Survey and specification of repair and conservation of the

West perimeter wall of the Castle site, Malton North Yorkshire
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The scope and nature of repairs to and conservation of the perimeter walls of the
former castle site form the primary subject of this report. It is important, however,

that these are placed in the context of the site as a whole, an Ancient Scheduled
Monument.
The site currently belongs to Ryedale District Council, having formerly and since
1713, belonged to the Wentworth/Fitzwilliam Estate. Ownership of this largely

unvisited and ‘secret’ site, so central to the history of the town, was recently
transferred with a view to its being developed and opened up to public access and
leisure.

Whilst a worthwhile objective in itself, it is essential to understand that this site has

borne witness to not only the more recent and medieval, but also the more ancient
history of the town. It resonates with, and guards, the legacy of major events and
human associations.
The castle site occupies a portion at least of the Roman Fort, the escarpment to the

south and west affording commanding views towards the Wolds and over-looking

the strategic crossing of the River Derwent that largely explains the fort’s location
hereabouts.
The most concise history of the site is offered by Bulmers’ History and Directory of
North Yorkshire, 1890 and there is little virtue in paraphrasing what is very well
expressed therein:

In the time of Edward the Confessor, Thirkil and Siward were lords of Malton; and at
the time of the Conquest the manor was held by Gilbert Tyson, a noble Saxon and

owner of Alnwick Castle, who fell in the battle of Hastings fighting for King Harold.
The Conqueror disposed of the lordships of Ainwick and Malton with the

granddaughter and heiress of Gilbert, in marriage to one of his own followers, Ivo de
Vesci, whose daughter and heiress, Beatrice, was in like manner given by Henry I.,

with both lordships, to his favourite Eustace Fitz-John, The residence of the Tysons

was at Alnwick Castle, but they had probably a seat here also, The de Vescis fortified
the town and erected a castle on the site of the Roman camp. In the contest between
King Stephen and the Empress Maud, Eustace Fitz-John espoused the cause of the

latter, and delivered his castles of Alnwick and Malton to David, king of Scotland, the
empress's uncle. The Scots placed a strong garrison in Malton Castle, and then laid

waste the surrounding country, sacking the towns and villages. Thurstan, Archbishop
of York, summoned the northern nobles with their retainers to aid him in expelling

the invaders. In 1135 (or 1137 or 1138) they invested and burnt the town, and then
besieged and captured the castle. Eustace retreated into Scotland; but being

afterwards restored to favour he rebuilt the town on the present site, and called it

New Malton. It was surrounded by a wall, except where the river afforded protection,
and was entered by four gates, the names of which are retained by the streets that
formerly led to them; Yorkers Gate, Old Malton Gate, Green Gate, and Wheel Gate.
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William, the son and successor of Eustace Fitz John, assumed the maternal name of
de Vesci. Subsequently the barony of Alnwick was alienated; and the lordship of
Malton came by inheritance to the Atons, one of whom had married Margerie,

daughter and heiress of Warine, second son of William de Vesci. This line ended,
about the year 1390, in three co-heiresses. One of them, Katherine, married Sir

Ralph de Eure, and had for her share part of the town and lordship of Malton, except
the fairs, &c. The other two co-heiresses married into the families of Bromflete and
Conyers. In the reign of Henry VIII. the Cliffords and Conyers had New Malton in
partition, but the Eures, or Evers, had possession of the whole lordship of Old
Malton.

There is no absolute certainty as to the date of the destruction of the castle, but it is
supposed to have been demolished by Henry II. (it was occupied by Robert De Brus

and wrecked after 1322). Leland, who visited the place in the reign of Henry VIII.,
says in his Itinerary:- "The castel of Malton hath been larg as it apperithe by the
ruins. There is at this tyme no habitation yn it, but a mene house for a farmer."

