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The following report has been prepared in response to concerns regarding the condition
of the west doorway of St. Mary’s Church, Old Malton (formerly the Gilbertine Priory,
see Drawing 01 and Figures A&B). There is evidence that the deterioration of this
doorway is currently progressive and that measures should be taken to inhibit this as
soon as possible. So far, it has only been possible to assess the doorway at ground level,
and so a closer examination and appraisal of the main arch of the doorway will be
integrated into this report once scaffold inspection has taken place.
This report is divided into three main sections. Section I outlines the historical and
archaeological context of the doorway, its significance, and therefore the need for
conservation. Section II outlines the subsequent interventions that have taken place upon
the fabric of the doorway, and their implications. Finally, Section III provides the results
of a condition survey of the doorway and the options for remedial treatment.
A bibliography, selection of figures and drawings appear at the end of the text.
Section I: The Historical and Archaeological Context and Significance
Malton Priory was founded c1150 by a Peer of Henry I named Eustace Fitz John, who
subsequently endowed the church to the Gilbertines of Sempringham (Pace nd., 2; VCH
1974; Pevsner 1973, 232-233). The Gilbertine Order was a sphere of devotion unique to
England that sought to accommodate Augustinian canons and Cistercian nuns in the
same house. However, in the case of Malton Priory, it appears that only canons presided
here. The intended complement was for 30 canons and some 30 lay brothers. The
original endowment also included four satellite churches, which increased to seven by
1300. The Priory developed eight substantial granges, and, to exemplify the nature of its
output, is recorded as supplying an Italian wool merchant the wool of some 10, 000
sheep annually (Jennings 1999, 140-155). Four years after the Dissolution of the
Monasteries, the church was retained for secular worship in 1539, and has in turn been
fortunate to survive to this day as the only church of the former Gilbertine Order still in
use (Pace nd., 2).
The construction of the priory began with the eastern end and claustral buildings of the
church so that the canons could establish themselves as soon as possible. Thus, the
building of the west front would have fallen into the final phase of works around 1200,
and it is to this period that the west doorway dates. In accordance with the priory
buildings generally, the doorway was constructed with Hildenley limestone and is
exceptionally ornate. It is composed of five orders composed of columns and nook
shafts that are surmounted by leaf-crocket capitals. Within the round-headed arch,
Norman and Gothic motifs are blended together in a verse of transition, exemplified by
the central coffered order bearing ball, floral and dogtooth carvings. On the lower
sections of the doorway at least, much of the original diagonal bolster tooling is retained
along with several masons’ marks (see Figure C).
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In sum, the doorway is significant for several reasons. Firstly, it is an important
architectural feature that can be associated with the English Order of the Gilbertines, of
which there were just 26 houses in total in the country, and of which Old Malton is the
only site to have remained in use. Secondly, on stylistic grounds, the doorway is a
significant example of the development of ecclesiastical architecture from Romanesque
to the Gothic style; and thirdly, it is of regional importance as the most ornate and
substantial survival of late C12th work to be found in its original context in the Malton
area.
Section II: Previous Intervention
An outline of the previous interventions made on the doorway now follows. These are
illustrated on Drawing 02.
 The 17th – 19th centuries
General repairs to the church took place c1672, and between 1732 and 1780 the severely
dilapidated parts of the church were pulled down and the extant structure consolidated
(Huddleston 1962, 126, 141-142). Examination of the doorway suggests that several of
the column shafts may have been replaced in either of these phases of repair, along with
the piecing-in of a number of inter-columnal stones (Figures D&E). The condition of
