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Introduction
Monimail or Beaton’s Tower (NGR NO 298 140) is
situated four miles to the west of Cupar, Fife and half
a mile west of the village of Monimail. It forms part of
the Melville estate and is situated in an area of gardens
and orchards. The tower and its grounds are maintained
by the Monimail Tower Preservation Trust.
The area around the tower has been the subject
of a number of archaeological projects during the last
25 years, though none has previously been published.
This report, commissioned by Historic Scotland,
draws together the results of four of these projects
and is preceded by an evaluation of the surviving
physical and documentary evidence for the site’s use
as an episcopal palace.

History and architecture

Illus 1 Location.

Tom Morton
Introduction
This paper results from ten years work for the Monimail
Tower Preservation Trust. It presents an interpretation
of the surviving physical and documentary evidence
relating to the architecture of the former bishop’s palace
at Monimail.

The establishment of the episcopal residence
Monimail parish was held directly by the bishops of
St Andrews from its earliest reference in 1207 (Bliss
1895,CPL I30) and an episcopal residence was probably
established at Monimail by the late 13th century as one
of a group of episcopal residences conveniently located
around the See for the purposes of administration
and travel accommodation. It is in this context that
William Lamberton (bishop of St. Andrews 1298–1328)
constructed a manor house of some quality, around
1319, in the period of stability that followed the Battle
of Bannockburn. ‘While extremely concerned with the
good repair of the monastery buildings and making
much available [for that], he [Lamberton] repaired little
on his own estates. After he had served as bishop for
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some eighteen years, when shown by members of his
household to be guilty of not building his own manorhouses, he is said to have once replied in some agitation:
‘With the help of the grace of God, I intend to erect
buildings of such size and of such strength that many
as my successors, will think it important to maintain
them in a suitable or similar condition.’ From then on
he completed one of his manor-houses nearly every year
at quite considerable expense, namely his own fortress
palace at St Andrews, his manor-houses at Inchmurdo,
Monimail, Dairsie, Torry, Muckart, Kettins, Monymusk,
Liston, Lasswade and Stow in Wedale; he also built a
new chapter-house at his own expense. ‘He splendidly
adorned the beams of the great church with shaped
boards and carvings, and left to the canons of the same
a valuable red vestment adorned with [embroidered]
pictures, along with a mitre and pastoral staff and a
great many books.’(Bower 1385–1449, Bk 6, c 43).
The origin of the neighbouring kirk at Monimail
is uncertain, but the pre-reformation church had a bell
in use until about 1750 that ‘had been used from the
days of Robert the Bruce, as appeared by an inscription
on it’ (Sinclair 1791–99, 656).
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Only a year after Lamberton’s death Pope John
XXII, in Avignon in 1329, granted to the next Bishop,
James Bennet, ‘appropriation of the parish church of
Monimele, value 40 marks … His predecessor William
had thereon built a manor, which is insufficiently
supported by the rents of the said territory. The
manors belonging to the see have during its voidance
been injured by laymen, and the farmers are impoverished. A perpetual vicar is to be appointed to Monimele’
(Bliss 1895, CPL ii, 303). Monimail thereby became a
mensal parish with the income going to the Bishop,
supporting the upkeep of his house.
Whether any of the surviving palace fabric dates to
this period is impossible to determine, but there are no
known records indicating further building work until
the 16th century. Bishop Scheves consecrated the kirk
in the late 15th century and there may have been
construction work in relation to this, but it falls into
a pattern of reconsecration of many kirks within the
See at this time by Scheves.

The Renaissance palace
By the early 16th century a collection of buildings and
enclosures would have comprised the episcopal palace.
Located where the main road from St Andrews to Perth
joined that from St Andrews to Stirling, it stood on a
sunny prominence with a good prospect across the
Howe of Fife. The natural topography has since been
obscured by the construction of Melville gardens, but
there must have been a steep drop from the palace on
the south and west sides. While not as dramatic as the
cliffs at St Andrews Castle or the gorge at Melgund
Castle, this topography must have informed the location
and character of the complex.
Certainly the palace buildings by this date included
a large, probably two-storey building to the immediate
south of the tower and, probably, a massive wall of
similar height running north. One of the principal
rooms in this building, at first floor level, contained a
series of arched grey stone windows facing northwest.
The north corner of this room, together with parts of
two arched windows and some internal plasterwork,
survives as the lower section of the SE wall of the tower.
Fragments of a door or window opening and some
plasterwork also remain at ground level.
It was up against this building, presumed to be the
principal range, in the re-entrant angle with the
probable enclosure wall, that the tower was constructed.
It is possible that the ‘enclosure wall’ was also part of a
building, but the evidence is scant, comprising aspects
of the tower first floor room garderobe and the wall
junction to the round tower stub.
The major enclosure wall running north to a round
tower, which had rectilinear rooms on at least two
floors, was most likely constructed at the same time
as the tower. This wall was capped with a walkway
contained between a corbelled parapet to the east and
a flush parapet, rising to the stringcourse, on the west.

Stuart Farrell editor

The excavations led by Eric Grant in 1987 (see below)
uncovered the base of this wall and what was probably
a central entranceway. This is likely to have been a
gatehouse of elaborate design, perhaps with diminutive
twin towers.
In placing the tower up against the range, one of
the arched windows was blocked up and a new doorway
was made at first floor level. This entered a series of
rooms with windows to west and east linked by a spiral
stair. The size of the rooms was modest but each was
well lit, and had a cupboard and a fireplace. They had
access to the parapet walkway and probably some
prospect from the roof. This tower of high quality
and private chambers falls into a pattern of residential
improvements occurring around this time that was
aimed at providing private rooms for either an owner
or his guests (McKean 2001).
The common assertion that the tower was built
by Cardinal David Beaton is mistaken and apparently
results from a combination of a repeated misreading
of MacFarlane and the inclination of people to associate
the tower with its most famous owner. In fact the
Cardinal’s uncle, Archbishop James Beaton, built ‘The
House of Monymeal, the Wall about The Yard thereof,
and planted The most Part of The Yard with Fruit Trees
brought from France, and, when he had completed it,
he gave The same to King James 5th in his Minority
for his more commodious Hunting in Edinsmoore’
(MacFarlane 1750–51, i, 5–7).
James Beaton was Archbishop of St Andrews 1522–
39. James V was born in 1513 and gained power in 1528.
The tower can therefore be taken as having been built
between 1522 and 1528, when James V was between
nine and 15 years old. David Beaton was close to his
uncle through the 1520’s until a rift developed between
them that led to the archbishop having the curate of
Monimail ‘solemnly read letters of cursing, for non
payment [of money from Arbroath], against David in
the parish Kirk of Monimail.’ (Neilson et al 1895–1993,
i, fo 120) in the summer of 1529.
It is possible that David had an involvement in the
works at Monimail. The arrangement of entrance,
round and square towers bears comparison with
Melgund (built by David Beaton) and Ethie (an
established David Beaton residence), and his diplomatic mission to France in 1524, when he was still
close to his uncle, perhaps presented the opportunity
to bring back the fruit trees. However there is no direct
evidence and James Beaton was responsible for a wide
range of construction projects, including ‘Bridges to
The Number of Fourteen … His arms were upon
them all … He also built the whole Fore-Work of
The Castle of St Andrews and several other Works
there. He built the Church of Saint Serfe called
Newburne.’ (MacFarlane 1750–51).
It is also possible to imagine the involvement of
Sir James Hamilton of Finnart, who was active as an
architect in this period and was cousin and friend of
both the Beatons. However, the details of the surviving
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construction at Monimail do not display any obvious
Finnart features. In particular, the gun loop on the
round tower stub differs from those at Linlithgow
and Melgund.
Certainly, at this time, the palace was a comfortable,
if quiet, country residence, capable of accommodating
the elite and their entourages. After St Andrews, James
Beaton favoured it as a residence, at least during his final
year, as is evidenced by the recording by David Beaton’s
granitar of costs for ‘the kitchen of the late Archbishop
at St Andrews and Monymeill’ and of ‘expenses of the
late Archbishop James and his household in St Andrews
and Monymeill from Oct 31 to Feb 20 … 1538.’ (Rentale
Sancti Andree 1538–1546).
David Beaton, who travelled with a considerable
retinue, was at Monimail for a period in 1538, as
evidenced by signed documents and recorded expenses,
including a small sum on repair of dykes. During 1539
£8 was spent on ‘repairs, etc to the place of Monymele’
(compared with £32 12s. on repairs to St. Andrews
Castle and £30 on New College) and a further 17s
in 1540, £8 5d. in 1541, £3. 6s in 1542 and £4 in 1543
(Rentale Sancti Andree 1538–1546). Expenses of the
gardener and officers at Monimail are also recorded
through this period.
The only other occasion Beaton is recorded at
Monimail is on 9 June 1543, presumably related to the
occasion of expense of fifty shillings for ‘3 pairs of fine
linen sheets delivered at Little Monymele when the Earl
of Huntly was entertained there’ (Rentale Sancti Andree
1538–1546). Later, £45.12d was paid for the hire of
beds in St. Andrews Castle and at Little Monymele for
the Queen, the Governor, his eldest son, certain nobles,
and servitors of the Cardinal sleeping in the castle from
May 28, 1543, to Sept. 1, 1545’ (Rentale Sancti Andree
1538–1546).
In 1552 Archbishop Hamilton spent eleven weeks
at Monimail, under the celebrated treatment of Jerome
Cardan, the most famous physician in Europe at this
time. His treatment primarily related to dietary requirements, but included use of a shower bath and sleeping
on raw silk rather than feathers. Cardan, who was used
to the best courts in Europe, wrote ‘in sympathetic and
grateful terms of the kind usage he had met in the
North’ (Waters 1898, 132).
There is little surviving to indicate the original design
of the interiors of the Tower, however their quality can
perhaps be indicated by the surviving fittings ascribed to
David Beaton. Ten elaborate carved oak panels survive,
known as the Beaton panels, which are thought to have
come from a large panelled area in Arbroath Abbey,
dating to around 1530 (David having succeeding James
as Abbot of Arbroath in 1524). These panels show the
arms of Beaton five times, once flanked by the initials
D.B. (NMS 1982, 108–9)
In the late 19th century an oak door was recorded
at the tower (EAA Sketchbook 1878–79, Vol 2) with
simplified linenfold panels of a design appropriate to
the stage of local development of this pattern in the
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early 16th century. These are similar to the side panels in
the St Andrews Cupboard. The front panel carvings of
this cupboard and the Arbroath panels ‘share a common
design, which appears to be unique amongst surviving
sixteenth-century Scottish woodwork’ (Jones 1990, 71–
72). The present location of the door is unknown.

