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26th March 1981

Dear ¥r Stockern,
OTFORD PALACE

Further to my letter of 16th March, I enclose for informstion a copy of another
letter I have sent to Sevencaks Disitrict Couneil. Ae you will see, the Pirst
dofinite sign of impending disgintegration of the tower has now become apparent.
I have sent copies of the letter to the Society for the Frotesiion of Ancient
Buildings and to the Ancient Monuments Society.

From the Distriet Counell's recent diseussions, it is now abundantly clear that
the majoriiy of their members are intent only on ridding themselves of the

tower as quickly as possible in the hope of aveiding altogether the nsed %o
spend money on it. We very much fear that all they will do about the danger~
ous parspet may be to atitempt to dismantle it as an emergency preesution

ageinet injury to thirxd parties, and leave it at that. The enclosed letiex
hae been written as a *last diteh® eff-ort to persuade them to adopt 2 more
responsible attitude, but we are nol optimistic that it will make sny impression

whatsoever,

The present circumstances lend still more point and urgeney to the suggestions
made in the final parsgraph of my letter of 16%th ¥areh,. Sinee the Couneil
refuse to execule even esmsential repairs now, what hope is there for the Puture?

The Council*s officers have firmly taken the view that any question concerning
Otford Palaces is entirely for the aounelillors themselves o decide. Sinee the
offieers chose to suppress your letter of 19th February {and aslso letiezs from
gix other bodies), I strongly recommend that when writing to the Couneil in
future you specifieally request that your letter be brought to the notiee of
all ssaneillors.

I shall be much obliged if you will keep me in the picture regarding develop-
ments,.

Yours sincerely,

N M, 4
£ ek ‘ - 4y
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23rd Mareh 1981

Dear Mr Orgles,

OTFORD PALACE

In vreply to your letter of 16th March, thers are certain sapects of the Distriet
Couneilts remolubion at their meeting on 12,3.51 on whioch I wish o comment and
I shall be cobliged if you will bring the following to the motice of all Coun~
eillors as guickly as poesible.

(1) The Immediate Situation

(2)

Inspeoction of the Palase tower this wesk-end mmvemled that the parapet has
developed an outward lean that was not apperemt p monith ago, elearly duse o
the almost compleie abeencs of mortsr im the briekwork and stone quoins,

‘espegiglly of the intermal walling., At the moment, the lean is eonfined to

the B¥ side overlooking ithe much~used publie fooipath crossing Palase Fleld,
but the decay ie practieslly as bad on the other sides. Partial esllapse:
at least of the upper storvey must now be regarded as imminent; and wirtuslly
gertein o ocoour unless emergency remedial megsurss sre itsken without delay.
Consequently, immediate steps are reguired %o safeguard passers-by and the
oooupants of the adjoining cottage. I need hardly memtion the heavy
ligbilities which eould devolve on the Jounmeil in the svent ef perseusl
injuries and damage to property as a result of the authorily's negligence.

The Couneil'’s Responsibility

When the former Seventaks Buvrael Distriet Couneil purnchased the greater part
of the Palace site and remains im 1935, it was with the declared intention
of seauring their preserwvation for all $ime. That suthority immediately
garried out a2 major restoration of the towen; and no large-scale repeirs
have been required sinos; however; ase & mattex of coursse and without being
asked, it thersafter mainitsined the strueture regularly {at intsmevels of
not more than abeut 5 years) by minor ®stiteb in {ime' work st negligible
eogt, Thue from 1935 to 1974 the Palace was kept in good eondition by ite
owners, very much on the lines I mentioned. im my lettexn of 31.1.81 (page 2)
a8 fundamentally essential for anedent buildings, sspecially whers roofless.

When responsibility pessed from the EDC to the new Distriet Counedl in 1974,
thie maintenance unacaovuntebly ceased. Instend of getiing on with the job
a8 before, the Council have simply disecussed it for the past 4 yesrs.

The inevitable result is thet the need for restoration has grown from &
minor one in February 1977 to & major ome now.