these stones, especially the columns, is rather better than those of the innermost orders
of the door, which are likely to be original 12thC work. The tooling of these stones is
also quite different to the 12thC masonry, being much broader in nature. The likelihood
that these replacements represent the earliest interventions to the door is strengthened by
the fact that they are in Hildenley limestone, which would have still been available from
the quarry at this time, or from the dismantled parts of the church during the 18thC
alterations.
In the 19thC further interventions to the west doorway appear to have taken place. From
1877 a major restoration of the church was undertaken by the distinguished architect
Temple Lushington Moor (Pace nd. 5). This programme of works included repairs to the
West Front around 1887, for which a materials specification still exists as follows (PR.
O/MAL 158/1-45):
Mortar: to be one part fresh burnt Knottingley lime, and 1 part clean sharp sand and
brick dust and not to be used fresher than 2 days old;
Cement: Portland of approved manufacture [for grouting etc];
Bed: All stone to be laid on natural bed;
Stone: All repairs to be executed in Whitby Stone white bed (internal and external).
By this time, the Hildenley quarry had closed and this accounts for the use of sandstone
from Whitby as an alternative. During these repairs, two of the upper column sections of
the outermost right-hand orders appear to have been replaced (Figure F). In respect to
the mortar that was employed during these works, this may have been somewhat harder
than a conventional lime due to the use of the brick dust as a pozzolan, but, overall,
would have remained more compatible than a cement. This phase of repair may have
also involved the opening-up of the aperture of the doorway to incorporate a more
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substantial door, since an earlier engraving shown in Figure G implies that a much
smaller portal had been in place, perhaps another product of the 18th century works.
 The 20th century
During the 20th century the most significant interventions to the doorway took place,
beginning with the replacement of the door with a new one in oak in memory of
Maxwell Walker in 1938 (PR. O/MAL/64). This phase of intervention may have also
necessitated the expedient replacement of several of the lower jamb stones in the door,
again in sandstone, as an early photograph showing the previous door suggests that the
stones in these areas had been in a decayed state (Figure H). The photograph also
demonstrates how black the door had become with soot encrustation.
In 1951 a report on the exterior of the church was made by Guy D. Channon (PR.
O/MAL/56). Overall, the building was deemed to be in a sound condition, although
closer inspection had revealed a number of defects that required attention. Channon’s
assessment of the west front is given as follows:
‘The face of the walls and mouldings should be steam cleaned to get rid of the covering
of soot, etc. which is causing decay. The west door, which is unique, should have
particular care and be very carefully done.
When the cleaning process is completed, and the walls are quite dry, they should be
treated with ‘Silicaseal’ obtainable from Silicaseal Ltd. Westgate Hill Grange, Newcastleupon-Tyne, 4. This material should be applied with a stiffish brush and continual coats
given until the stone joints will absorb no more.
This will stop all further decay and bind the material composing the stone by replacing
the original cementing material which has been destroyed by the action of the weather
and other causes.’
(PR. O/MAL/56, p3)
However, these recommendations were not immediately pursued, and it was not until
1960 that measures were taken to repair the door. These works were somewhat
controversial, as the alterations were at first executed without a faculty, a situation that
Channon claimed to be unaware of. A Confirmatory Faculty was then granted, postrepair, on the 18th July 1960 (FAC/2/19). These papers include a new specification for
the repairs and an updated condition report of the west front and doorway prior to work:
‘Stage 1:
West Front of Nave and West Face of Tower:
Wash down all blackened faces of stonework especially the West Doorway.
Rake out all and re-point all defective joints on walls and copings [with 1 Lias Lime: 3
parts clean coarse sand].
Brush off decay and treat with approved preservative on any decayed stone faces.