Ralph, Lord Eure, the owner of Malton in the time of James I., built a large castellated
mansion on the site, but its subsequent fate shows the absurd lengths to which

litigation is sometimes pursued, even where the litigants are connected by close ties
of kinship. His lordship left two granddaughters, co-heiresses, who could not agree
as to the division of the property and the possession of this mansion. A long and

expensive lawsuit followed, and in the end it was determined to pull down the house
and divide the stones between them, which was done under the supervision of

William Marwood, Esq., High Sheriff of Yorkshire, in 1674. But it would seem that
some compromise had been effected before the entire demolition, as the lodge and
three gateways were left, a standing "monument of the folly and vindictiveness of
family feuds."
The further transmission of the property does not possess much interest, and may
be very briefly traced. Mary, the youngest of the two co-heiresses, married William

Palmes, Esq., of Linley, in this county, who, in right of his wife, obtained the manors
of Old and New Malton, which he sold, in 1712 (or 1713), to Sir Thomas Wentworth.
In 1728 the Hon. Thomas Wentworth, his successor, was raised to the peerage, by

the title of Lord Malton, and six years later he was created Marquis of Rockingham.
The second marquis dying without issue, in 1782, the manor of Malton and other

estates devolved upon his nephew, Earl Fitzwilliam, from whom they have descended
to the present owner.”

The Wentworths had previously acquired the Strickland properties in the town,

particularly York House and neighbouring hunting lodge in 1738. William Strickland
had married Elizabeth Palmes, daughter of William, in 1682 and both had resided at
York House. It remains unclear whether she carried ownership of these properties

into the marriage or whether they were already in the possession of the Stricklands,
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perhaps via an earlier alliance with the Conyers. Robinson notes, however, that by
1617 Ralph Eure had acquired ‘the whole of Malton’ (p17)

Current repair and conservation works to York House suggest very clearly that the

house, and, indeed, the neighbouring hunting lodge were both important manorial
residences and intimately entwined. It may be that either the Eures, Conyers or

Bromfletes lived in one or both of these houses prior to the construction of the large

house upon the castle site, the sole remnant of which is the gatehouse – the existing
Lodge Hotel. This was built in the earliest years of the C17, as explained above.
Leland’s 1540s account demonstrates very clearly that whilst extensive ruins of the
castle remained, there was but the house of a farmer within. The Eure’s lived
elsewhere.

Robinson notes that in 1620 Malton was still considered a thriving and prosperous
market town, delivering significant income to the Eure Estate, therefore, but that it
seems to have entered a period of economic decline thereafter, an outbreak of

plague in 1626 and “the debts and recusancy of the lord of the manor, and the civil
war ensuring its continuance.” (p17).

In 1632, Eure’s house was bombarded by the Sheriff’s artillery, associated with

political difficulties associated with Eure’s trenchant Catholicism. It was further
damaged upon the defeat of the Royalist garrison in Malton in 1644, when the
mansion was besieged and assaulted.

Celia Fiennes describes Malton as being ‘stone built, but poor’ in 1697.
It would seem that the town’s decline invited its acquisition by the Wentworth-

Watsons, beginning in 1713, and that their instigation of the Derwent Navigation
after 1725 was a critical factor in the revival of its fortunes.

The form of the significant house that Ralph Eure built between 1600 and 1608 is

unknown. Were it not for the record of its enforced dismantlement, by order of the
High Sheriff of Yorkshire (variously Thomas, Hoary or Henry Marwood, depending

upon which history one reads) one might even be tempted to doubt its ever having
existed at all.
Sir Henry Slingsby mentions it, however, in his diaries, musing upon the futility of
building a grand house that might outshine those of his neighbours, commenting
that for all that a man might “ build his house like Nebuchodonoser…yet shall

another come that may exceed him and go beyond that at Tibbalds (Theobalds) and
that of my Lord Suffolk’s at Audley end. So, in this country my Lord Everie’s at

Maulton; my Lord Savil’s at Howley; Sir Arthur Ingram’s at Temple Newson” (quoted
in Platt, p 47).
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The houses with which Eure’s mansion was here compared suggest that it was grand
indeed, and shame it is that no image or plan of it was made or survives.

The only physical remnant of any structure from any period above ground is a

section of wall at the edge of a raised platform towards the centre of the site. This is

some 15 feet long and 7 feet wide – clearly too wide to be a part of a C17 house. It is
built of fair-faced oolitic limestone, of bed-heights no greater than 6 inches and
must be assumed to be a remnant – and the sole in-situ remnant at that – of the

medieval castle. Earlier medieval structures within the town at large are built almost

exclusively of Malton oolitic limestone – it seems as if the potential of the calcareous
sandstone locally was not very much exploited until the later medieval period.