Post-Reformation alterations
In any event, this comfort was lost by 1554, when
Hamilton sold the ‘mansion and palace of Monymeill’
to James Balfour, rector of Flisk ‘the manor itself was
ruinous, waste and broken and could not be repaired
except at great cost’ (NAS GD26/3/468). It is to be
supposed that the majority of the palace buildings were
derelict and the tower was the only habitable building.
James Balfour (c1525 – 1583) had originally been
educated for the priesthood, but had been put to service
in the galleys for complicity in the assassination of
Cardinal Beaton in 1547. He had and did change
alliances from Catholicism to Protestantism as it
suited him. In 1554 he was appointed to the vicarage
of Kilmany which was confirmed by a Papal Bull of
Pope Paul IV (NAS GD63/26) and by 1578 was also
commendator of the Priory of Pittenweem (NAS
GD45/16/2711). He was made a chief judge of the
constitutional Court of St Andrews and upon its
abolition in 1563 was appointed one of the commissionaires of the government to replace it. He was appointed
to the Privy Council in 1565 and knighted in 1566 as
Lord of Pittendriech. In 1567 he was connected with the
murder of Lord Darnley in Edinburgh Castle, husband
of Queen Mary Stuart. Soon after he was to flee to
France due to his complicity in the murder and other
events, returned but had to flee again in 1573 but was
eventually pardoned. In May 1578 he made the palace
of Monimail over to his second son (NAS GD26/3/479)
also named James. In 1581 he was finally pardoned and
all his properties and titles reinstated.
The extent of the repairs carried out by Balfour
is uncertain. If, as seems likely, the principal range
building was unusable, a new access to the tower
first floor would have been required. The previous
entrance from the range building, which would have
been blocked up at this time was partly re-opened as
a window in the recent works. A new external masonry
staircase was constructed on the north side leading to a
new doorway at first floor level. The base of this staircase
was uncovered during the excavations by Eric Grant in
1987. The new doorway and passage is likely to have
replaced an original recess and window identical to
those in the two floors above.
Balfour also carried out works to the top of the
building. Originally the spiral staircase went higher,
perhaps to a roof level room, or prospect platform.
Certainly the main chimney from the ground floor
room was truncated and blocked around this time.
The truncated pyramidal cap to the stair has the
feel of original ecclesiastical work, but it also bears
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Illus 2 View of the tower c 1825. (Illustration by Miller, 1895)

comparison to that at Scotstarvit Tower, a nearby
secular construction of the late 16th or early 17th
century. The current doorway onto the roof could
have been an internal entrance to another room,
which would be consistent with the continuing staircase
and imply that the pyramidical cap was new work by
Balfour, or a lowering re-use of existing masonry.
It is likely that it is James Balfour, the son who placed
his coat of arms and the date of 1578 on the parapet,
but this may well have been an insertion into original
ashlar. The four renaissance roundels at this level bear
close scrutiny and have often been misinterpreted. They
seem to be all carved of the same grey stone. The east
roundel has the Balfour crest within a wreath and the
dates 1578 incised within a border on the ashlar blocks
either side. The west roundel has the crest of Beaton
of Balfour within an identical wreath. Both James and
David Beaton had the habit of displaying this crest on
their work. At Melgund the same crest appears, flanked
by the letters DB and the same appears again on the
Beaton panels. At Monimail the crest is flanked by
the letters C (or possibly G) B. The border around the
letters differs from that around the date. This first initial
could not refer to either Beaton, nor to the two Balfours,
both James, who owned the tower. A plausible explanation for this has not been found, save that Balfour or
some other added it to the Beaton crest to refer to
Cardinal Beaton.

The two other roundels have different wreaths
and show the relief portraits of a lady and gentleman.
These fit within a development of such roundels in
both stone and oak that occurred in Scotland during
the 16th century, following continental practice. The
finest examples of these are the Stirling heads dating
from 1541. The ones at Falkland Palace date from 1537
and 1539. The fine roundels at Pitfirrane Castle, Fife,
remain in their original panelling, as do those on Bishop
Stewart’s pulpit at King’s College Chapel, Aberdeen.
With examples in France and England from the
1520s it is possible, but unlikely, that these were original
episcopal work. The subject matter would also seem
inappropriate. Much more likely is that these date from
the time of the 1578 works. In this case, they could have
been portraits specifically of Balfour and his wife rather
than simply a fanciful design. At Hatton Hall, Derbyshire, there are panels carved with portraits of Sir George
Vernon and his wife, together with the date 1542, while
panels from Beckingham Hall, Essex, now in the Victoria
and Albert Museum, incorporate portraits of Robert
Beckingham and his family dating from 1546 (RCAHMS
1975, 24–29).
In February 1593 James Balfour, as Commendator
of the Priory of Charterhouse, sold the ‘palice, ludging,
and maner place of Monymeil, with houssis, biggingis,
yairdis, ortcheardis, barnis, doucattis, cunynghairis,
paitis, pendiclis, outsettis, annexis, connexis and

Monimail Tower: its history, architecture and archaeological investigations 1983–2000

Illus 3a South-east elevation of the tower. (Drawing by T Morton).

Illus 3a South-east elevation of the
tower (Drawing by T Morton).
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Illus 4a North-west elevation of the tower. (Drawing by T Morton)

Illus 4b North-east elevation of the tower.
(Drawing by T Morton)
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dependencis; and als the grene lyand foranent the
foir yet of the said place’ to Sir Robert Melville of
Murdocairnie. (NAS GD26/3/513).
In turn the palace was granted by Sir Robert Melville
to his son Sir Robert Melville of Burntisland in 1600
(NAS GD26/3/520) and this was confirmed by the Great
Seal in 1612 (NAS GD26/3/527). His son returned the
property to his father in July 1613 (NAS GD26/3/530)
and he was granted a life rent in January 1614 (NAS
GD26/3/533).
In 1593 following the purchase of the lands and manor
of Monimail, the barony of Melville in Fife was erected.
In 1594 Sir Robert Melville senr (c 1527–1621) was made
an extraordinary Lord of Session and admitted to the
bench. In 1596 Melville was deprived of his office of
treasurer-depute. In 1600 he resigned his place in Council
in favour of his son, Sir Robert Melville of Burntisland
and he retired from the bench in 1601. He was appointed
a member of the reconstructed Scottish Privy Council
in 1610 and in 1616 he was created a peer of parliament
with the title Lord Melville of Monimail.
Sir Robert Melville jnr became Lord Monimail in
1621; a charter of this transfer exists from March 1622
titled ‘Instrument narrating the giving of possession to
Robert, Lord Melvill of the manor place of Monymaill
with an inventory of the plenishing and silver therein,
following on warrant and commission by Lords of
Council and Session’ (NAS GD26/3/552). The Melvilles
continued with the property at Monimail for almost
a hundred years before building Melville House.
Papers of the Leslie Family, Earls of Leven and
Melville are held in the National Archives of Scotland
(GD 26) and consist of 5671 items. Only a limited search
could be made of these, a detailed study being outwith
the scope of this paper. Items relating to the Melvilles
at Monimail in the 17th century include a note on the
deduction of the progress of the house of Monimail
from the Bishopric of St Andrews (GD26/5/576); the
recording of a dispute between the carriage of building
stones, timber, sands and peat to Monimail in 1638
(GD26/5/588); an undated contract between Lord
Melville and William Aitken, mason, for the building
of the park dyke (GD26/5/672); two inventories of
furniture (GD26/6/159) and one of the furniture ‘of the
lodgeing’(GD26/6/160); a note on the progress of the
house of Monimail dated c1670 (GD26/5/607) inventories of napery taken from Raith to Monimail in 1637
and 1639(GD26/6126/127) and numerous bundles of
estate and household accounts (GD26/5/510/1–24, 513–
14, 516, 520–21, 534, 536 and 538; GD26/6/123/1–9).
On the creation of Melville House in 1697, Monimail
tower became an ancient folly in its parkland setting.
Happily, it could be viewed as picturesque from the
north door of Melville and did not suffer the fate
of Sir James Melville’s tower of Halhill, which was
demolished to improve the Melville parkland. The
plaster ceiling from the first floor room, together with
the sash and case windows here and at second floor, date
from this period. The third floor room was re-modelled,
probably in the early 18th century. Pine panelling was

75

fitted to all the walls and three gothic style windows.
The one in the south wall was a new opening, only
possible as the roof of the range building had gone
and the flue of the second floor fireplace was blocked
up. A marble and delft tile fireplace was inserted within
the original. When conservation of the panelling was
recently carried out the decoration was examined and
the lowest layer was found to be principally a blue
distemper. However, the panelling may well have been
unpainted at first, as strips of newspaper had been used
to cover cracks in the wood below this first layer of
decoration, one strip bearing the text ‘An extract from
the Chester Chronicle, March 26, 1786 …’.
It can be assumed that the remains of the palace were
an enduring source of building materials. Nonetheless,
in 1791 the tower is described as being ‘in pretty good
preservation … evidently part of a large building, the
remains of which are very visible’ (Sinclair, 1791–99,
657–658). It is in this condition that the tower is shown
in the earliest etching, which clearly indicates, among
other features, the external stone staircase.
However, around 1826 the Melvilles created a series
of walled gardens, dramatically altering the ground
levels and covering almost all other remains of the
palace. The window and door to the ground floor room
were blocked up and the ground levels rose by 2–3m.
The external staircase was demolished as the first floor
could now be entered from ground level. The floor of
‘ground’ floor was replaced with a sloping one and
this new basement icehouse accessed via the original
chimney. A new access to the stair was made through
the north wall and its original internal entry blocked up.
A detailed inspection of the icehouse and the related
ground levels to the south and west yielded interesting
results. An adjacent retaining wall has window and door
openings that show the ground level was, at some time,
lower than the assumed medieval level (taken as the door
entrance). The earlier ground and floor levels between
and around the tower and range buildings are therefore
a subject for speculation.
Other fragments of earlier work are incorporated
in the garden constructions. The vaulted subterranean
chamber has a stair access that indicates earlier habited
rooms towards the tower and the chamber contains a
section of medieval rubble wall running from NE to SW.
Other rubble walls can be seen at ground level in this
area. The area immediately outside the (supposed 19th
century) doorway to the vaulted chamber seems to be a
piece of tiled or slabbed floor rather than a simple stone
step. The lower vaulted chamber immediately to the east
of the tower may also indicate earlier elements.