4

Cut out and renew any badly damaged stonework, assumed provisionally to be:8 columns to niches in West Gable
About 20 feet run of defective parts of upper string courses of the tower
A few stones around the West Doorway as may be decided by the Architect
Scrape and paint the saddle bars to the windows
Re-render one defective panel of built-up upper part of West Window
Give three coats of limewash treatment to stonework of west doorway
[Other stages include tower faces, SW face of nave etc.]
Condition Report
West Front:
Parts of the stonework and a considerable portion of the Transitional West Door are
very black and the stonework appears to be affected by a sooty deposit which is causing
decay and exfoliation in the stone. It is difficult to ascribe a cause in the reasonably free
air of Old Malton.
The doorway should be carefully cleaned down with cold water and a brush and when
dry should be given two or three coats of limewash composed of Wakely Lime in lump
dropped into boiling water. The whole of the doorway should be treated with the liquid.
It will give a very white appearance to the doorway but it is probably the only method
that will stop the decay in this very ancient doorway, which is a fine example of
Transitional work.
The remainder of the West Front should be cleaned down and all bird’s nests removed
and should be treated with either the limewash as specified or with one of the following
liquids:
1. Silicaseal

2. Szerelmey’s Liquid

3. Lillington’s Number 2 Liquid

These liquids may harden the cementry material in the stone for a time but will lose their
nature in 4 or 5 years time and require further applications and they are expensive.
Any stones that are badly damaged or have almost disappeared should be replaced with
Ancaster Stone from a good bed in the quarry, and be normally laid in its natural bed
when fixed in position.’
(FAC/2/19)
Channon’s tentative specification for some of the stone to be renewed around the west
doorway does not appear to have been initiated, as recent inspection has been unable to
detect any Ancaster Stone having been positioned in the portal at any time. Indeed,
Channon may have been satisfied with the condition of the doorway once it had been
cleaned, and hence saw no need to replace any of the stones. However, it is clear that a
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stone preservative, most likely Silicaseal, was deployed in an attempt to protect the
stonework, and the whole finished with a limewash (later removed). The surface of the
lower orders of the doorway now exhibit the darkened appearance and symptoms of
such a preservative, and it may be that the treatment was also used above, on the main
arch. It is hoped that a greater understanding of the extent, nature and implications of
this application can be gained from a closer examination from a scaffold in due course.
To return to the archive, on 11th July 1960 George G Pace reported on the repairs on
behalf of the Diocesan Advisory Committee (FAC/2/19). He concluded that the works
had been well executed, but that the aesthetics of the façade had been compromised by
the limewash. Further PCC notes state that the work was well done, but not as the DAC
would have liked, with the limewash having ‘ruined’ the West Front. This view is
understandable, as no attempt had been made to colour match the limewash with the
Hildenley limestone through the use of pigments, sand or stone dust. In turn, the
doorway had been rendered excessively white.
By 1964, George Pace had succeeded Channon as architect and undertook the First
Quinquennial Inspection in January 1964 (PR. O.MAL/58). Pace was considerably
impressed with the west front, and likened it to the façade of Clymping Church in
Sussex, albeit on a grander scale. A note was made that the general restoration of the
west front had been carried out in the last few years, although ‘special attention’ was
needed to the stone bases of some of the nookshafts of the west doorway (PR.
O.MAL/58, 5). However, these repairs were deferred for several inspection terms in
favour of more pressing works. Pace’s Third Quinquennial Inspection of 18th March
1971 sheds important light on the condition of the doorway after approximately ten years
since Channon’s restoration (PR. O.MAL/59). It appears that the doorway had
continued to deteriorate, a problem which is likely to have been facilitated, or even
induced by, the use of the stone preservative. The stonework at the base of the outer
north and south nookshafts had spalled ‘due to frost action’, and a recommendation was
made for the renewal of these parts (PR. O.MAL/59, 5). A summary Quinquennial
Inspection by R C Sims in March 1978 (PR. O. MAL/60, 3) suggests that the
deterioration of the doorway had continued. Extensive spalling was observed at the bases
of the north and south nookshafts, upon a number of the quoins, and upon parts of the
string courses around the shafts. Some blackening of the stonework had also taken place.
Consequentially, Sims recommended that certain sections of the stonework should be
renewed, and commented on the preservative that had previously been used:
‘The stonework of the columns appears to have been treated in some way, possibly with
