered to see if there remains any evidence of its construction and use. Also 



the perimeter wall should be revealed to its full extent to gauge the size of the area it was 

enclosing. At some point a full report on the pottery finds should be obtained, but the finds 

present so far are indicative of land usage which reflects the historical background. 

 

Kevin Fromings 

March 2018 
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Geophysical Report 

“Market Meadow” Farningham, Kent 

23th March 2014  
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Survey Purpose 

A request was made by Farningham Village Hall to undertake a survey on the adjacent land 

known as ‘Market Meadow’ to provide a more detailed understanding of the archaeology 

that was found during an excavation in 1973 by Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit. 

On completion of the initial survey area WKAS was invited to continue the survey onto the 

adjacent land. Based on these results the next landowner was contacted to ask permission 

to undertake more survey work.  

Introduction - Courtesy of Lesley Burr 

The first time the name Farningham appears is when Ralph de Fremingham (presumably 

Ralph took his name from the village where he lived), a King’s Clerk, is given permission in 

1272 to ‘stop a lane under his court and house of Frinningham and enclose it for the 

enlargement of his house and court and turn it into his own soil, so that he will make 

another lane there’.  Ralph was also granted a weekly and an Annual fair by the King which 

turned into the horse fair which ceased after WW1.  

Historian John Philipot claims that the de Freminham’s property in Farningham was 

‘fortified and fenced in’. 

Ralph died in 1287 and his manor of Farningham had been ‘taken into the King’s hands’ – it 

seems uncertain as to why. Ralph’s son and heir John was under age and so various family 

members seem to have run the de Fremingham estates. It seems that the de Fremingham’s 

became sheriffs of Kent, MP’s and Knights of the Shire. 

There is nothing on record of the de Fremingham’s demesne farm during the 14th Century. 

In 1410, the Farningham property of the de Fremingham’s was inherited by Roger Isley of 

Sundridge who died in 1429 leaving his son William as his heir. William had troubles during 

the ‘Wars of the Roses’ but he was pardoned and employed as a JP. 1461 inquiries were 

made into complaints by the people of Kent. Isley and others were accused of extortion and 

oppression and local yeoman, husbandman and labourers hunted him down and murdered 

him in Farningham (it seems as if he wasn’t a very nice guy!). He was succeeded by his 

nephew John. 

 In 1431, Hilary Harding, suggests what the Farningham landscape may have looked like, she 

mentions various of the ‘King’s Highways’ and that there would have been a few small 

houses in the village together with the ‘remains of Ralph de Fremingham’s castle, perhaps 

with a farmhouse inside its walls’. There is not much historical evidence of Farningham 

between 1450 and 1550. 

John Isley left the Farningham lands in his will to his wife for her lifetime then to his son 

Thomas. John’s wife died in 1510 and Thomas their son in 1518. Thomas left his lands in 



‘Frennyngham …..’ to his wife and four young sons Henry, Anthony, Thomas and James. The 

lands of the de Freminghams which had gone by marriage to the Pympe family came back to 

the Isleys in 1530. The estate then passed to the Roper’s, Farningham’s great benefactors. 

The Roper’s were Catholics and a number of them met a sticky end! However, in 1554 

William Roper was made sheriff of Kent, after being imprisoned in the Tower, and later an 

MP. William Roper died in 1578. His son Anthony inherited Farningham including its manor 

among other areas. 

Anthony Roper SNR died in 1597, the monument to himself and his family can be seen in 

Farningham Church. Anthony the younger inherited the Farningham Estate from his father. 

Anthony JNR was knighted at the coronation of King James I in 1603 although he was a 

Catholic but he got into trouble with the law after the Gunpowder plot for diverting roads in 

the Farningham area mainly to due to his enclosing fields for sheep. He also seems to have 

allowed various buildings to go to ruin. Anthony JNR died in 1641. His heir was John Cotton 

his cousin. In 1662 the Hearth Tax shows the Manor House had 13 hearths. John Cotton 

seems to have sold the Farningham Manor to Sir John Beale.  