Archaeological investigations
Resistivity survey and trial trenching in 1983
Gordon Ewart
A series of four test trenches (Illus 5) was opened at
Monimail over three days during February 1983, to test
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Illus 5 Location of the 1983 trenches. (Drawing by G Ewart)

anomalies identified by the geophysical survey that
had taken place the preceding December (Dockrill and
Bond, 1982) (Illus 6). The resistivity results indicated
that the garden area was the most likely location for
structural remains belonging to the medieval ‘palace’
complex. The trenches were located within the walled
kitchen garden associated with the early 18th-century
Melville House, lying immediately to the south of
‘Beaton’s Tower’. It was thought that remains of a
south range of structures associated with the tower
might be preserved here, forming, along with the

tower itself, the episcopal palace of Monimail. The
trial excavation was thus intended to reveal surviving
evidence of the medieval episcopal complex.
The results of the excavation indicated that no
medieval remains survived in the walled kitchen area;
all the features encountered could be ascribed to 19thcentury activity. It seems probable that the remains of
the south range are to be found to the south and west
of the tower, possibly under the western end of the
north garden wall.
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Illus 6 Geophysical results. (Drawing by G Ewart 1983)

Excavations in 1987
Eric Grant

Introduction
Excavations were carried out in the garden areas
immediately to the north and west of Monimail Tower
in June 1987. This was a training excavation conducted
by Middlesex Polytechnic (now Middlesex University)
for second year undergraduates studying archaeology.
The research objective of the excavation was essentially
to try to relate the remains of the corner tower north
of Monimail Tower to any enclosing or defensive
walls in the garden areas N of Monimail Tower and
to establish how these structures may relate to the 16th
century tower or earlier fortified dwellings. Excavations
took place over two weeks, starting in the area adjacent
to the small corner tower and running W into the orchard
and opening up a large area immediately to the north
of the tower. A small excavation was also made in the
deeply sunken area immediately SW of Monimail Tower.

Illus 7 Location of the 1987 trenches. (Drawing by E Grant)
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No surviving structures at Monimail above ground
have been dated to earlier than the 16th century and
the aim of the 1987 excavation was to identify features
below ground level that may relate to earlier buildings
on the site. It is assumed that earlier buildings were
probably on the site of or adjacent to Monimail Tower
itself and were later incorporated into Monimail Tower.
The relationship between Monimail Tower and the
single storey remains of a corner tower, about 30m
north was one of the main objects of the excavation.
This corner tower, although now clearly visible, is
not mentioned in the earlier standard printed sources
(including RCAHMS 1933) and this suggests that until
recently it was buried or partly buried by garden soil
and rubble and wreathed in ivy. To avoid confusion the
main surviving three-storey house is called Monimail
Tower (or the Tower) and the surviving single storey
vaulted chamber, presumed to be the base of a corner
tower, 30 metres north is described as ‘the small corner
tower’. The walled garden is dated to 1825 by a date
stone over an archway. It is possible that much of the
walling of the walled garden, and the garden dividing
wall that runs north from the Tower to join the wall
of the churchyard (and divides the gardens to the north
into a shrubbery to the east and an orchard to the west
of that wall) was built of stone taken from earlier
buildings and defensive walls at Monimail. Previous
excavations in the walled garden (Ewart 1983) showed
that there had been much levelling and deposition of
material and that was borne out by the 1987 excavations
in the north gardens where levelling in the orchard
and shrubbery had buried what appear to be earlier
structures under one to two metres of made up ground.

Excavation results

Illus 8 Detail of the 1987 trenches. (Drawing by E Grant)

Nine separate trenches (Illus 7 and 8) were opened on
the site although some of these trenches (particularly
trenches 1, 5 and 6) coalesced and parts of the excavation
were stripped rather than trenched, although later
disruption to the site, and in particular deep deposits
of levelling materials, interfered with both stripping
and trenching. The positions of the trenches were
based on where features were expected to be especially
features relating to a barmkin or curtain wall to the
north of Monimail Tower with the remains of the
small corner tower being a focal corner point between
trenches running south–north and east–west.
Trench 1 was inserted E–W between the remains
of the small corner tower and the N–S garden-dividing
wall that divides the shrubbery from the orchard. The
principal feature in trench 1 was an E–W ditch about
1.5 metres wide and cut into the bedrock. Against the
most northern face of the ditch cut were the remains
of a stone and mortar feature varying between 0.3 and
0.9m high and built up against the ditch face. In parts
it was more like a retaining wall or revetment built on
to the front of the cut bedrock. The east end of this
feature is modified and the surviving stones built up
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against the bedrock face may have been rebuilt where
they now abut against the west side of the small
corner tower.
The excavation revealed part of this remodelling but
did not extend any further N on to the rising bedrock.
At the W side of trench 1 the ditch cut into the bedrock
clearly passes underneath the garden dividing-wall and
emerges in trench 2. There was a considerable deposit
of loose mortar lying on the bedrock cut and against
the garden dividing-wall possibly suggesting that
robbed stone had been cleaned up, with the old mortar
left lying on the bedrock and later covered with topsoil.
Finds included part of a thumbed base of a Scottish
White Gritty Ware jug that was found lodged in a
depression in the bedrock and may be from an occupation
layer overlying the bedrock that was swept away during
later alterations on the site.
Trench 2 in the orchard on the W side of the garden
dividing-wall was essentially to continue trench 1 and
the same features were noted – a ditch or foundation
trench cut into the bedrock with a steeper northern
side and stones (some of them roughly shaped and up
to 0.5m across), mortared together and placed against
the face of the northern side of the ditch cut. If this
ditch cut is interpreted as the foundation trench for a
substantial defensive wall (as in trench 1) it is not clear
if the mortared stones built against the northern face
of the ditch cut are a surviving part of the foundations
of such a wall or whether they represent revetting of
the ditch cut when the defensive wall was demolished.
Trench 2 was hand excavated but with the increasing
depth of topsoil to the west, a small mechanical excavator
was used to extend the excavation westwards. The
machine-excavated trench was made for 10m to the
W, following the line of the ditch cut into the bedrock.
Because the machine trench was narrower, the southern
side of the ditch cut was not located but the northern
side of the cut was similar, with a flat bottom and a
fairly steep face (70o) cut about 0.5m into the bedrock.
Although the bedrock cut was easily identified in the
machined trench, no mortared stones were found up
against the northern ditch face as found earlier in trench
2 and trench 1. This may give more weight to the interpretation of these mortared stones as being a later
revetting of the northern ditch face for securing the
crumbling bedrock or possibly part of a poorly built
structure up against the bedrock face.
At the east end of trench 2 the top of the bedrock
was about a metre below the topsoil surface but further
west it was about 1.5m below. Between 11 and 13m W of
the garden dividing-wall, the foundation ditch cut in the
bedrock turned southwards through 90º suggesting there
was sharp return. The cut into the bedrock swelled out
at that point, becoming almost circular in plan. It would
be tempting to suggest a corner tower at this position
that would match the existing small corner tower 18m
to the E. However, no stone foundations of any kind
were found at this turning point and the diameter of
the circular cut here is only about 1.5m, too small for
a corner tower. The bedrock slopes down between, and
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Illus 9 Trench 2, facing east. (Photograph by E Grant)