a silicane, but not under the architect’s instructions, as it appears to have picked up dirt
in a rather unfortunate manner. It may be beneficial to suggest a careful cleaning of this
stonework, not to bring it to any pristine cleanliness, but merely to attempt to remove
blackened sections, particularly on the nook shafts and on certain areas where rendering
has been applied.’
(PR. O.MAL/60, 13)
In the subsequent years, preparations were made to undertake these works. In April 1980
R D H Gem, Inspector of Ancient Monuments, reported on the discussions regarding
the treatment of the west doorway (PR. O. MAL/111). Gem recognised the door as
being a highly important example of C12th carving, and noted that it had been treated
with ‘distemper or limewash about 20 years ago’, and partially cleaned. The decay of the
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lower parts of the stonework was recorded and attributed to pollution, and a
recommendation was made that the surfaces should be cleaned with a fine mist spray to
remove the dirt and halt the decay. Further advice was given regarding the distemper or
limewash, which was to be removed from the entire doorway if at all possible.
In May 1981 a Faculty Petition was submitted for the above works (FAC/1981/113), of
which the associated correspondence confirms that the treatment of the west doorway
was amongst the most immediate needs for attention. An accompanying specification by
Sims directed that the columns, nookshafts, arches and capitals of the doorway were to
be carefully cleaned to remove ‘an applied chemical or wax undertaken in a mistaken
attempt at preservation many years ago’ (FAC/1981/113, 13). Once the doorway was
properly cleaned, the masonry was to be assessed for stonework repairs. General bristlebrush cleaning was advised and the mortar mix was specified as follows:
5 sharp coarse sand: 1 crushed stones 1/8” to 1/4”: 1 hydrated stone lime;
And then 1 British Ordinary Portland Cement: 6 of the above mix.
The Ebor Stone Co. or R C Thompson were to undertake the work, with the accepted
tender being of the company that could begin the work soonest. Here, a significant
amount of stonework appears to have been replaced, including column sections,
elements of the column strings and bases, and sections of the inter-columniations (see
Drawing 02). Although no stone type was specified by Sims, it would seem that these
alterations were made undertaken in a magnesian limestone sourced from one of the
more ooilitic beds of a quarry such as Cadeby, South Yorkshire (Figures I&K).
So, to summarise the repairs undertaken on the west doorway:
C1672, or 1732-1780: Replacement of a number of column shafts, piecing-in on intercolumniations. Hildenley limestone.
c1887-88: Doorway possibly cleaned and repointed; some stone replacement in Whitby
Stone white bed (sandstone). Architect: Temple Moore.
1938: Wooden door replaced, perhaps necessitating replacement of several jamb stones
in sandstone.
1960: Doorway cleaned and repaired without a faculty; lower section (at least) treated
with a stone preservative (probably Silicaseal), and the whole finished with several coats
of limewash. Re-pointing with 1 Lias Lime: 3 Sand. Architect: Guy D Channon.
1964: Deterioration of bases of nookshafts ongoing. Repair deferred. Architect: George
G Pace.
1971: Decay of doorway progressing, including bases and nookshafts. Repair deferred.
Architect: George G Pace.
1978: Further decay of the doorway noted, including nookshafts, quoins and strings of
column shafts. Blackening of stonework noted. Architect: R C Sims.
1980-81: Doorway assessed and repaired. Limewash removed, doorway repointed with
cementitious mortar, certain stones replaced (probably with magnesian limestone).
Architect: R C Sims.
In all, it would appear that the problems suffered by the doorway are relatively recent.
The archival evidence suggests that the ongoing decay of the lower section of the
stonework is directly associated with the treatment of the stone with a preservative in
1960, whereby the deterioration of the masonry appears to have accelerated since its
application.
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Section III: Condition Assessment and Specification for Repair
The west doorway of St Mary’s church is remarkable not only for its accomplishment
but for its survival in such good overall condition. (Figures P, Q, R, S)
There are, however, some current decay issues. These are primarily of surface blistering,
peeling and localised cavernous decay (Figure O) to areas of the lower levels of the
doorway. The arch is in a generally very good condition although there is serious decay to
one stone of the outermost order, which is no longer able to perform its water-shedding
function. The blistering has affected the south shaft rings and the dog-tooth ornament to
either side of the door, particularly at lower levels. There is localised cavernous decay to
some attached shafts at a somewhat higher level, perhaps at evaporation zones. These
zones tend to rise
up a structure the older it is and as the volume of hygroscopic salts increases. They can
be driven higher artificially when the breathability of surfaces at lower levels is
compromised.
The doorway – like the church of which it is so exciting a part – was built of Hildenley