Hilary Harding believes that ‘the Roper’s Manor house was sold to Sir John Beale in about 

1660, and it is depicted on Beale’s Estate map of 1665( Figure 1) then it was a low, two 

storey building with a courtyard in the middle set back from the road in a walled enclosure 

of orchards and gardens. The great barn (The Tithe barn as is now) was off to one side, 

opposite the church and there was a gatehouse set in the wall on the road with a drive 

leading to the gabled front door.  The front wing of the house would have had the best 

family rooms, the Long Hall, the Great Parlour and the Little Parlour and the best 

bedchambers above them. ….. Then round the courtyard would be the kitchen, buttery, 

brew house and cellars, bake house, larders, dairy, servants rooms, well yard, coach house, 

stables, granary and hay house.’ Sir John Beale was made Sheriff of Kent 1664 and was 

resident in Farningham at that time. From the inventory made at the death of Sir John Beale 

the Manor House seems to be a ‘late Tudor Manor House built round a central courtyard 

and is part grand house and part farmhouse’ 

 Sir John Beale left Farningham Manor House to Anne his daughter who was married to Sir 

George Hanger.  The Hanger map 1693 (Figure 2, Enlarged View in Figure 3) shows the 

Manor House which is now a tall William and Mary type house. If the map is correct then 

the Hanger’s had built the new house on the other side of the road, but strangely there is no 

record of them actually living in Farningham at that time. The new house the Hanger’s built 

is now the current manor house. Fifty years later, the Hanger’s son William came to live in 

Farningham and is supposed to have built yet another new house, on the Market Meadow 

site, which burnt down before it was completed.  

In ‘Archaeology in the Front Line’ and ‘Archaeological Excavations in the Darent Valley’ Philp 

discusses firstly, during the watching brief on the laying of the Dartford to Farningham 

sewer in 1972,  the discovery of a 14ft. thick brick and masonry wall that was hit by a 



mechanical digger during the digging of the pipe trench.  The wall was recorded and a 

limited excavation completed, which revealed also a broad ditch 40ft. wide and almost 10ft. 

deep that was found to contain a layer of grey mud/silt, Philp suggests that this was a 

curtain wall and the ditch a defensive moat. This wall was subsequently buried under the 

village hall car park. 

Secondly, in 1973 and subsequent years, Philp held a field school on the site and 

investigated the low mound (40m x 40m.) trenches were dug across the south, west and 

north sides. The defensive wall was found to continue but reduced in size on the south and 

west sides. The flint wall topped with bricks on the west side was constructed on top of 

massive sandstone boulders and Philp concluded that the base of this wall dated to 13th or 

14th Century and suggested different periods of construction, the latest being in 17th 

Century when a brick structure, probably part of the Manor, was built along the existing wall 

lines and the moat levelled off. 

The artefacts found range from wine-bottles (mostly of 18th Century date), wall plaster 

clearly from the ceiling with acorn decorative designs (dated to Tudor -17th Century), 

window-glass, lead, pottery, pipe-bowls and animal bones of various dates. 

The KCC HER reference: TQ 56 NW 42 ‘In 1740 William Hanger built a new house on the site 

of the old manor-house of Farningham but it was burnt down before it was finished and was 

never rebuilt. He moved to a house on the opposite side of the road – the present manor-

house. The site of the medieval and 1740 manor-house is still to be seen at TQ5473 6706 

and comprises a large building platform together with a moat, now dry. The moat has 

suffered some mutilation on the NE side, otherwise it is in fair condition. …………The author 

of the HER entry learned locally that archaeological excavations had taken place 

here…………... In 1972 a sewer pipe was being laid out when the line cut through the N side 

of a mound and revealed not only the presumed medieval and post-medieval manor houses 

but also the curtain wall and moat relating to the hitherto unknown Farningham castle. In 

1973 a joint excavation programme was undertaken by the Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit 

and the Darent Valley Archaeological Training School. The excavation concentrated on the 

SW corner of the mound and the moat, filled with mud silt. The curtain wall, 5 feet thick and 

7 feet high, rested on massive sandstone boulders and probably dates to the C13th or 

C14th. The C16th brick manor house had been constructed on top of the curtain wall and 

later boundary walls added.’ 

Farningham Manor House – Notes taken from: 
‘Farningham and it’s Mill’ by Hilary Harding 
‘Archaeological Excavations in the Darent Valley’ by Brian & Edna Philp 
‘Archaeology in the front line’ by Brian Philp 
The Kent HER entry 
 

 



Method 

The earth resistance survey was conducted over the land indicated in Figure 4 using a 

Geoscan RM85 resistivity meters with a twin probe array spaced at .5 metre. Readings were 

taken at 1metre x 1 metre intervals.  