(3)

2 (&

Hitherts thers has nsver bheen any question of the Councilfs responsibility
being shared by Otford. Few local people were even aware of the édssperate
need for repairs, partly becmuse acesss to the tower has been demied: the
Council changed the look some time ago without providing the Parish Counedl
with new keys until lamt month. Public conselousness of the seriocusness of
the position did mot, therefors, even begin to become widespread until the
recent Press publicity; ae this etarted barely 3 weeks before your 12.3.81
meeting, remarks gquoted from the diseussion suggesting that there wes no
strong loaal support wers unfairly premature. Horeover such ecmments,

made just after reesipt of my Topen letter' written on behalf of & loeal and
neighbourhood organizetions and mentioning Otford's fortheoming publie appeal,
were patently unjustified and peid no regerd to the Perish Couneil's proupt
initiative in proposing to help the Distryiet Counedl to fulfil its respon-
gibility in the present diffieult sireumstencese.

Distriet Councilts Resolution on 12.3.81

¥e would certainly favour the Department of the Eavironmeni taking over the
tower, or better still the whole range of Palaes builldings if not the entime
site in SDC ownership, if they can be persuaded to do so. In the case of

-tany other appropriate body?, however; we feel that very aonsiderable sireum-

speotion would need to be exercised in order to safeguard, irn & responsible
manner, the long~term future of the Palace as & single entity. The Tudor
structure consiste ofs~

(a) The HW scorner~towsr;, )} storeys high,

() The ground-storey walls of Castle Cottages, originally & long gallery
of 2 storeys.

{¢) The gatshouse, a single storey of one of its former twin 3-storey towers.

411 these constitute & continucus range of bulldings and, for obvious reasons,
it would not be in the best intemssts of the Palace if they weze t¢ be split

between different owners, other than the Council and the DoE.

We f£find it bard to believe that Counelllors can honestly expect the DoE oz

any other 'appropriate body'! even to oconsider aceepting the MW corner-tower

in its present condition. (onsequenily we see this resclution as yet snother
deferment of first-aid work, with no gusreantee that it will be done after the
preseribed 6 months have expived = any more than it was following the Counell's
previcus resoclutions to put the repalrs out to tendexr.

A8 events hsve now demonstrated, 6 monthe is in any case much too long to
delay this work. If disintegration is allowed to begin, far more drastioc
reconstruetion as well as repairs will be necessary &t vastly ineveased eost.
We suggest that a mors realistic approach would have been to agree to carry
out essential work forthwith and then to try to find a body willing to under~
take guardianship. We ask the Couneil t¢ reeonsidex their resolution with

a view to sdopting thie course with the urgeney that eircumstances now demande.
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Bearing in mind the District Council®s responelbility for the present
gltustion, we further suggest that 1t is grosesly unfeizr to make the rssol-
ution conditional on (tford Parish Counecil bearing oune~fifth of the total
eLpense . Until Distriect Councillors have before them an up~to-date estimate
of the cost of immedimtely-essential repairs, how can they Jjudge whethex what
they are asking is reasonable or mot? Belleve me; the Palace is sufficiently
dear to Otford for ithe parisk to be relied upon to do its utmost to raise the
maximum possible sontribution withoul being tied to some srbitrary persentage.

Attention has been focussed on first-aid repairs to the tower bescause of ite
now-dsngerous condition, but it should not be overiooked that the epecific-
ation prepared by the DoB in 1977 details other works, including gatehouse
repaire, which have likewise become long sverdue. It is assumed that the
estimate before the Council was for the whole of this specification and we
suggest that an up~to-date figure covering only essential repairs to the towe T
should be obtained as a mattey of urgeney.

(4) Historical Considerations

Having recently completed an extensive programme of research, I have just
 been commissioned by Kent University to write an architectursl history of

Otford Palace to be published im a book laten this year. I hope to follow

it up with a modest booklet designed. for ordinary visitors to the site.

In more than one letter to your Counecil, 1 have mentioned my intention to

publish and that I would bope to be able %o give & favourable sceount of the

Council's stewardship of this Palace; ae matters stand, however, I must teill

you that with deep regret I shall bave no altemative but to comment adversely.