Inevitably, for insight into the possible form and geology of the Eure mansion, one is
drawn to the surviving gatehouse and lodge. This is constructed of Calcareous

sandstone. Two disused quarries of this geology remain in Malton – one to the

western boundary of the modern town, on York Road; the other to the north of Old
Maltongate, to the north east of the modern tennis courts, across the road from the

Lodge and the Estate offices buildings, generally assumed to be of a similar period of
construction to the Lodge itself, although they may be a little later. It would seem

very likely, therefore that the stone for Estate Offices, Lodge and Eure mansion came
from this adjacent quarry and, indeed, that the quarry was opened for this purpose.

The Lodge itself shows no evidence of stone recycled from the castle, assuming this
to have been oolitic limestone, either quarried fresh or recycled from Roman
fortifications in the immediate vicinity (and probably both).

The perimeter walls, on the other hand, contain a large proportion of low-bed oolitic
limestone, as well as higher bed and more or less square limestone blocks strongly
suggestive of roman spolia.
The north boundary wall of the Lodge, on Old Maltongate - generally assumed to be
of contemporary construction to the mansion and gatehouse - is not dissimilar in

character to the other perimeter walls to its south side, being a mix of Calcareous
sandstone and oolitic limestone. Its north face, however, is faced entirely with

calcareous sandstone. The limestone blocks are likely to have been recycled from the
castle, or curtain wall of this; the calcareous sandstone quarried for the purpose.

South face of roadside
boundary wall
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Calcareous sandstone locally tended to be used in the natural bed-heights of the

benches in the quarry with a minimum of reduction from these heights, except when
it was carved.

No less intrinsically durable than the oolitic limestone locally, it is composed of only
around 25% silica at the Malton end of the Vale of Pickering, the remainder being
calcium carbonate for the most part (Jefferson). It is vulnerable, therefore, to the

same decay mechanisms as the limestones locally – and particularly to assault by
salts associated with carbon deposition – although this manifests in a different

general pattern. Gypsum crusts rarely gain opportunity to form, the gypsum – and

other – salts disrupting the matrix of the stone surface too readily, so that a constant
surface powdering occurs, accompanied by localised delamination and descaling.

Away from the road – vehicle exhausts being the primary modern cause of carbon

particulate deposition in the town – the stone performs well and slow delamination
occurs, the stone retaining good strength and integrity behind these gently
degrading surface layers.

It is irresistable, of course, to wonder where the stone from the mansion went – and

calcareous sandstone of similar dimension to that seen in the Lodge is to be seen all
over town, most particularly in boundary walls, often as a lower level plinth below
later limestone. It does not seem to have found its way into the boundary walls of

the site. The southern boundary, of pitch-faced calcareous blocks, quite different in
size and character from those of the Lodge, would seem most likely to be associated
with the construction of the Workhouse, first built in 1789 and later restored and

enlarged (1877). A stretch of wall to the north side of the car park is of calcareous
sandstone ashlar, but is most likely of C19 construction, and abuts a much older,

mainly limestone wall of contemporary construction to the perimeter walls to west
and east.
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Surviving tooling to blocks on both the Lodge and Estate Offices is of a common

pattern in town: squared and faced using a ½” chisel. There is little evidence of such
tooling upon stones in the boundary walls.

One place where some, at least, of the stone from the mansion ended up seems very
likely to have been the Lodge itself.
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Pevsner queries its function: the house “ was pulled down in 1674, and only the wall
to the street survives and a lodge of remarkable size. Was it really a lodge?” (p236).
A careful viewing of the north elevation of the house suggests a clear pattern of

accretion, the building extending east and westwards in three separate phases and
then to the south-east in 1878, before a final, modern extension (or refacing and

uplifting) to the east in the 1990s. The older, lower section of this much molested

section of the building incorporates on its south side a magnificent pedimented door
surround of Hildenley limestone, clearly relocated from elsewhere, and possibly from
the entrance front of the lost brick house evident on the site in 1728.