20 x 20 metre grids were laid out by tape using canes as grid markers.  

 

The survey area consisted of 72 grids over 3 weekends.  

Survey data was processed using Snuffler freeware software. 

Processing consisted of  Edge Correction and horizontal and vertical Interpolation.  

 

 

Results 

 

Figure 5 shows the completed survey overlaying Google Earth. 

The survey highlights a number of areas of interest.  

Figure 6 indicates the areas of interest. 

 

Area A – Clear high resistance regular features likely indicating the walls and remains of the 

Medieval Manor house found during the 1973 excavations.  

 

Area B – High resistance feature with straight defined edges, possible building 

contemporary or post dating area A 

 

Area C – A low resistance area with clear boundaries that surrounds areas A and B would 

suggest a probable moat. 

 

Area D – High resistance lines with right angled corners would suggest a building 

 

Area E – Large area of low resistance could suggest areas of pond or water management 

associated with the Manor House House at area A 

 

Area F + G – Areas of high resistance with some linear anomalies, although not as well 

defined as areas A, B and D, could be more buildings.  

 

Conclusion 

The survey has shown that the site of Farningham Manor House extends beyond the 

boundaries of the ‘Market Meadow’ area with a range of possible buildings .  

 

 



 

Figure 1.  

 

Beale’s Map 1665 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Figure 2.  

 

Hanger Map 1693 



 

Figure 3.  

 



Traced and Enlarged Copy of Hanger Map 1693 

Figure 4. 

 

Market Meadow, Farningham. Extent of Site. 

Figure 5.  

 



Survey Results over Google Earth 

Figure 6. 
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West Kent Archaeological Society (WKAS) 

Field Walking report – 22/3/1987-12/8/2014 

Manor Farm – Meadow Field, Farningham, Kent. 

This meadow consists of a small field approximately 19,000m2, part of Manor Farm, Ordnance 

Survey Grid Ref. TQ548 671. The site is off Farningham High Street accessed opposite the Parish 

Church, approximately 2000m North from the Church. Farningham is in Sevenoaks District 

administrative area. 

The field is now owned by William Alexander but when I started the survey 22/3/1987 it was owned 

by his father of the same name. The area consists of alluvium and river terrace gravel over chalk, 

adjacent to the River Darent. The field was previously used for pasture, grazed by cattle and their 

calves. It was ploughed and drilled with grass approximately once every ten years, when I and 

occasionally Lesley, my wife would carry out a metal detecting survey trying to cover the whole field 

before reseeding and carefully record and photograph the finds. At the same time we would pick up 

any ‘eyes-only’ finds. These are normally non-metal items such as fossils and man made objects of 

interest that caught our eye but occasionally even the odd metal find could be made. 

However, at the time of this report (August 2014), the field had been ploughed and then cultivated 

repeatedly, now being drilled with wild flower seeds to encourage flora and fauna as part of a ten 

year plan for a Countryside Stewardship Scheme.  

This report captures six different periods of data collection. 

(i) 22/3/1987-12/4/1987 

(ii) 29/5/1994-16/7/1994 

(iii) 14/1/2006-26/3/2006 

These were ‘eyes-only’ finds by the author picked up randomly while carrying out a 

systematic metal detecting survey. 

(iv) 18/1/2014-12/4/2014 

These were field walking finds made in 20m2 grids while carrying out a resistivity survey 

by WKAS members. 

(v) 12/4/2014-26/4/2014 

These were random ‘eyes-only’ finds made while excavating a number of test pits and 

small trenches by WKAS members & other volunteers. 

(vi) 7/6/2014-12/8/2014 

These were more ‘eyes-only’ finds while metal detecting by the author – last chance 

before the field was drilled with the wild flowers. 

There were two different methods employed – Firstly, picking up interesting surface finds while 

systematically metal detecting, referred to as ‘eyes-only’, including while walking over the field to 

excavate various trenches. Secondly, field walking finds made systematically over the forty nine 

cultivated 20m2 grids by a team of 6 or so members of WKAS (18/1/2014-12/4/2014), during the 

resistivity survey. There were 72 grids in total, note grids 1-22 are on the Market Meadow and 

Manor Farm Cottage land both are grassed areas so no field walking finds were made here. 



All field walking finds were confined to grids 23-72, on Manor Farm Meadow which was ploughed or 

cultivated at this time. Grids 13, 14, 15, 49, 52, 53 & 54 were also partly flooded. 