My work on this resesrch has shown, for the first time evex; that Otford
Palecs was England's largest house when rebullt in 1515, and exceeded in sige
the siightly-later Hampton Court. I shall slec be explaining that even the
surviving remains ineorporaie some of the sarliesi-lmown features of their
type and bigh quality anywhere in England, '

These are faects whieh, having vot sc far been published, are not yet generally
known. I have now infoxmed the DoE of them, but this does not newessarily
mean that it will be possible for them to sllocate sufficient funds to take
over any part of the Palaes -~ however much they would like to. One of moun
Counocillors whose remarke HEXE at the reasnt meeting were widely guoted in
the Press is under a complete misapprshension in thinking that, if the DoE
are not prepared to take over, the duilding was (and is) of no nationsl
gignificance., He also appears to believe that the tower under discussion
is, in faot, the gatehouse st the other end of the range. Fortunately the
tower cannot be pulled down, as he advoemied, because ss a scheduled Ancdent
Honument 1t ie stringently protected. by statuts agsinet demolition or any
alteration without specific sonsent of the Dok,

I am sending copies of this letter te the bodies named at the end of my letter
dated 3101081& )

Yours sineemsly,

Dirsetor of Studies
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Dear Hrs ,\gﬁ;r, %G/ o
(YPFCORD PALACE

Thank you for your leiter of 21lst Seplember notifying us of the additional
arves seceorded ®Ansient Monumsnt'! scheduling on Zlst February 1978, whieh
we are very pleased to nets.

¥ith your letter of 22nd November 1976, you enclesed s plan showing (2)
the ares already scheduled and {b} the additional area you &t that itime
had in mind seheduling. Included in (b) was the early-Clé gallery
linking the ¥¥ corner~iower with the prineipal galebouse, whioch was
converted e,1900 inte 3 terraced dwellings by the addition of & roofed
upper storey and thereafter became known as Gastle (otiages. %hern at
your iavitation we later made our detziled recommendations, we were econ—
sequently under the impression that the case we had already pads fer the
seheduling of the ground storey of this gallery -~ despite being gescuplied
- had besn aecepied by your Depariment. In this copneation I would refer
you to the seetion mod., (4) in my letter of Bth October 1976, and to the
plan enclosed with my letter of 11tk Decsmber 1976 (subsequently amended
by those aceompanying my letiers dated 17.2.77 and 26.3.7TT).

'In view of this, we are surprised to observe that the plan enelosed with
your letter under reply shows the gallery as an excluded building and I
shall be glad to receive your assurance that this was in exror.

immwith regard to the enquiry concsrning Becket's Well in my letter of 8th
., August last, i1 assume from ithe absence of eemment that there are not yet
| any further developments to raport.

TH14 5GR

Yours sineeraly,

O™

Depariment of the Environment
Fortress House

23 Savile Row

London W1X CHE



THE ARCHIEPISCOPAL PALACE AT OTFORD, KENT

T.G.R., TG 528592

STRUCTURAL HISTORY

The medieval Archbishops of Canterbury, as manorial lords, had = manor—house
at Otford from before the Norman Conguest until 1537. Of the many reconded
alterations, by far the most extensive were made by Archbishop Werham c.1l515
when the complex was enlarged and almost entirely mebuilt on palatial lines;
the only parts of the earlier structure incorporated were the walls of the
chapel and those of the great hall. Hew buildings were enscied not only
within the encireling moet of the old manor~house on the southern part of the
site but zlsc over a large tract of land to the N, with the resulil that the
area of the whole site became vast, rougbly tnipled.