S of this corner feature. No detail or other feature cut
into the bedrock was found (Illus 9).
The orchard topsoil contained unstratified finds
similar to those found in the topsoil in the shrubbery
including bone, pottery, and pieces of metal. The
orchard topsoil contained six sherds of Scottish White
Gritty ware and ten sherds of Oxidised Redware that
is a mixture of medieval and late medieval/early postmedieval pottery, as well as 19th century pottery. With
no clear stratification in the orchard topsoil it is interpreted that the original deposits containing these pieces
of pottery had become mixed through levelling and
garden activities.
Trench 3 was a machine-cut trench in the orchard
running mainly E–W but with a N–S offset. This was
an exploratory trench to see if there were features within
the area enclosed by the inferred curtain wall, and to try
to pick up the assumed N–S line of the curtain wall on
the west side of the inferred enclosure. At the E end of
trench 3, nearest the garden dividing-wall, only orchard
topsoil directly above bedrock was revealed. In part of
the excavations, the bedrock had a horizontal cut into it
with a clear right-angled corner that may be interpreted
as a levelling of the bedrock possibly to accommodate
a building. There were no traces of any such structure,
not even a mortar spread from a demolished building. If
there was a structure in this level area it may have been a
wooden one.
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The W part of trench 3 went straight through
approximately 1.5m of topsoil to bedrock. There
were no obvious features cut into the bedrock and the
supposed N–S line of the western curtain wall was not
identified in this trench. The natural ground surface
slopes to the W towards the far W wall of the orchard
beyond which is a natural depression and the site of
the so-called Cardinal Beaton’s well.
Trench 4 was a N–S trench running parallel to
the garden dividing wall, 14m further W, and starting
beyond the W end of trench 3. Again the stratigraphy
was orchard topsoil on top of bedrock that was generally
less deep (c 0.5m) than the area to the east that would
suggest that the levelling of the orchard was not
continued as far as trench 4. In the central part of
trench 4 there was a spread of loose mortar directly
on top of the bedrock suggesting that there may have
been some wall demolition in the area but no structures
were found.
Finds from the topsoil included occasional sherds
of 13th–14th century Scottish White Gritty ware and
Oxidised Redware of the 15th to 18th centuries plus
19th-century glazed pottery.
Trench 5 was a long N–S trench opened between
the NE corner of Monimail Tower and the S side of the
small corner tower. The purpose of this excavation was
to examine the relationship between Monimail Tower
and the small corner tower.
The small corner tower comprises a single storey
vaulted chamber (partly built of rubble and partly with
roughly shaped stone blocks), and shows the broken
section of a wall on its S side exactly on the alignment
with the NE corner of Monimail Tower.
On the S wall of the small corner tower there is
an oval horizontal gun loop formed from two shaped
stones, positioned outside, that is to the E, of the
remains of a supposed wall projecting from the small
corner tower. This projecting wall appears to have been
constructed or reconstructed in two parts, the W section
being wider than the E section, the whole being about
1.3m in width. The excavated area immediately to the
S of the small corner tower revealed a layer of brownish
earth and rubble with stones and patches of clay lying
directly under the topsoil. The corner tower appears to
sit on top of this layer that may be a layer of levelling on
top of the bedrock prior to the construction of the small
corner tower. About 50–60cm of topsoil lay directly over
this layer, partly burying the corner tower with the result
that the gun loop was just visible above ground level.
A threshold stone lay across the entrance to the vaulted
chamber. It is not clear how high the corner tower may
have been and whether there were any upper chambers
(and if so how were they accessed). Although the corner
tower is approximately circular in plan, the vaulted
chamber is rectangular. The corner tower has no
real foundations, no clear foundation trench or basal
construction course or stepped-out plinth. As there is
no clear link between the corner tower and the main
tower it may never have been part of a definitive
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enclosing wall and may have been little more than a
decorative feature.
Four metres S of the small corner tower a 15cmdeep edge was cut into the bedrock. No evidence of
a foundation trench for a wall was found and the cut
appears to be the southern edge of a fairly wide flat area
that may represent an area of levelling (by cutting into
the bedrock and spreading earth, clay and stones) either
for a N–S wall or possibly for a larger feature in this
area, of which the small corner tower is a remnant or
a late rebuilding. To the S of this E–W cut into the
bedrock no structures or features were found for 10m
apart from a spread of mortar lying directly on bedrock
7m S of the small corner tower. This would be on the
line of a supposed wall connecting the small corner
tower and the tower, but there was no feature immediately to the N or S. In case it represented the remains of
a structure running E–W, a narrow E–W trench was
excavated at right angles to the N–S line of trench 5
(see plan) but no structures were found. About 3 to
4m W of the mortar spread a spread of strong rubble,
possibly building debris, was found. This may be related
to the mortar spreads further W (see Trench 7).
The S part of trench 5 was more rewarding and
excavation revealed a length of strongly built wall
measuring 6.5 x 1.7m. It rests on a foundation plinth
that extends beyond the wall for 0.2 – 0.3m, but only on
the E side. The wall itself was built with roughly shaped
and faced stonework on the inner and outer faces with
a rubble and mortar core. 1.5m N of the tower this
substantial wall was completely cut through with a
1m wide cut. This was probably a later service trench
although no service pipe or other feature was found in
it. The wall continues up to and passes under the N face
of the tower and is clearly earlier than the tower to be
seen above ground. This excavated wall was presumably
demolished to its present height before the present tower
was built, as the N face of the tower sits directly on top
of this wall but the NE corner of the tower (excluding
the later lean-to structure to the E) is a composite
structure with an older-looking wall between the door
to the tower staircase and the door to the lean-to that
sits directly above the alignment of the wall and may
represent its original height (Illustration 10).
Two features abutted against the wall on the W or
inferred ‘inside’ of the area enclosed by this wall. These
contexts are described under trench 6 and the fact that
they abut the wall suggests that they are later in date.
A deposit between the wall and the foundation trench
produced 12 sherds of Scottish White Gritty Ware
and one sherd of Scottish Redware suggesting a clear
medieval date from 12th/13th centuries through to the
15th century. A single sherd of Oxidised Redware found
is likely to be intrusive and presumably dates from the
period of rebuilding in this area in the 16th century.
Trench 6 was an E–W trench excavated in front of the
northern face of the tower. Parts of the trench exposed
the face of the tower where it passed underground but
it was not possible to excavate all the soil from the face
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Illus 10 View of trench 6. (Photograph by E Grant)
of the tower as the owners wanted the three doors on
the north side, (that is, the door to the ground floor
chamber, the entrance to the ice house and the stair
to the upper floor of the tower) to be kept accessible.
This was an unfortunate limitation as it became clear
that important archaeological evidence for building
phases might be obtained from a detailed inspection
of the underground part of the front face of the tower.
At the W end of the N front the base courses of a
substantial wall extended 1.25m out from the face of
the tower. The construction of this wall is different to
the tower face proper (which sits behind but also on top
of the S edge of this wall), and is constructed of fairly
thin stones 5–15cm thick with an outside flat face.
The lowest course projects forward by 10cm to make a
plinth. The core of the wall is rubble held in a strong
mortar. It is not possible to say how far W this wall ran
as it has been clearly cut away to allow the construction
of the garden dividing-wall. Three steps to the door of
the ground floor chamber of the tower sit on top of this
wall base and are clearly later, and the lower step was
buried under topsoil before this trench was excavated.
The main surviving fragment of this wall extends
about 2m E–W in front of the tower and at its highest
surviving part, where it supports the steps to the ground
floor chamber, is 1.4m high. This wall continues E
towards the N–S wall but as it approaches it, only
survives to the height of the base course, and only as
mortared rubble as the front facing stones of the base
course have been removed. Above this lower surviving
fragment was an overlying deposit of dark earth mixed
with stones, equivalent to the topsoil found elsewhere
on the site and it can be surmised that the topsoil of
the shrubbery garden was laid right up to the face of
the tower, burying this earlier fragmentary wall, except
at the west where it survives almost at the later ground
level. A layer of sandy soil 20cm thick was laid on top
of the garden soil as a levelling layer on top of which
cobblestones were placed to give a paved path along
the front of the tower.
Underlying the E–W wall was a layer that produced
19 sherds of Scottish White Gritty ware, as well as one
sherd of Yorkshire Type ware and one sherd of Low
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Countries Redware, all consistent with a 13th/14thcentury date, likely to be an occupation layer that
probably extended over much more of the site but
has been destroyed everywhere else when the site was
cleared down to bedrock at some point and only survives
here because the E–W wall was later built over it.
At the W side adjacent to the garden dividing-wall,
trench 6 was sunk more than 2m below the present
ground surface. This was a very disturbed area and it
had been cut into to construct the garden dividing-wall,
which has a deep foundation. This disturbed area was
filled with a mixture of rubble and soil in which were
various stray finds including two sherds of Scottish
White Gritty Ware pottery, one sherd of Scottish Redware, and four sherds of later stoneware. Also found
was a small bronze rumbler bell (see ‘The artefacts’
by A Cox).
Trench 7 was a N–S trench opened along the E side
of the garden dividing-wall. No structures as such were
found in trench 7 although a flat layer of mortar or
plaster-like substance was found at the N end of the
trench about 0.5m below the surface, with a smaller
spread at the S end of the trench. It is difficult to interpret
this deposit, though it may have been the mortar for the
base course of a wall that has been robbed out. However,
it may be where mortar or plaster was prepared on the
old ground surface (and close to bedrock) for building
or repair works in or around the tower, and possibly
even during the period of the construction of the
garden walls.
Trench 8 was also a N–S trench along the E side of
the garden dividing-wall, further S than trench 7, leaving
an unexcavated area between trenches 7 and 8 to allow
access through the gateway in the garden dividing-wall
that leads to the orchard. The main purpose of this
trench was to see if there were any features there and in
particular whether there was a wall that might relate to
the surviving end of the defensive wall, as this wall ends
somewhat abruptly in trench 5 and does not appear to
have continued to the small corner tower, the possibility
that it made a right angle return to the W was considered.
A small wall, 0.45m thick and 0.4m high running E–W
was found. It was not possible to excavate this wall
further to the E to see if it related in any way to the
defensive wall.
Trench 9 was placed immediately to the S of the tower
inside a deeply sunken area that probably accommodated
lean-to greenhouses or garden related buildings on the
N side of the walled garden wall. This trench passed
through a doorway in the gable end of one of these
buildings. The ground surface in this trench is about 3 to
4m below the current ground surface in the orchard and
below a retaining wall between the higher orchard level
and the ground level in this trench, and further E, below
the S wall of the tower. The ground surface here was so
much lower than the ground surface in the orchard and
shrubbery that this trial trench was put in to see if this
deeper area bore any relationship to the areas excavated
in the orchard garden. However, the only significant

82

structure discovered was a well-constructed stone-built
drain running E–W along the edge of this high wall. The
drain was capped with sandstone flags, some of which
had a rounded shape on the top, not unlike a very large
pantile. The cover stones were removed and a narrow
stone-built drain cut into the bedrock was discovered.
This drain carries W along the foot of the retaining wall
then makes a sharp 90º turn N, disappearing underneath
the orchard retaining wall. This drain is probably of
a 19th century date, but the fill yielded one sherd of
Scottish White Gritty Ware, possibly washed in with
the fill.