The field walking finds were washed, dried, identified, counted and weighed. The results of this are 

presented in the tables below.  

Fig. 1 shows our resistivity results overlaid on a Google Earth map. 

 

Fig. 2 shows the numbered 20m2 grids overlaid on our resistivity results. 

Table 1 shows the systematic field walking results by quantity of the objects made while the 

resistivity 20m2 grids was laid out and allocated to the grid number. 

  

Table 2 shows the same but by weight in grams. 

Table 2 is more inconsistent due to some items such as the horse shoes having a much greater 

density and consequently heavier than some of the other finds such as the clay pipe fragments. 

 

Therefore, the table by quantity data was used to construct the following pie charts to illustrate the 

proportion of such finds within a particular grid by number together with comments. 

To illustrate the distribution of specific finds over the area, I have also provided some relevant 

distribution grids together with comments No. 1-15 to compare against our resistivity grid. 

The other ‘eyes-only’ finds made while metal detecting or walking across the field cannot illustrate 

distribution however, they add more information about the type finds made over the whole field. 

These are split into two more tables (Table 3 and Table 4) to cover the two time periods over which 

the finds were made before and after the excavation. These results are added together then 

summarised in the final histogram all expressed by quantity of the objects. 

The field walking finds made were in effect ‘cherry picked’ and therefore, the graph result should be 

interpreted with a great deal of caution. However, it does illustrate the relative numbers of 

prehistoric heat cracked and worked flints. Roman material was very sparse, as expected, over the 

area together with a surprisingly low number of Medieval and Post Medieval finds. There is a 

reasonable number of horse shoes, shell, bone & teeth possibly on account of the Medieval and 

later horse fairs held since a Charter granted by Henry III in 1270, for the Market Meadow which 

spread over Manor Farm Meadow, the area immediately behind the original Castle/Manor House.  

The field walking results compliment both the resistivity results and the metal detecting finds. The 

metal detecting finds shown in the appendix include two Roman coins and a nail cleaning instrument 

from a manicure set. The three early Medieval coins, two from the Primary phase (680-710AD), 

Series C and Series D one imported from the former Rhine Mouth area Frisia and a Secondary phase 

series O (715-720AD) together with the later Saxon Broad penny of Offa, King of Mercia. These and 

the Saxon key and clothes fastener provide evidence of the earliest period of the present village. 

Later in the Medieval Period, the C14th octofoil horse harness pendant could provide evidence of 

the start of the fairs, in addition to the later ox shoes, Tudor key-hole, Georgian tongue and Victorian 

toe clip horse shoes which date up to the 1st World War. The resistivity survey appears to show other 

activity related to the Medieval and Post Medieval periods, together all three non-invasive methods 



provide an insight into the activities on this site.  

Following these results and together with the soon expected excavation report this may provide 

information that could be used for any future investigation. 

With grateful thanks to: 

The Landowner, Mr William Alexander (Snr) and his son William, for allowing us to investigate this 

site.  

My wife Lesley and son-in-law Vlad Levachyov for help producing this report.  

Kevin Fromings, Andrew Putman, Sally Sabin and John English for their assistance with the resistivity 

survey and field walking,  especially for their perseverance in some of the bad weather conditions 

we experienced. 

Nick Griffiths for the line drawings of some of the metal finds.  



 Fig. 1  



Resistivity results overlaid on Google Earth map.  



 

Fig. 2 Resisitivity results with grid overlaid.  



Table 1: Field walking finds – quantity by grid number:18th January 2014-12th April, 2014 
 

Grid No. 
(QUANT) 

Fossil 
Prehistoric 

worked 
flint 

Heat-
cracked 

flint 

Roman 
CBM 

Medieval 
pottery 

Medieval 
self glazed 

tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
peg tile 

Post 
Medieval 

Horseshoes 

Other 
CBM 

Brick 
Bone 
and 

tooth 
Shell Glass 

Clay pipe 
fragments 

Victorian 
- Modern 

slate 

23                   2     2 2 1   

24           2 5 3   7   3 4 3 3 1 

25     1     1 7     6   3 2   4 1 

26     12     1 7     5   3 1 2     

27     5       7 1 1 13   3 4 5 2 1 

28     10       5   1 2   1 1 1   2 

29     11         1         1 2     

30     1     1 2     5 2 3   2 1   

31             6     2   3 1 1   4 

32                     1   1 1 3 15 

33 1       1   4     1   1     1   

34             10 4   2   3   6     

35           2 2   0.5 4   1   1 3 1 

36     3     2 4 1 1 3   3 1 1 2   

37           1       1       1 1   

38           2 1 1   4   1 4       

39         5 2   3   3   2 2 5     

40                                 

41         3 6   4       2 1       

42         2 14           2 5 4     

43           8 9 2 2 6   1 6       

44                           1     

45           8       1     17       

46           16       1     1   2   

47 1         1 18     2   1 1 12   1 

48   4 3     1 26   1 3       17 4 1 

  