In 1537 Archbishop Uranmer was forced io surrender the manor to Henry VIIT
and it remained Crown property until 1601, when it passed into private hands.
Although Henry continued to maintain the palacs buildings until his death,
they were thersafter neplected and had become ruinocus well before the end of
the Cl6. Successively vobbed for building-materials from the Cl7 onwards,
not much more remained by Victorian times than is visible today. Walls of
the N range and of a lodge survived only because they were aGepted as farm
buildings, appavently during the Cl7. In 1935 the former Sevenoaks Rural
District Council purchased the N range and 4 scwes of adjoining land forming
part of the site, in crder that the preservation of the remains within the
ares might be secursd,

PRESENT REMAING

Parts of the W snd § fronts of the palace have survived, and archasocloglcal
excavation of the SE corner in 1974 dewmonsirated the wealth of further remains
undoubtedly exisiing below ground-~level in beiween. The pattern of otherwise-
invigible walling is often discerxnible in times of drought. The N arm of the
moat iz etill to be seen (as & small overgrown stream, now lacking the sluices
which gave it greater depth and width) with further walls of unususl intezest
in its banks. The latter, and a long regstone well which formed the base of
the § front of the palave, are in gardens of private houses in Bubblestone Road.

The most prominent survivael, however; is the single range of early-(Ll6 buildings
representing the western half of the N front. At one end ig the shell of the
three-storeyed NW corner~iower, which has newel-stair and gardermobe: turrets
adjoining and contains original fireplaces fox its three heplagonal Tooms.

4% the other end of the range is the ground stoxey {later roofed and at present
in use as a Girl Guide HG) of one of the twin towers of the prinecdpal gatehouse
of the palace; vrojeeting from its § side is the newelwstair turxet of this
towexr; and against its E side is a finely-moulded stone base of the grsal inner
~arch of the gateway itself. Iinking these two end-towers are the virtually-
complete ground~storey walls of the western half of the ¥ gallery, now incorp-
orated in Castle Cottages; since they form an important part of the subject of
this report, they are desoribed below under a separate heading.

The only above-—ground portions of the palace and its appurienances currently
acoorded !Ancient Monument® scheduling are the NW corxner—-iower, the remaing of
the prineipal zatehouse fower, z single wall surviving from the eastern half

of the ¥ gallery, and St.Thomas & Becket's Well (& medieval resexvolr and
conduit~houge from which the palaee offices and moal were supplied). The:
scheduling includes 2 so far unexcavated area of open land to the S and E of
the W range, bounded by ‘The Castle House' drive from Sevencaks Road (S) and

by the Bubblsstone Road - Churchyard footpath {E}. Gastie Cottazmes at present
rank only as a. listed Puilding, grade II%® . The Department of the Environment
now intend to extend the YAncient Monuzment?! scheduling 1o swbrace the remaindsrm
of the palace site and all located appurtenances, but ltheir negotiations have
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not yet been completed. The seheduled gres will then includes—
(2} Castle Cottages (thus completing the soheduling of the N TROLE ) .

(b} That part of the site ccoupied by the moated pre-Tudor manor~houss, with
visible rempins zlready mentioned, %o the 8 of the present scheduled alsa.

{¢) The outer court, to the N of the present geheduled area.

{8} The pleasure gaxden, which still has its recoxded brook, to the W of the
present scheduled aTrea.

(e) The kitchen garden and butts, to the E of the present scheduled area.

(£} A lodge, walls of which survive in the front garden of Moat Cottage,
Station Road.

(g) The pond yards, in which 7 of the: § recorded fishponds still remain.

(£} & {&) are to the NE & E of the present scheduled area, which will
thus be linked with the already-scheduled. Becket's Well.

Sevenoaks District Council own the N range of buildings (wiz. the W¥ cornen~
tower, Castle Colbtages, and the remains of the principal gatehouse tower) with
s strip of land to the N and 4 acres of open ground to the 3. The rTemaindexm
of the site of the palace buildings and appurtenances {including some of the
visible remains) is almost entirely in private ownenship.

CASTLE COTTAGES

The ground-storsy walls are of early=Clé brick with ragstone plinths and
originally carried a timber upper storey. In the Tudor gstructune, the two
storeys were passage-galleries '1o walke in shove and benesth! (Survey of
1540}41)a The ground storey was treated as a cleistem; having along its 3
gide @ series of 11 closely—set unglaged lights immediately sbove plinth-level
opening into the palace’s -immense inner court (about 80 yards square). These
lights are entirely executed in finely-moulded brickwork, hollow~chamfened and
with four-centred heads enclosed in square labels.