limestone, quarried from a site between Malton and Coneysthorpe. This is a generally
fine-grained limestone, but with some shellier beds. Both beds were used extensively on
the Priory church. In the opinion of geologists working with the Ryedale Vernacular
Buildings Materials Research Group, Hildenley Limestone represents a unique formation.
“The Hildenley Limestone is a member of the Late Jurassic (Corallian Group) and has
been figured by many researchers over the years including Fox-Strangways (1892), Blake
and Hudleston (1877), Wilson (1933), Wright(1971) and Senior (1999). The limestone
was considered for the rebuilding of the Houses of Parliament (Lott and Richardson,
1997)…In its pure form it is a fine-grained white (chalk-like) porcellaneous limestone
containing between 80 and 90% Calcium Carbonate (Docking, perscomm), with a clay
and sandy residue (Mike Horne, University of Hull). Few fossils are recorded and those
that are tend to be preserved in silica…Various authors have suggested origins for the
Hildenley Limestone and its age in relationship to other rock groups in the area and it is
now possible to suggest that the bulk of the Hildenley Limestone is the local equivalent
of the Malton Oolite, whilst the top shelly sections may be the equivalent of the Coral
Rag. The limestone may have been formed in a fault-bounded basin in the sea floor into
which the finest carbonates were washed, together with occasional fossil material from
the surrounding shelf area.” (Myerscough 2007)
The last building locally that seems to have been built using it is a bank in Yorkersgate,
Malton, erected in 1821. Lime mortar may have been made from it after this date
(yielding a probably naturally hydraulic lime), but the production of dimensional stone
appears to have ceased after this date.
Perhaps for this reason, the provenance of Hildenley limestone may have been forgotten,
and architects have struggled since the closure of the quarries to find a suitable stone
with which to replace it. On St Mary’s, Whitby White bed sandstone, Ancaster Hard
White and Cadeby limestone have been used. Perhaps surprisingly, the Whitby sandstone
has proved to be the best match for colour. Magnesian limestone has been perhaps the
least successful alternative. The provenance of the sandstone is currently unknown. It is
my opinion that the best available stone with which to repair Hildenley limestone is
Portland Basebed limestone. The colour and character of both when new is very similar,
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as are their patterns of wear and weathering over time. Although there are coarser beds
of Hildenley, with shelly detritus and tending towards oolite, even the finer beds are wellmatched by Portland. Professor John Wright of Bedford and Holloway College,
University of London, has observed in this context that the ‘oolids in Portland basebed
are so small as to make the difference between it and Hildenley insignificant’ (pers
comm).
Old Malton enjoys a relatively clean atmosphere, but the doorway was significantly
blackened by carbon particulate in its past. This is recorded by Channon in 1951 and in
the photograph attached taken before the renewal of the door in 1938. The source of
these deposits will have been primarily from coal-fires locally. One of the primary
imports into Malton after the improvement of the Derwent Navigation by the
Wentworths during the middle years of the 18th century was coal from South Yorkshire.
Early prints of the church, from 1730 and later, do not show such blackening, although
this may be artistic license, of course. The main source of pollution today is vehicle
exhaust, particularly diesel. New Malton town centre, due west of the church, is routinely
congested with car and hgv traffic. Although the impact of this upon the church will be
never severe, in tandem with pollution from the nearby A64, it will remain a factor in the
soiling of particularly sheltered areas of the priory church.
Recent flood defence works to the immediate east of the church may also have altered
the balance of ground moisture in the area for much of the year, encouraging a greater
and more frequent efflorescence of salts in the fabric of particularly the lower levels of
the church. Increasingly drier summers as a result of global climate change, as well as
potentially milder and wetter winters may also impact upon the accumulation and
subsequent crystallisation of salts.
It is perhaps unfortunate in this regard that tarmacadam has been laid right up to the
bases of the west walls of the church, promoting the wicking of ground moisture into the
fabric of these walls to a greater extent than would be likely were the paving in front of
the church to be more porous.
As reinforced by the archive research, the anyway potentially damaging impact of salt
crystallisation has been enhanced by the application of silicon sealer to the doorway in
the past. This has led to blistering and subsequent peeling of surfaces across the lower
levels of the doorway – those levels in which ground moisture and salts may be expected
to accumulate. The silicon sealer penetrated no more than 2-3 mm, but its inhibition –
not to say prevention – of breathability has promoted significant cryptoflourescence