 
Table 1: Field walking finds – quantity by grid number – continued 
 

Grid No. 
(QUANT) 

Fossil 
Prehistoric 

worked 
flint 

Heat-
cracked 

flint 

Roman 
CBM 

Medieval 
pottery 

Medieval 
self glazed 

tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
peg tile 

Post 
Medieval 

Horseshoes 

Other 
CBM 

Brick 
Bone 
and 

tooth 
Shell Glass 

Clay pipe 
fragments 

Victorian - 
Modern 

slate 

49     11     1 6   1     1     3   

50 1                               

51   10 57       3   1 1   1 4 1     

52   1 2       16     6 1   2 10 3 2 

53   1 1     1 8     7     6 3 3   

54     8     1 4 1   2 2 1 3 1 2   

55     2       1 1   3   1 4 1 1 1 

56             1 1     1 2     2   

57             3       2     2 1   

58     1       10       1     2     

59             3 1 1 2   3 1 2     

60             13 1 2 7 1     2 7   

61             17     3       2 2   

62             9 6 1 25 3 1   5 3   

63 1 1         1 2 1 13 1 4 5 1   1 

64             4     10 1     7     

65             3     6 2 1   1     

66               6   2       1     

67                 1               

68       1                         

69     1             4       1     

70       1     1     1             

71       4             1 2   2     

72   1         7     1 1   1 4 3   

  



 
Table 2 – Field walking finds - weight (grams) by grid number: 18th January, 2014-12th April, 2014 
 

Grid No. 
(WEIGHT) 

Fossil 
Prehistoric 

worked 
flint 

Heat-
cracked 

flint 

Roman 
CBM 

Medieval 
pottery 

Medieval 
self glazed 

tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
peg tile 

Other 
CBM 

Brick 
Bone 
and 

tooth 
Shell 

Post 
Medieval 

Horseshoe 
Glass 

Clay pipe 
fragment 

Victorian - 
Modern 

slate 

23                 51     4   43 2   

24           124 79 321 774   13 41   25 12 19 

25     33     3 37   304   6 3     14 10 

26     295     26 50   186   12 7   26     

27     199       24 35 270   91 12 516 14 2 7 

28     398       59   127   3 1 186 5   15 

29     437         87       5   46     

30     15     136 37   142 149 8     3 1   

31             50   39   15 3   8   63 

32                   12   11   14 11 176 

33 119       11   25   14   7       1   

34             101 309 60   34     432     

35           68 20   153   28   153 3 6 4 

36     108     75 94 65 103   45 9 265 9 9   

37           41     39         15 2   

38           85 19 26 251   13 35         

39         35 60   154 108   53 12   111     

40                                 

41         61 228   241     72 2         

42         39 548         19 38   146     

43           243 60 105 384   12 66 431       

44                           1     

45           268     16     143         

46           413     3     4      2    

47 24         4 84   122   12 8   104   10 

48   85 152     1 224   52       648 81 8 5 

  



 
Table 2 – Field walking finds - weight (grams) by grid number – continued 
 

Grid No. 
(WEIGHT) 

Fossil 
Prehistoric 

worked 
flint 

Heat-
cracked 

flint 

Roman 
CBM 

Medieval 
pottery 

Medieval 
self glazed 

tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
peg tile 

Other 
CBM 

Brick 
Bone 
and 

tooth 
Shell 

Post 
Medieval 

Horseshoe 
Glass 

Clay pipe 
fragment 

Victorian - 
Modern 

slate 

49     19     44 50       8   186   5   

50 76                               

51   117 2800       15   24   47 4 477 8     

52   13 16       203   252 72   24   164 4 12 

53   38 11     23 69   177     89   13 3   

54     400     74 19 67 77 1021 23 24   6 6   

55     27       21  58  69   15 62   11 2 5 

56             19  60    191 216       6   

57             10     69       18 4   

58     3       6     440       4     

59             13  25  385   32 2 253 30     

60             270  41  232 34     497 1 11   

61             289   124         12 6   

62             162 355  1326 691 11   307 53 6   

63 126 2         2 87  654 157 14 31 309 9   7 

64             116   308 131       87     

65             73   239 178 19     23     

66               270  172         1     

67                         340       

68       190                         

69     12           181         5     

70       187     5   20               

71       673           22 72     1     

72   21         92   6 629   11   102 4   

 