The timber upper storey was removed altogether following the abandonment and
deosy of the palace. The ground storey was provided with a thatched zpof,
probably during the Cl7, and used as a farm building (within the curtilage. of
Castle Farm, the principal dwelling of which survives as The Castle House!)
until the beginning of the present century. The. central part incorporated
the farm smithy and for this purpose a square=headed doorway was ingerted in
one of the S-facing cloister lights, 4 of which had by this time been blocked.
with brickwork; also to serve the smithy, two adjacent cloister—lights weme
demolished For the consiruetion of & projecting ragstone chimmey-breast.

The doorway was blocked with brickwork in the First half of the {19.

During the early years of the C20, the building was converted into the present
three terraced @wellings cslled Castle Cottagzes. The work involvedsz=

{1} Superimposing s new brick upper storey with tiled Toof om the.éarly«@lé
zround-~storey walls, which wexre left unaltewrsd except zs mentioned below.

(2% Blocking the 5 S~facing cloister—lights noi already filled in, and insert=
ing modern windows in the bloecking-matexial of 5 such lights.

{3} Blocking e Tudor doozway immediately E of the series of cloister=lighis.

{4} Capping the CLT swithy chimney-breast with g tiled lean-to rooci.

{5} Blocking with ragstone a large sguare=headed Tudor opening in the ¥ end-wall.

(6} Inserting 2 modern doorways and some windows in she Tador ¥ wegll and erscting
againgt it = small projecting outbuilding with a tiled lean-to: vool. This
wsll otherwise remains substantially undisturbed, still displsaying an orig-

inzl doorway at the centre. snd sharacteristioc blue-header diapering in the
brickwork fthroughout its length.
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Of the eariy-Cl6 fealures preserved in the cotlages, those of the 5 elevation
zre undoubtedly the most valuables The surviving 9 cloister~lights, termine
ating with a cosval blocked doorway st the B end; consititute the finest
architectural debail remaining on the whole site. The continuity of this
series still impresses, despite its interrupiion: by the later smithy chimney-
hreest ané bloecked doorway which are themselves of historie intexest in theix
own right.

THE FUTURE OF THE SITE

In December 1974, Sevenosks District Counell (SBC} approved a scheme prepared
by their Planning Dept. for the ‘modemnization' of Castle Cotlages. The plans
included provision fox substantial internal changes which, i1f the range is o
gontinue as Gwellings, are highly desirable for the improvement of ftenants!
amenities. Also involved, howeven, were external alterations which would have
severely damaged the Tudor features of the 3 elevation. My fizst knowledge. of
the plans was in January 1977, when they had still not been implemented and SDC
invited Otford Parish Council (0PC) to submit observations. I Ffoxthwith
notified the Deparitment of the Environment {(DoB) and this was the first they
had heard of the proposals. Iisted Building Consent was thereupon refused.
Followlng a site meeting at which DoE was represented, SDC prepared revised
plans and DoB granted Listed Building Consent foxr these in May 1977. The
external work in the revised scheme was limlted %o provision of rear sccess to
cottage no.2 by opening up the blocked smithy doorway and to cottage no.l by
opening up the blocked Tudor doomway, both in the § elewvation.

When the revised plans were made known to OPC in July 1977, strong objections
to these external sltersiions wexme. put forward to SDC by me and by OPC, the:
Otford & District Historieal Soeiety {ODHSY, the Otford Village Sceiety (OVS)
and, following reports in the local press, by a number of individuals.
Letters of protest werse also sent by ODHS and myself to the DoE,; who replied
‘we are completely happy with negotiations to date which will cause no major

chgnge to the facadest.