It would seem very likely, therefore, that at the time of the construction of the

mansion, the gatehouse was precisely that: the central range of the current Lodge
Hotel. This has stone mullion and transom windows to either side of the now

blocked gateway, as well as above. It has buttresses to either flank which have been
absorbed into the wings immediately to either side. The wall within the building

between the central section and the first wings are thick, suggesting that they were
formerly exterior walls. The string and cornice is of a different order to that on the

wings to either side. The windows of the wings are timber, still mullion and transom,
although

they are seemingly stone windows upon the 1728 painting. These differences are
concealed from casual observation by the similarity of the ashlar blocks in style,

dimension and geology, but are suggestive, at least, of the conversion of the original
gatehouse into a more extensive dwelling at the same time that the mansion was

demolished, quite likely incorporating internal architectural detail, such as panelling
and stairs from the bigger house (as an aside, did the grand staircase within York
House migrate across town at this time also, or, at least, by 1682?).

By the time of Dickinson’s Terrier Map of 1730 and Settrington’s painting of the

town in 1728, the extension of the first gatehouse had taken place and the gardens
were very much focussed upon the Lodge as principal dwelling on the site.
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The isolation of the central gatehouse from probably later extensions, reinforces the
sense of its originally solitary existence. More than this, it suggests very strongly
that there was originally a further storey, also with columns – the bases of which
remain above the cornice, and against the wall of the castellated parapet - that was
removed. The current parapet wall is a much more recent replacement, with earlier,
late C19 copings above. Drawing and observations above, Alex Holton. Another
conundrum of the gatehouse is the presence upon it of a pulvinated frieze,
suggesting the influence of Serlio, whose Five Books on Architecture were not
published in England until 1611. Was the Gatehouse built a little later than the
Prodigy house itself? Lead hoppers to the east and west extensions carry the date
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1604. It is likely in the context of our analysis that these were in fact recycled from
the main house and do not in themselves positively date the construction of the
gatehouse.
Stone vaulted cellars beneath the central gatehouse do not extend beyond its

boundaries; their walls being formed to east and west by walls contiguous with the
east and west walls of the gatehouse. Within the current building, the walls to either

side of the blocked coach way are relatively thin, whilst the currently internal walls to
either side of the central gatehouse section are around 35” thick. The original stone
stair from the west cellar rises westwards to apparently collide with the west wall of

the gatehouse, illustrating the presence at their head of a currently blocked doorway,
this cellar, at least, and not unusually, having been previously accessed from outside
of the gatehouse. The current openings within the building that pass through the

walls of the original gatehouse show strong evidence of having been made through
an existing and previously solid wall.

The east and west cellars are not conjoined, although there is the possibility, at

least, of a blocked doorway within the west wall of the east cellar. The current entry
to this cellar, from the east, does not appear contemporary with the cellar itself, and
there is a possible earlier – and interior - access above the unknown space between
the two cellars. There is no evidence of a doorway having existed in the east wall of

the west cellar, so that the functions of the two cellars may have been quite distinct
and separate even when constructed.
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Further single storey extensions were carried out in similar vein and character to
those to the original gatehouse were carried out presumably after 1831, the

engraving in William Allen’s History of the County of Yorkshire showing the house
without these (it also shows mullion and transom windows in the wings). The 1801
Terrier does not show these extensions.

Nor does the 1854 Ordnance Survey Map of the town. Perhaps they were built in
1878 with sound stone recycled from the entirely refaced south elevation. It is not
credible that none of this was salvageable.

The large brick house perpendicular to the Lodge to the south east should also be
noted. It is clearly of high status, although lacking a doorway from its garden

elevation, suggesting that it faced into what is today the Fitzwilliam Estate Yard (see
reference above). It has rusticated, apparently Hildenley limestone quoins. Was this

house built at the time of the enforced demolition of the mansion in 1674, and is the
magnificent Hildenley limestone doorway still on site a remnant of it?
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It owes more to Serlio, it seems, than to Palladio. Serlio’s Five Books of Architecture
was first published in England in 1611, Palladio’s Four Books in 1715, and again,
more widely, in 1738.

Whilst the north elevation of the Lodge remains largely intact, except for the

probable replacement of its originally calcareous sandstone doric columns with ones
of harder, siliceous sandstone from outside of the area, the south and east
elevations, and the upper levels across the building were extensively restored during

the later nineteenth century, with gritstone brought from either South or West

Yorkshire, probably from the latter, by train. The north side has been almost entirely
refaced with imported stone and all architectural detail also.