 



 

Proportion of quantity of finds in specific grids 

Flint: 

Grid 51 has the highest number 

of both prehistoric worked flint 

and heat cracked flint. The 

finding appears to correlate to 

the high geophysical resistance 

patch in the vicinity of this grid.   

 

 

 

 

Roman Ceramic Building Material (Mt) 

Grid 71 has the highest number 

of fragments (4) of Roman 

Ceramic Building Material 

(CBM). Grids 68 and the 

adjacent 70 contain 1 fragment 

each, which indicates a weak 

concentration in the eastern 

part of the field.  

 

 

 

Medieval Pottery 

The quantity of medieval 

pottery sherds was very low 

throughout the whole surveyed 

area. However, Grids 39 and 

adjacent grids 41 and 42 

contained the majority of the 

sherds - 5, 3 and 2 sherds 

respectively. This seems to 

relate to a number of Medieval 

metal detecting finds made in 

this area.   

Heat Cracked Flint and 
Worked Flint - Grid 51 

Worked flint

Cracked flint

Other CBM

P. Medieval pottery

Horseshoe

Roman Ceramic Building Mt. 
- Grid 71 

Roman CBM

Brick

Glass

Bone/tooth

Medieval Pottery - Grid 39 

Medieval pottery

Other CBM

Peg tile

Glazed tile

Glass

Bone/tooth

Shell



Late Medieval roof tile “self glazed” 

Grid 46 has the highest (16) 

number of late medieval roof 

tile fragments, which appear 

self glazed. Adjacent grids 42, 

43, 45 and 41 also contain 

significant numbers of 

fragments - 14, 8, 8 and 6 

respectively. This seems to 

correlate to a regularly shaped 

area of high geophysical 

resistance.  

 

 

Post Medieval Pottery 

Grid 48 contains a relatively 

large number of post medieval 

pottery (26 sherds), as does the 

adjacent grid 47 (18 sherds). 

There is a group of adjacent 

grids, namely 52, 58, 60 and 

61, which contain a moderate 

concentration of post medieval 

sherds - 16, 10, 13, and 17 

respectively.  

 

 

Other Ceramic Building Materials (CBM) 

Grid 62 contains the highest 

quantity of Med/Post-Med CBM 

(25 fragments). Adjacent grids 

63 and 64 also show this  

pattern and contain moderately 

high quantities (13 and 10 

respectively). Perhaps this was 

used to fill in a shallow low 

resistance area. Grid 27 

displays a moderate level of 

Med/Post-Med CBM (13 

fragments).  

  

Post Medieval Pottery - Grid 48 

P. Medieval pottery

Horseshoe

Glass

Clay pipe

Other CBM - Grid 62 Other CBM

Brick

Peg tile

P. Medieval pottery

Horseshoe

Glass

Clay pipe

Bone/tooth

Late Medieval Roof Tile - Grid 46 

Medieval Self
Glazed tile

Clay pipe

Shell

Other CBM



Post Medieval Peg Tile fragments 

Grid 62 and the adjacent grid 

66 both contain the highest 

number of fragments of Post 

Medieval peg tile (6), and this 

correlates to the high level of 

other Medieval/Post Medieval 

CBM in grids 62-65. Again, 

possibly used to fill in this low 

resistance area.  

 

 

 

Roman-Victorian period, Marine Shells 

Grid 45 contains a large 

number of marine shells, 

mostly oyster (17). Close-by 

grids – 43, 42 and 38 also 

contain shells – 6, 5 and 4 

respectively, forming a 

generalised cluster. Possibly 

this relates to the high 

resistance in these grids seen 

in the geophysical survey.  

 

 

 

Roofing Slate 

Grid 32 contains a significantly 

high amount of Victorian-

Modern Roofing slate. The next 

highest number is in the 

adjacent grid 31. This appears 

to indicate the presence of a 

Victorian/Modern building or 

another possible, more recent 

material dumping site. 