Discussion
Monimail Tower and its environs is a complex site that
has been greatly altered throughout its occupation. It
appears to have been a place of some importance from
the 14th century onwards and limited evidence showed
that there was occupation from the 13th century. The
episcopal palace is likely to have been on the site of the
present day Monimail Tower and the foundations and
basement sections of Monimail Tower may incorporate
medieval work. It is assumed that if there was a medieval
palace or castle there would have been a fortified
enclosure or barmkin. No remains above ground of
such a fortified structure survive but below ground the
excavations revealed the base of a substantial stone wall
running N from present day Monimail Tower. However,
it suddenly ends with no clear indication as to whether
it continued any further. Although that wall runs in the
direction of the small corner tower there are no features
in the small corner tower to suggest that it is any earlier
than the 16th century and it may bear no direct relationship to any medieval features except that it may lie on
the line of an original curtain wall and possibly have
been constructed from demolition materials from
that wall.
If the original curtain wall did run towards the later
site of the small corner tower, it may be asked in which
direction it went thereafter. Even although the small
corner tower is likely to be a post-medieval feature there
is a tendency to suggest that any pre-existing medieval
wall turned W at that point into what is now the orchard.
Excavations along that line showed that the bedrock
had been cut into to form a platform or foundation
ditch but nothing survived in the bottom of the trench
to suggest a major defensive wall there. Although some
stonework built into the N side of the cut might be
interpreted as having some defensive function, it is of a
poor construction compared with the main wall running
N from the tower and may be no more than a revetment
of the cut bedrock. If a defensive curtain wall did run
W from the position of the later corner tower into the
orchard and then turned S, the excavation found cuts
in the bedrock that may be interpreted as foundation
trenches and a circular cut in the bedrock in the orchard
(although possibly too small to be a complete tower)
could be inferred as the position where such a wall turned
S again. However, no evidence of a wall or a foundation
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trench was discovered further S than the inferred S return.
An alternative suggestion is that if a defensive curtain
wall ran N from the tower to the position of the later
small corner tower it may have continued N into what is
now the churchyard, presumably then turning W and S
but there has been no archaeological testing of that
suggestion. An alternative possibility is that a medieval
defensive curtain wall may have varied in thickness and
strength. The major wall base running N from the tower
may represent a wall that was continued as a more
insubstantial wall and possibly not even a stone structure.
The foundation trench cut into the N bedrock may have
been for a turf wall or wooden palisade, although there
was no evidence of any wooden structures. Alternatively,
the major wall foundation N of the tower may represent
the foundations of a large stone gate allowing access
to an enclosed yard. However, there is no suggestion of
any pillars or other structures flanking a gate. Within
the enclosed area there are some signs of medieval
occupation, with 13th- and 14th-century pottery
preserved under a wall in front of the N face of
Monimail Tower as well as random finds of 13th and
14th-century pottery in the topsoil or lodged in cracks
in the bedrock.
There is some suggestion that the lower two floors
and basement of the present Monimail Tower are
somewhat earlier than the late 16th-century embellishments (with date stone) on the upper structure of the
tower. The small corner tower probably dates either
to Cardinal Beaton’s time or to the later 16th century
when we know that the upper part of Monimail Tower
was rebuilt. The small corner tower is a somewhat
odd feature with no clear connection to anything
else although there are tantalising fragmentary walls
projecting from it. It is not possible to say that it was
definitely the corner tower of a 16th century enclosing
wall and it may be more of an ornamental feature built
from earlier materials rather than a defensive structure
in its own right. There appears to be no evidence of any
other 16th century walls in the N garden areas. Again
the question needs to be raised as to whether there was
an enclosing defensive wall in the 16th century. If there
was an enclosing defensive wall, was it necessarily of
stone and did it necessarily follow the same line as any
inferred medieval curtain wall? Early post-medieval
finds are few with very little 16th- or 17th-century
pottery found that might have been anticipated at a
site of ecclesiastical importance. This may be because
the inhabitants disposed of their rubbish some distance
away but it is more likely due to extensive 19th- century
redevelopment of the site destroying much of the earlier
evidence. The construction of massive garden walls in
the 1820s, mainly to the south of the tower for the walled
garden and also to the north of the tower for the garden
dividing-wall, and the levelling of the site to make the
shrubbery and orchard gardens, appears to have removed
occupation levels down to the bedrock. The site was
then levelled with rubble and soil, presumably derived
from within the site as the soil contains unstratified
medieval and later post-medieval pottery.
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Illus 11 Location of the 1993 trenches and survey areas. (CFA)
Resistivity survey and trial trenching in 1993
Tim Neighbour

Introduction
A further episode of resistivity survey and trial
excavation was undertaken by the Centre for Field
Archaeology in March 1993 with the chief research
aim of investigating the location of the remains of a
curtain wall, presumed to have been associated with
the tower. The substantial remains of a probable corner
tower (Illus 15), mostly buried in a substantial depth of
topsoil, survive to the N of the tower and it is probable
that this feature is all that survives of a defensive wall
connected with it. The corner tower has a gun loop clearly
visible on its E side, implying that this side faces away
from the area enclosed by a curtain wall. The remains
of a wall are clearly visible on the SE side of the corner
tower and it was considered likely that this wall once
joined with the NE corner of the tower.

Resistivity survey (Illus 12–14)
Resistivity survey was conducted to the N and NW
of the tower (Illus 11, Blocks A, B and C). The total
area of the survey was c 1000 m2. Three small trenches
were excavated by hand over anomalies detected by
the geophysical survey and over the extrapolated course
of the curtain wall, based on the position of the corner
tower in relation to the tower.
The survey was conducted with a Geoscan RM4
resistivity meter and data was recorded on a DL10 datalogger. A 0.5m twin probe array was used with a sample
interval of 1m. Using this array, the optimum penetration

depth is c 0.5m, with features below this becoming
fainter or invisible. Data was processed and displayed
using Geoplot for Windows, a commercial data
processing package produced by Geoscan Research.
The results of the geophysical survey are presented
as greyscale plots (Illus 12 and 13). Resistivity anomalies
have been given unique alphabetic identifiers on an
annotated plot (Illus 14). The results of the resistivity
survey are summarised below.
Block A A narrow, linear low resistance anomaly
(1) in this block was the response from an extant
gravel footpath running NW–SE, adjacent to the stone
garden wall.
Block B The many obstructions in the block
prohibited total area coverage, making the detection
of archaeological features difficult. Despite this, three
regions of high resistance (4, 5 and 7) that may reflect
the presence of buried building footings have been
detected. The two remaining high resistance anomalies
within Block B are not of archaeological significance,
reflecting a dump of topsoil (3) and a tree (6). Thus,
the interpretation of anomalies 4, 5 and 7 as building
footings should be viewed with caution, as they may
be the response from buried tree roots or other equally
prosaic phenomena, and excavation would be required
to confirm or refute their interpretation. It is possible
that the dump of topsoil (3) that had been heaped against
the tower could conceal further structural remains.
Block C A narrow survey strip was placed over a
cobble and mud track used at the time of the survey
for access to the tower. The broad band of
low resistivity (2) across the centre of this block is the
response from this track, and has masked any features
that lay below.
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Illus 12 Geophysical results 1993: unprocessed data (CFA)

Illus 13 Geophysical results 1993: processed data. (CFA)
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Illus 14 Geophysical anomalies 1993. (CFA)
No traces that might be interpreted as the remains of
a curtain wall were observed in any of the survey areas.

Trial trenches (Illus 15)
Three trenches were excavated by hand. The positioning
of the trenches was based on extrapolation of the
relationship between the tower and the corner tower
(Illus 11). Trenches 1 and 3 were excavated in the
immediate vicinity of the corner tower to attempt to
uncover the remains of the curtain wall. Trench 2 was
excavated to the W of the garden wall in line with Trench
1 and the corner tower. The depth of topsoil encountered
during the excavation was generally greater than 0.7m,
and often over 1m.
In Trench 1 (c 2.8m x 0.5m) excavation revealed one
side of a probable ditch, which was not fully excavated.
Stones were set in mortar along the excavated side
of this cut. Trench 2 (c 1.8m x 0.6m) revealed one
side of a similar ditch and again stones set in mortar
were revealed along the excavated side of this cut.
It is difficult to interpret the remains revealed in these
keyhole trenches. Only the northern sides of the
presumed ditches have been revealed in the two trenches
and thus there is no evidence on width and depth upon
which to base interpretation. Despite these limitations,
it is possible to put forward some thoughts on this
stone-lined cut. The common alignment of the stonelined ditch within trenches 1 and 2 and the corner tower
suggests that the ditch may be related to the suspected
curtain wall. However, the morphology of cut feature is
not consistent with its interpretation as a wall foundation
trench. Further excavation would be required to evaluate

Illus 15 Details of the 1993 trial trenches. (CFA)
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Illus 16 Location of the areas of the watching brief in 2000.

fully the enigmatic stone-lined cut and its relationship
with the corner tower and the main tower.
Trench 3 (c 2m x 0.5m) was excavated across a line
extrapolated between the remains of a wall, keyed into
the SE side of the corner tower, and the NE corner of
the tower. No features were revealed within this trench,
which implied that either the wall had been completely
robbed out, or that there had never been a wall there.
The absence of any trace of a foundation trench
supports the second interpretation. It is possible,
of course, that the trench had been placed within an
entrance or gateway through the wall, but no evidence
for paths or cobbled surfaces was revealed.

Conclusion
Although the resistivity survey detected two anomalies,
which have been interpreted as putative building footings,
the survey was not successful in detecting remains
associated with the suspected curtain wall. This is a
function of a number of features of the survey area: the
very large depth of topsoil; obstructions to the physical
process of surveying; the many changes in vegetation
and topography; and the very small size of the survey
area (see Gaffney et al 1991 for recommended minimum
survey size). This last factor is probably the most
influential of all, as a larger area generally provides a
better background against which to view any anomalies
that might occur. Furthermore, all the features discovered in the trial trenches were on the very fringes of the
resistivity survey area. This is clearly not ideal for the
interpretation of anomalies.
The excavation of trenches on possible wall-lines
produced puzzling results, with two trenches out of
three producing evidence for the northern side of a
probable ditch lined with mortared stones (Trenches 1
and 2). The common alignment of the stone-lined cut
within Trenches 1 and 2 and the corner tower (see Illus
11) suggests that the cut features may be related to the
suspected curtain wall, although its morphology is not
consistent with its interpretation as a wall foundation

trench. Trench 3 did not produce evidence for a wall
linking the tower with the corner tower. It may be that
this trench had been excavated within an entrance,
although the possibility that the presumed curtain wall
lay along a different alignment cannot be ruled out.
Watching brief in 2000
Stuart Farrell

Introduction
A small watching brief, on behalf of the Monimail
Trust, took place during groundwork’s carried out as
part of a project of consolidation works and installation of services between May and September 2000.

The watching brief
The archaeological watching brief was maintained on
three areas of excavation surrounding the tower as part
of the project of restoration works (Illus 16).

Area 1: west of tower in area of orchard
The works lay close to the W elevation of the tower
and revealed the base of a window and door to the
underground icehouse. A third blocked-up entrance
was also revealed. Its function is unknown but possibly
again relates to the icehouse.
Both the window and the door were partly visible
before work began. No features were found in the area
of excavation, which was limited only to the garden soil.
Historical data has shown that the whole orchard is
comprised of made-up ground of early 19th century
date. Removal of topsoil in an area of 6m by 10m
revealed its depth to be 20–25cm. This overlay garden
soils with broken rock to a depth of 0.75m. Finds
included Victorian glazed pottery and glass.
Area 2: around the tower stub
Work on the consolidation of the tower stub remains to
the N of the tower revealed the remains of a bread oven
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The pottery
1987 excavations
Derek Hall
These excavations produced a small assemblage of
pottery, 120 sherds, ranging in date from the 13th/14th
centuries to the 19th century. All the material has been
examined by eye and, where possible, given an identified
fabric name.