How very different in character this choice of stone renders this elevation compared
to the north – for all that the detail is the same. The weathering and patination of the
different sandstones is very different.
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This most likely occurred at the time of the addition to the south east of a

substantial extension. The notable thing about these works is perhaps their
apparently faithful reproduction of original detail, as evidenced by a comparison of
north and south elevations, as well as by study of archive images from before the

works were carried out. Similar restoration works, in the same stone, were carried
out to the Estate Office buildings, the gablets installed for the first time also.

The Lodge was throughout this later period – and certainly at the time of these major

improvements - the residence of the Wentworth-Fitzwilliams when they were in
town, only becoming a hotel in more recent times. The Honourable William Henry
Wentworth M.P. is listed as resident at the Lodge in Bulmer’s History and Directory of
North Yorkshire, 1890.

In 1830, on the other hand, William Allen, agent to the Fitzwilliam Estate lived at the
Lodge. (Malton Directory of Trades and Professions in Pigot’s Directory 1830).
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The restoration and extension of the Lodge in 1878, therefore, was to render it fit

accommodation for the Wentworth household, when they were in town. The main

south-east addition uses both local calcareous sandstone ashlar and imported
gritstone quoins. The local sandstone will likely have been sourced not from the

nearby quarry, but from the Brows quarry on York Road. It should be noted that the
gritstone of the definitely 1878 extension has blackened, developing a carbon silica

skin, whilst that of the refacing of the lodge has done this to a much lesser extent.
This may be because of different levels of exposure to moisture; it may be because

their geology is different and would suggest, therefore, that the refacing is not
exactly contemporary with the additions.

The arch and keystone of the
gateway,
south
side,
remnants of the original
stonework prior to the
restoration. The figure –
probably the same as to the
north
–
has
almost
completely
eroded
away.
Cement mortar repairs will
have accelerated this decay.
What does remain suggests
that this was different to that
on the north, perhaps a
mermaid
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The perimeter walls:

It would seem fair to assume that the perimeter walls of the castle site were built
largely at the time of the construction of the Eure mansion around the turn of the
16th century. They are not particularly defensive of other than privacy in dimension,

being of normal thickness for traditionally constructed walls, and clearly did not
anticipate the various armed assaults that the house was called upon to endure

during the first half of the 17th century. They seem to have endured both and even

the final cataclysmic assault of a lawyer’s impatience with the “folly and
vindictiveness of family feuds” to which, it seems, the lodge was specifically spared

as monument, so frequently occurring is this turn of phrase in histories of the event.
Though some to the immediate south of the lodge have gone, the walls to east and
west of the site existed by the time of Settrington’s 1728 painting. So detailed is
this, that their composition – of limestone – and a good sense of the dimensions of

the units of which they are composed can be readily derived, as well as their pattern.
The walls that survive are indeed remnants of the walls that existed in 1728.

It is clear from the painting that the height of the walls – and of the east wall in

question - was constant. This early height survives in only several places along the
existing wall, but this original height may be readily deduced from these scant
survivals. It is clear from the painting also, that the walls stepped down with the

gradient of the hill at its southern end and that the current ragged termination of the
wall is probably the first of these downward sweeps, and not quite as tumbled now
as it at first appears.
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Away from the road and in an initially windy and now quite tree-sheltered

environment, the masonry exhibits very little pollution-induced decay, although the
calcareous sandstone blocks have proven more vulnerable than the limestone to
salts from other sources.

The walls were almost certainly constructed of mainly oolitic limestone reclaimed
from the castle ruins, described as being extensive by Leland in the early 1540s. The
castle itself would likely have contained significant volumes of Roman spolia, having

been built within the boundaries of the Roman fort. The sound economics during the

medieval period of quarrying already dressed stone from accessible Roman remains,
as opposed to quarrying fresh stone, has been amply demonstrated by Tim Eaton

(‘Plundering the Past, Roman Stonework in Medieval Britain’ 2000), and what little

excavation has been carried out upon the Roman site has clearly demonstrated
masonry construction during the later period of its existence. An early (C19) map of

the Roman Camp, the provenance of which I cannot attest, records substantial wall

foundations to the south east section of the escarpment, and to the east of the
‘Praetorian Gate’, the upper levels of which have been lost in the past.
There do appear to be dressed stones of typical Roman dimension incorporated into
the walls, although they are also typical of the Priory site, and may very well be

Hildenley limestone, since they have endured very well whether of either Roman or
earlier medieval provenance, having decayed very minimally.