 

Post Medieval Peg Tile - Grid 62 
Peg tile

P. Medieval pottery

Horseshoe

Glass

Clay pipe

Bone/tooth

Other CBM

Brick

Marine Shells - Grid 45 

Other CBM

Glazed tile

Shell

Victorian-Modern Roof Slate 
- Grid 32 

Slate

Brick

Glass

Clay pipe

Shell



  

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



Table 3 – Field walking finds – quantity:  22nd March 1987 – 26th March 2006 
 

Fossils Prehistoric 
worked flint 

Heat Cracked 
flint 

Roman CBM Roman pottery Medieval pottery Medieval self 
glazed tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
CBM 

4 8 1     5 1 2   
Echinoid x2               

Bivalve x1         Red shell ware x1 
1050 - 1150 AD 

  Staffordshire 
ware x2 
1700-1800 AD 

  

Sponge x1         Grey shell ware x3 
(Rims x2) C14th 

      

          Sand ware x2 
C15th 

      

         

Bone and tooth Shell Post medieval 
horseshoes 

Georgian - 
Victorian 
pottery 

Glass Clay pipe fragments Victorian - 
Modern 
pottery 

Other  

12 29 24 3 5 46 12 10  

Bone x8 All oyster 
shells 

Complete x15 including Jug 
handle x1 

Codd bottle 
marble x1 

Bowls x5   Window lead 
x3 

 

Teeth x4   Halves x9   Modern blue 
marble x1 

Feet x8   Iron Harness 
buckle x3 

 

        Wine bottle 
x1 C18th 

Stems x33   Nails x2  

        Cobalt blue 
screw top 
bottle x1 
C20th 

    Key x1 
C16th - C19th 

 

              Modern knife 
blade x1 

 

  



 
Table 4 – Field walking finds – quantity:  12th April 2014 – 12th August 2014 
 

Fossils 
Prehistoric 
worked flint 

Heat Cracked 
flint 

Roman CBM Roman pottery Medieval pottery 
Medieval self 
glazed tile 

Post Medieval 
pottery 

Post Medieval 
CBM 

11 60 6 9 2 8 21 6 5 
Echinoids x5 24 recorded 

with GPS 
  Tegula tiles x4 Patchgrove 

ware x1 
Red shell ware 
x4 1050-1150 AD 

  Bellamine x3 
1500 - 1600 

Peg tiles x4 

Bivalves x5 36 not GPS 
recorded 

  Imbrex tiles x2 Grey ware x1 coarse sand 
ware x2 1300 + 

  Pitcher handle 
x1 1700 

Tudor brick x1 

Sponge x1 Core x2   Brick x1   London green 
glazed ware x1 
C14th-C15th 

  White slip-on 
red fine red 
sand ware x1 

  

  Side scraper x1   Hypocaust tile 
x1 

  Late medieval 
storage jar 
pouring spout x1 

  Glazed 
Staffordshire 
ware x2 
1700 - 1800 

  

  End scraper x1               

         
Bone and tooth Shell 

Post medieval 
horseshoes 

Georgian - 
Victorian 
pottery 

Glass 
Clay pipe 
fragments 

Victorian - 
Modern pottery 

Other   

34 16 31 2 34 118 36 106 Metalwork 

Bone x26 
(including a 
slice of bone) 

Oyster x13 Ox shoe x3 
C13th-C17th 

  Bottle x11 Bowls x6 
(including C16th 
- C17th x1) 

  Grey spherical 
stone x2 

Billhook x1 

Teeth x8 Cockle x1 Complete x 12 
C16th-C18th 

  Wine bottle x6 Feet x5   Clinker x41 Small adze x1 

  Winkle x1 Halves x 15   Window glass 
x17 

Mouthpiece x1   Slag x1 Boot 
reinforecement 
x6 

  Other x1 Mule x 1 
C18th-C20th 

    Stems x110   Green glaze 
brick frag. x1 

Harness buckle 
x1 

          Stem with 
maker's name x1 
(***ONS) 

  Coal x11 Nails x41 



Summary of field walking finds made while metal detecting – March 1987 – August 2014 
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Medieval (C14th) octofoil horse 

harness pendant.  

Crown of thorns central motif. 

Line drawings by 

Nick Griffiths 