Scottish White Gritty ware

Illus 17 Oven, facing north, excavated in 2000.
(Photograph by S Farrell)
of 2.5m in diameter (see Illus 17). No finds were found
with this feature to give a firm date but a post-medieval
ascription is likely. The oven had been partly cut by two
previous archaeological excavations in 1987 and 1993 to
its S edge but not wholly exposed and so unidentified as
such due to an overburden of garden soil of 1.5m deep.
The adjacent churchyard boundary wall utilises part of
a running wall from the NW corner of the tower and
probably is the curtain wall. There was a heavy depth
of overlying garden soil with fragments of broken rock.
Finds included Victorian glazed pottery, glass, and a
fireclay chimney pot decorated in the style of a Grecian
urn. A large number of broken flowerpots and modern
rubbish showed that the area of the tower stub was used
for the dumping of refuse.

Area 3
Monitoring of gas and water service pipe trenches was
limited to the garden soil horizon to a depth of 0.3m to
0.5m. A small section of the wall running N from the
tower to the gun loop stub was revealed. The area around
the stretch of walling had been excavated in 1987 and
no archaeological deposits were revealed.
Conclusions
The area around the tower has seen the deposition of
a large amount of made-up material. This was evident
to the west of the tower and had previously been noted
also to the SW area of the S garden in 1983. This can be
seen in the early 19th-century print of the tower (Miller
1885; and as noted above by Gordon Ewart), which
presumably was made before 1825 when the walled
garden was built.
The area has seen extensive landscaping in the early
19th century as a kitchen garden and orchard. The site
has extensive areas of garden soil; any medieval layers
must lie close to the natural ground surface or have been
removed during the early 19th-century remodelling.

The continuing analysis of this fabric type has identified
three potential production centres in Lothian, Borders
and Fife regions (Haggarty et al 1984; Hall 1997).
However, recent chemical sourcing is beginning to
suggest that kilns producing this fabric may have been
more widespread than had previously been thought
(Jones et al 2006). This fabric has been found in Perth
in association with 12th-century fabrics, appears to
predate the Redware industry and may have ceased
production by the 15th century. It is most commonly
highly fired to a white or grey colour and contains
quartz inclusions. Both glazed jugs and cooking pots
were manufactured in this fabric and sherds from jugs
dominate the 56 sherds from this excavation. This small
group does include a single frilled rim from a cooking
pot, a vessel type that has long been identified as
diagnostic to Fife and in particular the area around
Leuchars (Laing 1973; Hall 1987).

Scottish Redware
Recent chemical sourcing has indicated that this pottery
tradition was very common in the major river valleys
which were able to supply large deposits of glacially
derived clay that could be worked for pottery
manufacture (Chenery, Haggarty, Hall and Murray
forthcoming). The eight sherds in this group should
be regarded as evidence for the limited importation
of this pottery type probably from the Tay valley.

Scottish Post-Medieval Oxidised Redware
This later redware tradition dates from the 15th to 18th
centuries and is often called ‘Throsk-type ware’ as it
resembles the material being produced by the Throsk
kiln site in the 17th and 18th centuries (Caldwell and
Dean 1992, 1–46). It is very likely that there were other
production centres for this material. The 13 sherds in
this group are from either glazed jugs or open bowls.

Scottish Post-Medieval Reduced Greyware
This fabric type was first identified in excavations at
Stirling Castle in the late 1970s (Haggarty 1980). It
represents a late medieval transition from the Scottish
Redwares described above and dates from the mid 15th
to mid 18th centuries. There are only two unstratified
sherds present in this fabric.
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Table 1 Pottery by context.
WG Scottish White Gritty ware
SR Scottish Redware
OXR Scottish Post-Medieval Oxidised Redware
RG Scottish Post-Medieval Reduced Greyware
LCR Low Countries Redware
context
1
10
11
14
CG
DF
OTS
unstratified
total

WG
6
2
19
12
2
1
10
4
56

ECR
5
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
8

OXR
0
0
0
1
0
0
7
5
13

Yorks Yorkshire Type ware
Rhen Rhenish Stoneware
Stone Stoneware
TGE Tin Glazed Earthenware
Earth Earthenware
RG
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
2

LCR
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1

Low Countries Redware
This fabric begins to replace the earlier Low Countries
greywares from the mid 14th century onwards (Verhaege
1983, 25). There is a single sherd from a narrow rod or
lug handle from context 11 which may be in this fabric.

Yorks
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1

Rhen
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1

Stone
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
4

TGE
0
19
0
0
0
0
4
0
23

Earth
0
8
0
0
0
0
2
1
11
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manufacture. This material is probably of 18th- or
19th- century date.

Earthenware
There are three sherds in yellow glazed earthenware of
18th or 19th century date from either bowls or dishes.

Yorkshire Type ware
Discussion
Vessels in this distinctively glazed fabric were amongst
the most popular imported pottery on the east coast of
Scotland during the 13th and 14th centuries (McCarthy
and Brooks 1986).

Rhenish Stoneware
Stoneware jugs from Langerwehe or Siegburg became
common in Scotland during the 14th and 15th centuries
(Hurst et al 1986). There is a single sherd from the
orchard topsoil that is from a vessel manufactured in
Langerwehe.

Stoneware
There are four joining sherds from a stoneware bottle
that has ‘Charing Cross’ inscribed on its outer surface.
This dates to the 18th or 19th centuries and is probably
of Scottish manufacture.

Tin Glazed Earthenware
The 23 sherds in this industrial ceramic are mostly from
plates, cups and dishes. There is the base of a glazed
standing figure that may be of Staffordshire

This small group of pottery contains a small element
of medieval pottery that may date to the 13th or 14th
centuries. This is best represented by the frilled rim and
thumbed base in Scottish White Gritty Ware (catalogue
1 and 2) and the single sherd of Yorkshire-type ware
from context 11. The other medieval and post-medieval
pottery present dates between the 16th and 18th
centuries. There is a sizeable component of industrial
pottery, which dates to the 18th and 19th centuries.

Illustration catalogue
Scottish White Gritty ware
1 Frilled rim from cooking vessel with external smoke blackening.
Context DF
2 Thumbed basesherd from unglazed jug. Context 14
Scottish Redware
3 Rimsherd from jug glazed green brown. Context CG
4 Narrow strap handle and junction from open vessel from
internally glazed green. Context 1
Scottish Post Medieval Oxidised Redware
5 Strap handle glazed green with deep central groove context 1
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Illus 18 Pottery from the 1987 excavations. Scale 1:4 (SUAT)
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2000 watching brief
Derek Hall
All pottery from this phase of work at Monimail dates
to the 18th or 19th centuries. It is made up of Tin Glazed
Earthenwares, Slipped Earthenwares, Stonewares and
Oxidised Redwares. There is no residual medieval
pottery present at all.
Pottery by fabric type
Earth Slipped Earthenwares
TGE Tin Glaze Earthenwares

unstratified

Earth
45

TGE
69

Stone Stonewares
OXR Oxidised Redwares
Stone
12

OXR
10

total
136

The artefacts
Adrian Cox
Artefact assemblages were recovered from the 1987
excavations and from the 2000 watching brief. A limited
quantity of stratified material was recovered from the
1987 investigation, some of it of medieval date. More
recent finds, of 18th and 19th century date, were
recovered from the orchard soil and topsoil deposits
during both investigations.
Artefacts recovered during the 1987 work are
discussed first, and a discussion of the finds from
the 2000 investigation follows. The catalogue is
arranged by material type, and measurements are
expressed to the nearest 1mm.
1987 excavations

Copper alloy objects
Part of the upper hemisphere of a spherical rumbler bell
(Catalogue No 1) was recovered from a soil deposit in
Trench 6, immediately to the north of Cardinal Beaton’s
Tower. Rumbler bells like this one were made from two
pieces of copper alloy sheet, usually with projecting
flanges by which the pieces were joined by soldering.
This seems to have been a weakness in their design,
as many excavated examples are broken at this point.
The internal pellets or peas were frequently of iron,
although no trace of one survives in this example.
This bell originally had a diameter of 28mm. The
wall of the surviving hemisphere has two holes punched
through it, by two different tools. A circular hole has
been punched through the wall from the exterior surface,
just above the flange, while a rectangular-ended tool
appears to have been used to perforate the apex of the
bell to accommodate the suspension loop, made from
a rectangular strip. This latter perforation appears to
have been made from the interior surface.
Spherical rumbler bells become common from the
late 13th century, and copper alloy examples were made
to a similar design throughout the medieval period. Bells

do not appear to have been used as costume accessories,
apart from acrobats and jesters, before the 14th century.
Thereafter, depictions of them in a variety of manuscripts
and other illustrative sources provide clues to the way in
which they were worn. Men tended to wear rumbler
bells suspended on silken cords from girdles or collars,
or from broad sashes tied diagonally across the shoulder.
Women also wore bells on festive occasions, at least in
continental Europe, during the late 14th and early 15th
centuries (Egan and Pritchard 1991, 337). The rumbler
bells worn as costume accessories are very similar to
those attached to the collars of pets, hunting dogs and
hawks. They were also attached to horse harnesses
(Griffiths 1995, 62).
Rumbler bells similar to No 1 have been excavated
from a variety of sites. For example, the upper hemisphere
of a very similar bell was found in Exeter (Goodall 1984,
341, Fig 191, No 140), a late 14th- or early 15th-century
example was excavated in London (Egan and Pritchard
1991, 338, Illus 221, No 1666) and an earlier example
came from the keep area of Sandal Castle (Goodall 1983,
232, Fig 1, No 39). Close dating is often difficult, as
in this case, due to a consistency of form throughout
the medieval and early post-medieval periods. A date
between the 14th and 16th centuries is suggested for
this example.
1 Bell Depth 11 mm; surviving width 26mm
Upper hemisphere of a bell made from sheet alloy with
a thickness of 0.2mm, originally circular in outline, with a
narrow out-turned flange at its edge. There is a punched
perforation (4mm in width) at the apex, through which a loop, in
the form of a rectangular strip, 3mm in width, is inserted.
A circular hole (diameter 2mm) has been punched through the
side of the bell from the exterior surface. A little over
half of the upper hemisphere survives. The exterior surface
bears fine striations from being turned on a lathe.
Monimail 1987; Context 11; Find No 4