As @ Tesult of the lettemrs to SDC, their Planning Officer held a meeting in
hie office in September 1977 attended by zepresentatives of OPC, ODHS,%OVS,
the local Disiriet Councillon; and offieers of SDC and Kent County Council.
The Planning Officer was awere that I would be unable. fo be present owing to
ghesence from the disirict. The meeting went unminuted wnd I was afterwards
given conflicting reports of the discussion by people who had attended.

What was abundantly clear, howsvex; was that all objections had been sweph
gside by the SDC officers.

The Joint Historle Buildings Committee of the Kent Archaeclogiesl Society and
the Committee for the Presermvation of Rural Kent discussed the plans atb length
in August 1977. They decided to maise nc objection because they felt thgt,
if the two: rear doorways were necessary from the point of view of XEi
tenants! smenities, the SDC scheme was probably the best that could be devzsed
in the circumstances. Upon hearing of this, I immediastely notified them that
I had alrezdy interviewed the: tenants of gll three cottages. talking great care
not to influence them in any way, and thet they themseives were unanimous in
not wishing to have rear doorways. As a result, the Committes arranged for
the Secretary of Kent Archasological Society to send o corrective letter in
January 1978 informing SDC that they now felt ithat the existing brickwork
would be: better left alone until such time as & comprshensive zestoration of
the 16 wozk could be underiaken.

Since the meeting in Sepiember 1977 mentioned above, penewed effonts havs: been
rade to persuade SDC that it would be wreng to proceed with the proposed rear
doorways. Letters have been sent by me and by the local bodies already
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mentioned giving further explanstions of our rsasons for maintaining this
view.

The most far-reaching of these reasons is that we consider SDC ought to be
working towards eventual fulfilment of a ccherent long-term policy Tor the
futurs preservaltlion, investigation and mosi-sffeetive public display of the
archiepiscopal palace as a whole. When the sconomic climete and the pressures
of housing council tenants have improved sufficienily, we very much hope that
the site will be excavated under proper archasclogical supervision, the remains
being suitably preserved and lefi exposed for publie inspection, and that the
present superstructure of Castle Cottages will then be demolished so as to
lezve the early-Cls ground-storsy walls as nearly as practicaeble in their
originagl form. The sites; if well laid out in this manner; would undoubtedly
be of exceptlional interest, far more in keeping with its sienificance in
national history, and would provide the Darent Valley with asunother important
tourist attraction, along with Eynsford Castle and Iullingstone Roman Vills.
Neanwnile, our contention is that thers should be no unnecessary tampering
with the surviving fabric, as this would bve prejudicial tc the realizastion

of the ultimaie objective.

The 3DC Planning Officer was sufficiently impressed by the suggested long-
terms policy to recommend that the Council's officers be suthorized %o carry
out discussions with the DoE with the object of securing gusrdianship of the
site and buildings by the Ancient Monuments Division of the DoB. I have

Just been informed that this recommendation has been adopted by a full mesting
of 3DC.

The SDC Planning Officer!s recommendation was made in a long report dated
9.6,78, in which -

(L) he expressed sgome apprehension about the suggested eventual abandonment
of the residential use of Castle Cottages:; and

{ii} he maintained that the provision of resr-asccess doorways to the cottages
will in no way prejudice the long~term policy and that mesnwhile they
are necessary smenities for the tenants. Indeed, encouraged by the
granting of Listed Bullding Consent for doomways to cottages nos. 2 & 3,
he recommended thet similsr Consent be sought for the construction of a
third doorway to sexve cottage no. 1. This would be in the rzgsione
infilling of & former large square-headed Tudor opening in the ¥ end-wall.

His report was framed in such a manner that the oconclusions reached {except
regarding Dol guardianship} were generzlly based upon a ssries of misconceptions,
The deficiencies are so serious that I have now written to him, on behalf of
ODHS and with the bagking of the other locml bodies concerned, giving a detailed
explanation of the thinking behind ouxr proposals apd objections, and asking

him to arrange for my letier to be placed before the SDO committees fo which

his report has been submitted in order thal any decisions already reached may

be recongidersed in the light of these further observaiions.

There; for the moment, the matier rests.