behind the impregnated outer layer of stone which has degraded not only the stone
immediately behind but led to the blistering and peeling away. This process may be
considered to be active and progressive, although the propensity for decay to these areas
prior to the application of sealer is clearly demonstrated by the archived observations and
remedial actions of architects throughout the 20th century. (see figs K,L,M)
That silicon – or other ‘preservative’ treatments might lead to this effect was researched
and explained by RJ Schaffer in the 1930s:
“The causes of the failure of stone preservatives are not far to seek. The properties
demanded of a perfect stone preservative are many and conflicting…A waterproofing
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agent is required to prevent penetration of moisture, but, at the same time it should allow
water, which has gained access at some unprotected point, to escape. A common cause
of failure is that, even in porous materials, and under the most favourable conditions, the
preservative penetrates only to a relatively small depth and a surface skin is formed which
differs in physical properties from the underlying material; dangerous stresses are liable
to be set up and ultimately the skin may flake off” (Schaffer 2004 p86)
Silicon or other sealers render the outermost skin of the stonework incompatible with
the main body of the stone. In the presence of moisture and salts this will lead not only
to failure, but to the loss of precisely the fine detail it was the objective of the sealing
process to preserve.
“There are two main reasons for (the failure of preservative treatments). Firstly, water
can invariably get behind the treated layer, either by passing through it in the vapour
phase or by the absorption of rain or ground water at some unprotected point. This
water evaporates from behind the water-repellant layer and any salts in the solution
crystallise there.This can lead to spalling of the treated surface. Secondly, the thermal and
moisture movements of the thin surface layer may be sufficiently different from those of
the underlying stone to generate sheer stresses that eventually cause failure” (Price,
quoted in Honeyborne, Ashurst, Price and Ross, Surface Treatments, in Ashurst and
Dimes, 1998, p158)
It would seem likely, therefore, that for all that the west doorway is in a remarkably good
condition for its age, the probably most damaging intervention – the application of
silicon sealer – was carried out by Guy Channon, an individual who had perhaps the
greatest emotional attachment to the doorway and whose recommendations for remedial
works to it were otherwise perhaps the most sensitive and aware. It was he who
recommended limewash and who asserted that those who might carry out the work
should be committed and engaged with the beauty and importance of the doorway. He
recommended lias lime mortar without the guages of opc that were proposed in 1887
and which seem to have been used by the Ebor Stone co more recently. This lias lime
mortar seems to remain in the joints of the arch, to be in a sound condition and should,
of course, be left in place now.
That said, a consensus about the significance of this doorway has existed amongst all
who have been charged with its care.
There has been minimal replacement of stone, testament to the essential durability of
Hildenley limestone. The doorway does contain some Whitby White Bed (shafts) and
some Cadeby magnesian limestone of variable oolitic content. No Ancaster appears to be
present. There are some clear piecings in with Hildenley limestone and some possible
replacement of earlier shafts, also in Hildenley limestone. These repairs, if they are such,
will pre-date any archival record of repairs and are likely to have been executed in the 17th
or 18th centuries using material recycled from demolished or ruinous parts of the priory
site.
A variety of repointing mortars is evident upon the doorway. The mortar of the arch
would seem to be of lime; lower down, some opc mortars have been used, particularly in
association with magnesian limestone replacements. All opc mortars should be removed,
whilst all sound lime mortars should be retained. Only thoroughgoing lime mortars
should be used in future.
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There would be no justification at this time to replace any but one stone of the west
doorway: one voussoir of the outermost arch of the doorway. It ought to be possible to
source a piece of Hildenley limestone to carry out this replacement.
Areas of cavernous decay may be filled with a lime mortar repair, built up in successive
layers and modelled to match the sound stone all around.
Addressing the issue of the silicon treatment will be more problematic. The more so
because Channon’s final recommendation is for three different options, without record
of which was finally used, or where. He does not advocate complete coverage, however,
and presumably concentrated upon those areas already exhibiting signs of decay. In the
more sheltered areas to north and south of the oak door, the Hildenley limestone is
discoloured a pale brown and clearly retains a coating, slightly rubbery in appearance.
This coating is evident also upon all blistering and peeling material. Visually, at least, it