Iron objects
A knife of scale-tang construction (No 2) was recovered
from a topsoil deposit. The surviving part represents
only the handle and the bolster; the blade is almost
entirely missing. The scales, have flattened, D-shaped
cross-section, were probably derived from antler, which
has been pared down and then scored, probably in order
to increase the grip afforded to the user. The pattern
of scoring may also represent an attempt to artificially
restore the natural surface appearance and texture of
the antler. The knife is probably of 18th- or 19th-century
date. C Smith provided species identification of the scales.
Number 3, a tanged implement with a short, curved
blade, probably represents a pruning knife or a weed
hook. Three comparable, although slightly larger,
objects, interpreted as pruning knives, were recovered
from Urquhart Castle (Samson 1982, 469, Fig 4, Nos
59–61). Medieval weed hooks were of similar size, and
could be secured to a wooden shaft in a variety of ways.
Some examples are tanged and closely resemble No 3,
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while other examples, such as two from Goltho
(Goodall 1975, 86–7, Fig 41, Nos 86–7) incorporate
a flange or collar for attachment. No 4 is the single
example of a horseshoe nail recovered from the site,
although six other nails were recovered during the
1987 investigation.
2 Knife Length 101mm; max width of handle 23mm; thickness
18mm
Knife of scale-tang construction, of which the main surviving
component is the handle. The handle is in the form of two
scales of flattened D-shaped cross-section, probably derived
from antler. Its width tapers steadily towards its junction with
the blade. At its broader end there may once have been a
loop for suspension or an end-cap, secured by iron rivets,
one of which survives. The scales enclose the iron tang,
which is secured by three iron rivets, positioned along the
handle’s central axis. Remnants of an integral bolster are
all that survives of the blade. The iron components are
heavily corroded.
Monimail 1987; Context 1; Find No 3
3 Pruning knife or weed hook Length 85mm; max width 16mm;
thickness 7mm
Pruning knife or weed hook, with a short, curved blade,
terminating in a point, and a tapering, rectangular crosssectioned tang. Heavily corroded.
Monimail 1987; Find No 1; unstratified
4 Horseshoe nail Length 40mm; width of head 12mm; thickness
9mm
Horseshoe nail with an expanded head and a tapering,
rectangular cross-sectioned shaft.
Monimail 1987; Find No 2; unstratified

Stone building material
Number 5 is a fragment of a narrow, parallel-sided slate,
perforated to accommodate a nail or peg. This fragment
is the only evidence of stone roofing material from the
site and therefore very limited conclusions can be drawn
from it, but it is possibly of medieval date. Unfortunately,
it is from an unstratified deposit.
5 Roof slate Surviving length 140mm; width 126mm; max
thickness 18mm
Fragment of a roof slate with parallel long edges, with a
roughly circular drilled hole (width 14mm) positioned centrally
between them.
Monimail 1987; Find No 7; unstratified

Glass
Glass was selectively retained during this investigation,
so comments here are limited to the general typology
and dating of the retained material. Both Nos 6 and 7
are from blown bottles, and both came from unstratified
contexts. No 6, a wine bottle neck fragment broken
above the shoulder with a band-like string rim, is of late
18th- or early 19th-century date, while a base fragment

Illus 19 Finds from the 1987 and 2000 excavations.
Scale 1:4 (SUAT)
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from a more slender bottle (No 7) possibly dates from
the early 19th century.
6 Bottle neck Surviving depth 93mm; external diameter at rim
32mm; internal diameter at rim 19mm
Neck fragment from a blown wine bottle in olive green glass
with a slightly uneven but band-like string rim below a low,
conical rim.
Monimail 1987; Find No 5; Unstratified
7 Bottle base Surviving depth 59mm; diameter (footprint)
71mm
Base fragment from a blown bottle in olive green glass, with
a domed kick-up incorporating a central pontil scar.
Monimail 1987; Find No 6; Unstratified

Ceramic building material
Seven small fragments of tile were recovered from
this investigation, although most are from disturbed
contexts and topsoil. One small fragment (length 33
mm) found adjacent to the barmkin wall appears to be a
corner fragment from a floor tile of medieval date, at
least 21 mm in thickness, in a red to orange fabric with
a patchy, brown to orange glaze. Small fragments of
curved roof tiles, in a more reduced, grey fabric with
a green glaze, are also represented. Based upon similar
material recovered from Perth, the roof tiles probably
date from the 15th century or later.
2000 watching brief (Illus 20)

Iron objects
A variety of artefacts, selectively described below, were
recovered from the topsoil deposits. All are of fairly
recent date, most examples probably belonging to the
19th century, and they represent a range of fittings used
in domestic situations.
Number 8 is a narrow, bolted strip, probably used to
reinforce a wooden object. Similar strips were sometimes
used to reinforce the wooden frames of horticultural
and agricultural tools and apparatus. The surviving
bolt heads indicate a recent date, probably in the late
19th or early 20th century. No 9 represents a handle
from a chest or box, probably, broken across the holes
through which it would have been attached. It is
unlikely to represent a coffin handle as such handles
were generally lighter and had a different form of
terminal. This is probably also of 19th-century date.
Also of probable 19th-century date, No 10 is possibly
a fitting from a window handle or latch, and would have
been attached to timbers by nails or screws. One of
the two heel stiffeners recovered (No 11) appears to
correspond with an eroded fragment from the heel of
a shoe, also recovered from the site. This example
incorporates a fuller or groove to prevent the nail heads
standing proud of its surface. No 12 is a larger and more
complete heel stiffener, incorporating the five nails used
to attach it to the heel of a boot or shoe. No 13 represents
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a heavily corroded keyhole plate from a lock.
8 Bolted strip Length 120mm; width 13mm; thickness 3mm
Fragment of a narrow strip of shallow D-shaped crosssection, curving smoothly at one end and penetrated by
two bolts, the heads of which survive.
Monimail 2000; Unstratified
9 Handle Length 147mm; max width 86mm; thickness 14mm
Plain, U-shaped handle of oval cross-section, with flattened
terminals which have both broken across circular holes.
Monimail 2000; Find no 4; Unstratified
10 ?Handle or latch ﬁtting Length 179mm; max width 43mm;
max thickness 9mm
Circular cross-sectioned rod, angled near one end, which
terminates in a flat triangular plate, perforated by three nail
or screw holes. The opposite end terminates in a circular
loop, through which is inserted a short length of wire.
Monimail 2000; Find No 24; Unstratified
11 Heel stiffener Length 61mm; width 74mm; thickness 5mm
Part of a heel stiffener, with evenly-spaced sub-rectangular
nail holes (only two of which are now visible) set a fuller or
groove. One branch is broken.
Monimail 2000; Find No 56; Unstratified
12 Heel stiffener Length 74mm; width 76mm; thickness 5mm
Complete heel stiffener with fragments of all five of its
securing nails surviving in situ.
Monimail 2000; Find No 30; Unstratified
13 Keyhole plate Length 83mm; width 59mm; max thickness
(including flange) 12mm
Rectangular keyhole plate with a U-shaped flange attached
to one face, surrounding a small keyhole. Heavily corroded.
Monimail 2000; Find No 17; unstratified

Glass
Fragments of a wide variety of bottles were recovered
from the site. Only a selection of the more diagnostic
pieces is described in detail here. Nos 14 and 15 are
neck fragments from blown wine bottles. No 14, with
its band-like string rim, is the earlier of the two, and
may be of 18th-century date, while No 15 dates from
first half of the 19th century. No 15 possibly pre-dates
the 1830s, as many bottles were moulded at that time.
Three-part moulded bottles, developed by Henry
Ricketts of Bristol around 1821, were very successful
and thereafter widely adopted (Dumbrell 1983, 115).
The blowing of the glass into the mould was still done
manually, however, and the bottle would be held on
a pontil rod while the rim was finished by hand.
Ink bottles such as No 16 were manufactured in
a great variety of forms, not only in glass but also
in stoneware. This example is of 19th-century date.
The lip on this bottle is a rough-edged type, formed
when the blower allowed the glass at the top of the
filled mould to form a bubble that then burst. This
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Illus 20 Finds from the 2000 watching brief. Scale 1:4. (SUAT)

was a quick and therefore cheap method of replicating
a sheared lip, representing the natural lip left when the
blow iron was sheared from the bottle. Sheared and
burst lips were considered ideal for ink bottles, along
with those for varnishes and polishes, because the
jagged edges of the lip would bite into a loose fitting
cork and form an excellent seal.
Number 17 is an eight-sided, moulded bottle,
also of 19th-century date. A great variety of products,
including cure-alls, medicines, chemicals, perfumes and
products used in cooking, was sold in small, straightsided bottles such as this.
14 Bottle neck Surviving depth 85mm; external diameter at rim
36mm; internal diameter at rim 24mm
Neck fragment from a blown wine bottle in green glass, with
a band-like string rim and a slight deformity in the rim itself,
which is oval rather than circular.
Monimail 2000; Find No 31; unstratified

15 Bottle neck Surviving depth 132mm; external diameter
at rim 27mm; internal diameter at rim 20mm
Neck and shoulder fragment from a wine bottle in green
glass with an applied, cone-shaped rim. It is broken at
the shoulder and obliquely across the rim.
Monimail 2000; Find No 62; unstratified
16 Bottle Depth 50mm; length 55mm; width 40mm; external
diameter at rim 17mm; internal diameter at rim 15mm
Moulded bottle in clear glass with a green to blue tint, with
a rectangular body and a short, cylindrical neck, terminating
in a burst lip.
Monimail 2000; Find No 38; unstratified
17 Bottle base Surviving depth 63mm; length across base
51mm; width across base 29mm
Base of an eight-sided, moulded bottle in clear glass with a
bluish tint. This part of the bottle is straight-sided. The base
is marked in relief, although the marking is now illegible.
Monimail 2000; Find No 3; unstratified
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Ceramic objects
Fragments of two types of decorative ceramic vessels
are represented. Both are likely to be of 19th- or
possibly early 20th-century date. The larger of the two,
represented by several fragments, is a circular object
(max surviving diameter c 370 mm) in a moderately
coarse, red to orange fabric with a heavy, black external
glaze. Raised, moulded ornamentation in a classical
style, including a lion face and figures in classical dress,
decorated the external surface. The surviving fragments
are sooted, both internally and externally. The complete
profile cannot be reconstructed from the fragments, but
this would appear to represent some form of ornamental
container, either used for planting or, given the evidence
of soot, possibly in a fireplace. Given the small scale of
some of the surface ornamentation, a function as roof
furniture (eg as a chimney pot) is perhaps less likely.
Fragments of another redware ceramic container, again
bearing relief decoration but in this case unglazed,
were also recovered. This second container was square
or rectangular (surviving length 187 mm) and may
have been used as an ornamental plant container in
a garden context.