In this latest letter to the SDC Planning Officer; I commenied on the suggested
eventual abandonment of the residential use of Castle Cottages on the Ffollowing

linesg~

{a} The very fact that their ground storey is a oncs—cloistered passage~gallery,
only some. 12 ft. wide, surviving from the Tudor palace imposes limitations
which render the accommodation unsatisfectory now and {even sfter the
propossd internsl modernization} likely to become mors so as the yenTs
g0 bF. The limltstions meferved to sre not mersly the cramped sive of
the individuszl cotiages. What we have particunlerly in mind is the
impoxtance of the whole ground storey ss = historic building, which will
always inhibit exbernal zlterstions and prevent what would in other
dwellings be perfectly normsl and accepitable improvements.
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Absndonment is in itself unlikely to have: the effect of ineressing
vendalisn. The exlisting residentiazl presence has shown ne sigm of
deterring hooligans from osusing ocsssional minor damsge to the HW
comer-tower: fhe same would doubtless be time of cother pemsing if
excavated snd left exposed am suggested; these, howevexr; should be much
less wlnersble once consclidated for preservaiion, We believe the
gonstantly—-used public Ffoolpeth acmoss the site to be & far mors effective
deterrent in practice, sines considemable paxts of the remains are not
vigible from the eottages themselves.

The early-020 upper storey iz an uwnworihy indtrusion on the Tudor ground
storey, and is particularly ugly when viewed from the S sidey i.e., whene
the greatest interest lies. It is not {and can sesrcely have been
intended %o be) in sny sense compatible with the timber owiginal, being
more. reminiscent of the poorest lafe-Victorian working-olass housing.
Reduction to & single storsy would expose an asutheniic little-—glitered
Tudor gallexy, and the two end-towers would be given the gppesrsnce of
grester helght, thus produsing g more interesting conirast of ocutline as
thackeloth! to the victuresque villags green (onsexvation Area.

With regard to the proposed three rear-acvess Jdoorways for Castle Cottages,

the

explanstion of our objections given in my recent letter to the 3SDC

Planning Officer is on the following lines:-

(1)

(2}

{3}

The: blocked doomway in the 8 wall of ovitage noe.d has logt its stone Jambs,
snd brickwork has been subgtituted. But its early-{016 four-centred axnch
gurvives intact and, zlthough thews is surface deony, the stonework is
guite sufficiently sound to remain unrestoned provided the infilling is
left undisturbed. If the latter were: removed, a completely new stone
doorway would have 1o be substituted. Little. encugh exists in the way of
standing remzing displaying original features without destroying this -~
one of the few medieval doorways. Even if the uppeyr storey is evenituslly
demolished as suggested, this doopway would doubtlsss remain hilocgked in
order t0 preserve its Tudorn arech. In ths palace, it provided access
vetween the inner court and the western half of the ¥ range ground-f{loor
clolstered passage-gallery.

The blocked sguare-hesded doorway in the S wall of oottage no.2 was
inserted to glve acvess to lastle Farm snithy., probably in the Cl7.

It appears to have bheen blocked during the first helf of the €19, when

the agricultursl depression evidenily made the maintensnce of the smlithy
Une cononi g. Indsed, the rough brickwork of the infilling may be sympltom
atic of the greai poverbty then prevalent. The doorway and adjacent
shisney=breasst constitute the only survivaels of this priveits Tarm smithy,
onoe a common feature among the larger esteblishwments, Such reliecs,
especially of this early date, are believed to be now rare and the infilling
of the docrway nrovides valuable evidence of the perxriod of use. Doorway
and infilling are conssguently worith presserving intezot, not only on this
sooount but slso as representing interssting stages in the posi-Beformation
history of the palace temains.

The present tenant and hig family, who have spent much of their lives hexe,
particularly stress thaet, if this doorway is re~opensd, their fummiture:
will make it impossible to use and i¥ will only create difficulbies for them,

The proposed dooxway in the ¥ end-wgll of cottage no.l is archaeologicslly
the lsast objectionsble; but we ars sexiously coneerned sbout the detrie
mental effect it would have on the appesrance of the presi Tudor N¥ comer-
tower; which it wounld adjoin. In the palace, the opening in which +this
doorway would be inserted served as the intemmal link bvetween the N & W
ground-~Tloor passage-gallentes.