would appear that the preservative was applied below the level of the abaci of the
capitals, but not above. The orders of the arch do show a slightly green-grey hue, but this
may be residual soot staining, especially if any kind of pressure-washing was applied to
clean it (and whatever the cleaning specification may have intended!). If ‘silicaseal’ was
used, then silicaseal as still sold in the USA (it does not seem to be available any longer in
the UK under this trade name), is water-based, and may, therefore, be water soluble.
Channon said that it would denature over a period of 4-5 years, suggesting that this may
well be so.
It would seem as if the masons applied the same preservative to the ashlar at lower levels
immediately to the north of the west doorway. Much of this is currently blistered, and
shows a significant pattern of decay absent from the south side of the doorway. The
north side receives more moisture perhaps, due to the absence of the north-west tower,
but the blistering is consistent with such excess moisture in combination with
sealer.(Figure S)
Before any final decision is taken on this, a trial clean of a selected area should be carried
out to establish whether or not the sealant may be removed, or reduced. Steam and fine
stainless steel or bristle brushes should be used for this. A trial would also hope to
establish the extent to which sealant may be removed without loss of surface material
into which it has absorbed.
Some stone surface has already been lost to blistering and peeling, of course. It will be
important to save unblistered areas to either side of such irretrievable damage, and it may
be that consolidating the lost material with a fine lime mortar will be the most
appropriate method of retaining currently still attached material to either side.
Wherever blistering or decay has occurred, there are salt crystals visible upon the surface
of the stone. The application of a suitable poultice to the doorway to remove or at least
remove the salts will be an essential preliminary to cleaning and consolidation works.
A similar method as that proposed for the beakhead doorway to the north of the church
may be appropriately applied to the stonework of the west doorway.
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The final application of a thin sacrificial sheltercoat of finely seived Portland or Hildenley
stonedust and high calcium lime would be consistent with current conservation practice
and would accept any ongoing airborne pollutants in preference to the stonework of the
doorway. Its colour would be matched to the host material, although the lime content
would make it somewhat more luminous. Aesthetically, such a coating would enhance
the reading of the complicated and delicate mouldings of the doorway. (figure T)
Provisional Repair specification.
Carefully remove all ordinary portland cement mortar from doorway and adjoining wall
using appropriately fine plugging chisels. ‘Roman’ cement will not be removed.
Rake back joints to twice the depth of their height and flush out debris with a hose.
The whole to be carefully cleaned using ‘dry’ steam and fine non-ferrous brushes as
necessary.
After wetting the masonry with drinkable water, apply a poultice of freshly slaked
Lincolnshire quicklime (Chalk Hill) whilst this remains hot. The quicklime should be
spread using brushes and a trowel to a thickness of some 40mm, and covered with
hessian, and left for a period of seven days.
The quicklime will then be scraped away using wooden spatulas and gently brushed and
rinsed from the masonry.
Necessary weathering repairs will be carried out in a mortar mix of: 3 parts graded
portland stone dust: 2 parts sieved sharp sand: 1 part Lincolnshire Natural hydraulic lime
3.5: one third part quicklime.
Repointing will be carried out using a mortar mix of 3 parts sharp sand: 2 parts portland
stone dust: 1 part NHL 3.5; one third part quicklime.
All repointed and consolidated areas will be protected with doubled hessian for a period
of at least two weeks, after which time a sheltercoat of sieved portland stone dust and
quicklime will be applied to the stonework of the arch in three or four thin coats.
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Figure A

Figure B
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Figure C (NB note tooling and mason’s arrow mark on left side of stone)

Figure D
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Figures E and F

Figure G Priory Church after removal of cloister
and alteration, probably L18th/E19thC (Image courtesy of Ian Wray)
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Figure H Postcard view of West Doorway L19th/E20thC

Figures I and J
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Figure K
Sealant-induced spalling of shaft ring mouldings. Note darkened brown tone of sealed
shafts below, as well as remnant soot staining and limewash

Figures L and M

Dogtooth to sides of door,
sealant
coated
and
seriously delaminating

17

Localised
decay

Figure O

Figure P

Figure Q
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cavernous

Figure R

Figure S

Figure T
West doorway, Selby Abbey, sheltercoated 2006
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