Clay pipes
Perhaps surprisingly, only three pieces of clay pipes were
recovered. Two of these are bowls, both with unmilled,
horizontal rims and short, pedestal spurs. Both are
stamped on the rear. One is stamped ‘T W’ within
an oval border, and the other ‘J & C BURTON, OPR’,
within a circular border.

The animal remains
Catherine Smith
Note on the faunal material
The animal bones and mollusc shells recovered during
the 1987 and 2000 investigations at Monimail Tower, are
the subject of this report. Bones and shells from the 1987
excavation were recorded as found: most of these were
packed in sealed plastic bags labelled with either a Unit
number or a feature description (Unit 1, Unit 10, Unit
11, ‘Orchard Topsoil’ and ‘Adjacent to Barmkin Wall’).
A number of bones found in the bottom of the original
container were not specifically labelled, and are
described here as ‘Unstratified’.
The bones from the 2000 watching brief were
not assigned to any particular feature.
Species present
The bones came mainly from domestic mammals: cattle,
sheep/goat, pig, horse and cat. Wild mammals (rabbit
and rat, probably the brown rat (Rattus norvegicus)
were also represented. Rabbit bones were frequent in the
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2000 assemblage. In addition, one human bone, a first
metatarsal, was recovered in 2000.
Bird bones were also retrieved from the site, these
being from the domestic fowl (Gallus gallus) and
pigeon, probably the feral dove or ‘doocot doo’
(Columba cf livia).
Marine mollusc shells, the majority from oysters
(Ostrea edulis) and a few fragments from cockles
(Cerastoderma cf edule) were also noted, as was
one fragment from a land snail, probably Cepea sp.
The numbers of fragments from each species are
shown in Table 2 Minimum numbers of animals based
on the most frequently occurring bone fragment in each
feature are shown in Table 3. Numbers of mollusc shell
fragments in each feature are shown in Table 4.
From these data it can be seen that in terms of
fragment count, and possibly also in terms of minimum
numbers of animals present, cattle were the most
numerous species found at Monimail, represented by
83 fragments in total. It should be noted however that
sample numbers were small and the data should therefore
be treated with caution. Sheep/goats appeared to be
plentiful but probably occurred less frequently than
cattle (represented by a total of 48 fragments). Pigs
and horses were represented by only a small number
of bones (four and one respectively).
Discussion
Dating of the pottery indicated that although the bulk
of the assemblage was post-medieval or modern in date,
some medieval wares were also present. The bone
assemblage probably falls within the same time period
(medieval to modern). However, although a few large
cattle and sheep bones (some bearing the evidence of
modern butchery) were noted, approximately 80%
of the material was of the small size associated with
animals of a post-medieval or medieval date. It should
be noted that animal material is difficult to date with
certainty, since in Scotland, cattle and sheep breeds were
of a relatively small size until the period of Agricultural
Improvement in the late 18th/early 19th century. Indeed
the smaller type of animal probably lingered on until the
early part of the 20th century in Highland and remote
areas of the country.
The bones from Monimail may have been re-deposited
during disturbance of the site, perhaps when the tower
was demolished or fell into disrepair at a later period.
The single human bone is perhaps evidence for such
disturbance. Its most likely place of origin is the
kirkyard of Monimail Old Parish Church (NMRS
NO21SE 19). A wall associated with the NW corner
of the tower and utilised as the kirkyard boundary
was recorded in 2000. The old parish church is known
from 1298 but fell into disuse in 1796.
The majority of the animal bones from Monimail
probably represent the remains of meals, at least in
the case of those from cattle, sheep/goat and pig. Bones
from higher meat-yielding parts of the carcass are well
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Table 2 Numbers of animal bone fragments in each context group (1987 excavation and 2000 watching brief).
numbers of bones
Monimail
Monimail 1987
2000
Unit 1
6
4
2

species
cattle
sheep/goat
pig
horse
cat
rabbit
rat (Rattus cf norvegicus)
human
large ungulate
small ungulate
indeterminate mammal
domestic fowl
cf domestic fowl
pigeon (Columba cf livia)
indeterminate bird
total

2
28
1
1
4
1

Unit 11

Unit 14
1
2
1

orchard topsoil
36
23
2
1

unstratiﬁed
38
17
1

2

1
2

4

1
1
3

2

13
4
54
2

2

11
11
51
3

26
16
114
2
3

1
133

1
284

2
51

5

4

9

137

Table 3 Minimum numbers of animals present.
minimum numbers of animals
Monimail
Monimail 1987
2000
Unit 1
Unit 11
2
1
1
1
1
1

species
cattle
sheep/goat
pig
horse
Cat
rabbit
rat
human
domestic fowl
pigeon

2
3
1
1
1
1

Unit 14
4
4
1
1

orchard topsoil
2
2
1

unstratiﬁed

1

1

Table 4 Numbers of mollusc shell fragments.

context
Monimail 2000
Monimail 1987
Unit 10
Unit 11
Unit 14
orchard topsoil

total 1987
75
44
4
1

marine mollusca
oyster (Ostrea edulis)
upper valve
lower valve
6
3

2
2
7

3
4
1
1

other
fragments
7
31
3
1
9

cockle (Cerastoderma sp)

2

terrestrial
mollusca
cf Cepea sp
1
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represented, while those from the lower limbs and feet
(the metapodials and phalanges) which yield less meat,
are, by comparison, fewer in number than would be
expected if the whole carcass had been butchered on
site. This may imply that only better quality joints
of meat were supplied to the occupants of the castle,
although it should be borne in mind that burial and
retrieval conditions might not have favoured the equal
recovery of all parts of the skeleton.
The single fragment from a horse (a femur head) had
been extensively gnawed by a carnivore, probably a dog.
It was not unknown for horsemeat to be purchased for
feeding dogs, from 14th-century France to 18th-century
England (Cummins 1988, 257; Wilson & Edwards 1993).
However, many of the bones of cattle and sheep/goat
were also gnawed by dogs (and possibly some by
cats) and it is therefore quite likely that the dogs
either scavenged for food on open middens or were
deliberately fed scrap bones.
The style of butchery observed on the bones mainly
pre-dates the modern period. The tools used to disjoint
and deflesh carcasses were axes or cleavers, which are
typical of the medieval and post-medieval periods. In
some cases, the butchery was of a fairly rough style
as shown by bones which bear multiple hacks, such as
were observed on an unstratified cattle femur shaft from
the 1987 excavation. Such badly aimed blows were also
noted at Dairsie Castle (Smith unpublished archive
report 1996). This rough cutting style contrasts with the
neater, perhaps more skilled butchery practiced by the
town-based fleshers of Perth and St Andrews, although
roughly cut bones may also occur in the burghs.

Overall conclusions
Despite the archaeological work undertaken there are
still problems and unanswered questions about Monimail
Tower, including the issues raised by authors in their
individual reports. It is likely that the tower we see today
is not the earliest structure to have been built on the site
and indeed it is known from the historical evidence
that a building of some kind was situated here in the
13th century but why is it that little material culture
or features of that date have been revealed in the
archaeological work undertaken so far? It is possible
that ‘landscaping’ in the early 19th century from ‘ruin’
to walled garden may have removed most archaeological
deposits. The problem of the 19th century landscaping
and its effect on the results of the archaeological work
is a factor noted by each author. This can principally
be seen in the problem of the oven that was only fully
revealed in 2000, when the edge of the bedrock had
been exposed in 1987 and 1993 but was not seen due
to an overburden of soil and it was interpreted as a cut
for a retaining wall running W from the stub and it was
not investigated further.
The exact nature of the relationship of the small stub
tower to the retaining churchyard wall is another issue.
If the natural bedrock revealed is not the return of a
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retaining wall, where is it? If the stub is a corner of
a retaining wall that does incorporate the base of the
churchyard wall, does this mean the retaining structure
was not ‘square’ but followed the natural landscape?
Possibly if the accumulation of garden soil around the
stub was removed an answer might be found. Further
geophysics and trial trenching in the NW corner of
the orchard might also prove helpful.
Of interest also is the use of the tower, if any, after
the 18th century, and its role in the Melville Estate.
A detailed study of the Melville Estate Papers held
in the National Archives of Scotland might give more
information about the use of the tower and its subsequent
adaptation as a folly, possibly in the study of the estate
and household account books.
Although the papers presented here do not show the
complete story of Monimail Tower it is hoped that they
do place it in a better light and understanding.
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up the shrubbery and orchard and he particularly
would like to thank the students who worked very
hard (in somewhat difficult conditions) moving many
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place in 1993 was commissioned and funded by Fife
Council. The illustrations for this section of the report
were produced by Kevin Hicks. Tim Neighbour is
grateful to Andrew Dunwell for advice and comments
on this paper and to the field team: Adrian Gollup for
his unalloyed cynicism throughout the project and
Derek Alexander for his boundless enthusiasm. An
archive report on the survey and trial excavation
(Neighbour 1993) has been lodged with the National
Monuments Record of Scotland and the Fife Council
Sites and Monuments Record.
The watching brief of 2000 was commissioned and
funded by the Monimail Tower Preservation Trust. Mike
Middleton produced the illustrations. Stuart Farrell is
grateful to Tom Morton, architect for the Monimail
Trust, and staff of the Scottish Conservation Volunteers
for onsite work.
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illustrations are all by Adrian Cox.
Finally Stuart Farrell gives his many thanks to Adrian
Cox, Gordon Ewart, Richard Fawcett of Historic
Scotland, Eric Grant, Derek Hall, Tom Morton, Tim
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Stuart Farrell editor

Abstract
Monimail Tower, Fife is traditionally linked with
Cardinal Beaton of St Andrews and to date to the late
13th century. This paper draws together the archaeological work that has been conducted around the tower
from 1983 to 2000 noting its history, architecture and
the finds made. Excavations have concentrated not only
on the tower but also in the gardens that surround it.
Although no direct evidence has been found for a
structure of the 13th century, finds show that some kind
of building existed here. The tower has seen extensive
changes over its history not only in its building but in
the landscape that surrounds it.
Keywords
excavation
geophysics
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palace
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