(4}

(5)

6

SDG allegze that the three proposed doorways are ‘necessary?! for the sole
<3 o

" reason of giving tenants easy ascess = foxn oultivation, window-cleaning,

efo. = to the nsrrow sirip of land along the § side of the cotiages zt
present enclosed by low shestnut paling. The tenants of two cotiasges
havs told me that they will not use this land unless complete privacy
from one snother is provided by close-boarded fencing (wnfortunstely,
relations between the ccoupante of the three dwellings Z¥ are fzr from
harmoﬁieus}g We would be strongly opposed to the erection of such
Tencing or snything else which would spoil the sppearance of the 3
elevation and inhibiit feediitier for viewing it.

We do not believe that the problem of window-olesning (possibly from
within} csnnot be gquite simply overcome by other means if a genuine effort

ig made to do 80.

If easy scoess to the strip of land were essential {which we: do not acﬁe@t)g
it would be 2 relatively simple meitter to provide it extemnslly from the
field lying immedistely . It is spparent from the meport that, haviug
degided on doorways, no sepiocus consideration has bsen glven 4o possible
alternatives in spite of all the objections which have been peised from

many different gquarters.

In ocur copinion it is unzeasonable to olaim that the doorwsys sre "necessgryt
for the purposes stated. Of course degrees of necessity vary enormously,
but in this omse the need seems vexny slight. The cottages have existed
without mear access for their whole life of nearly 80 years and, now thet
their future may be comparaiively shori, it would be highly undesizable Ho
interfers with the inecorporated remaineg without far-more~compelling ressons,

Ye are opposed to the provision of doczways not only because of actusl snd
visual damags they fthemselves would inflicf on the memains, consequently
prejudicing the long-term policy. but zlso becsuse of the adverse effect
they would be bound to have on the genspal asppesrance of +the. § elevation
while the cottages remsin ocecupied. The possibility of fencing has been
glready menitioned. What is =more cerisin is that benanis® propeniy of
various kinds can be expecied to be placed on the sncicsed strip of land.
Suoh things as lines of washing, rTunnen besn polses, and other temporary oxm
semi-permanent objects, although cuite innocent in themselves, would
wunfortunately produce s cluttered effect seriously impairing the present
uninterrupted views of the remains obtainable from the field Ho the 8.
Bfforts should be dirscted towards enbancing rvather than spoiling these:
views, Offord Palsoe atiracts meny visitors — partiss from learned
sogieties, etc., as well as individuals ~ and the I elevation is one of

the chief showpieoes, largely due to 1tz ssries of cloister-lights, the
specisl meriits of which have been dezscribed on pp.2 & I. We cannot
emphasize tooc strongly the importance of lesving this streteh of the renzins
alone [excspt for essential repairs) and fully exposed for public inspection.
In saying this, we would stress that we have no objection whatever to the:
propoged initernal improvementsi fthe delay in proceeding with this uwndispubed
work, coupled with presss publiecity about the long—term fuiure of the
sptiages, is causing the ftenants g great deal of worny and distress -
chiefly bYecause of their inebility to undexstand what is going on.



CONCLUBIONG

Faturally it is very much hoped thet, following the latest representations

made, SDC will now agree to delete from their scheme the proposed mear—sccess

doorways for Castle Cottages. Whatever the cutocome, however, it is urged

that in view of all the aforementioned circumstances:—

(a) DoE will if possible withdraw %he Listed Building Consent glrepady granted
for two: doorways in the light of information in this meport, some of which
was doubilesse unknown fo then at that time; :

(b) DoB will, if approached, refuse Listed Building Consent for $he proposed
third doorwayg and

(¢} DoE will agree to SDO's proposal ihat guardianship of the site and buildings
be vested in the Ancient Monuments Division of ithe DoR.
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