The visible mortars of the wall core vary along its length, being of earth as well as
lime. The lime mortar of the lower, southernmost section of the west boundary is
quite hard, suggesting the presence of either NHL or pozzalan.
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Earth mortars were commonly used in Malton during the medieval period and well

into the C17, in clear preference to lime. This was the case in high status buildings
as much as any other. The masonry of York House, for instance is built almost
entirely with earth mortar, and even window jambs installed in the mid C18 were still

being backed up with mud mortar. The presence within the core of lime mortars,
therefore, might be reasonably taken to suggest a later, C18 or C19 rebuilding of
those sections of the perimeter wall where it appears.

Earth mortar in the core of the
original, lower section of the wall;
lime mortar in the
repaired upper section

obviously

Such an assertion is supported by
the appearance and impression and
‘feel’ of the different sections of
wall in question.
The lower, southern sections, as well as a clear raising of the highest surviving
section incorporate stone roof slates quite randomly, suggesting strongly that they
have been built – or rebuilt – subsequent to the demolition of the mansion in 1674,

using debris from the roof of this. York House and the Strickland Hunting Lodge
both had stone slates in 1728, of similar, relatively small dimension and in keeping
with their high status, whilst the vast majority of the town was thatched.

Other, lower sections do not display roof slate fragments nor lime mortar, nor even

very much mortar at all, seeming almost to be dry-stone. Most likely, however, these
sections have seen their relatively soft earth mortars washed out over time as they
have lost their copings and began to reduce in height by attrition and theft.
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The wall to the eastern boundary, between the south garden of the Lodge Hotel and
the paddock to the south of the Fitzwilliam Estate yard is most likely contemporary

with the authentic remnants of the eastern boundary wall. The painting ends just
before reaching this boundary, unfortunately, although it is clearly marked on the

Terrier. Conservation and repair works to these walls are pending. The western stone
wall of the paddock/eastern of the Lodge garden has a relatively unusual composite
coping detail, of calcareous sandstone, which may very well reflect the original detail
of the boundary walls of this period as a whole. The eastern perimeter wall has a

very few of the barest remnants of coping, three stones in all and insufficient to
confirm or deny that this was the case.

East

boundary

wall,
note
composite coping
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Surviving coping stone,
west boundary wall – was
this part of a similar
coping to that on the east?

Where no copings survive, therefore, and as part of the consolidation of the existing
wall-tops, without speculative restoration, or straightforwardly modern detailing, it

is considered most appropriate to cope with a lime mortar weathering. The

possibility of this suffering frost damage should be considered and, if this proves to
be the case, then consideration may be given to turf capping in the future.

A further potential problem with this approach, however, is that a lime coping

provides no drip and will shed water down the face of the wall. This will increase the
vulnerability of the wall-face to frost damage. The absorbancy of turf coping would
reduce this potential.

A drip might be provided by the bedding of projecting clay tiles – perhaps two

courses of these – upon the wall-top and beneath the lime weathering/coping. This
risks seeming insubstantial, however.
Given the character of the wall – as much ruin as boundary wall - it would be
inappropriate to introduce new copings and would look relatively odd.
Were the walls to be restored, and to their original height throughout, then the most
appropriate – and least speculative – coping detail would be that which survives on
the east boundary wall of the Lodge Garden and paddock south of the modern
Fitzwilliam Estate Yard.
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Some localised sections of the higher wall seem to have fallen out more recently,
rather than to have been robbed in the more distant past, often leaving the inner leaf
of wall standing. The fallen stone remains and may be reinstated with consideration
for the bed-heights of stones to either side without compromising the authenticity
of the wall.

Generally, however, whilst it is clearly the case that sufficient archive and physical
evidence exists, and that a source of like oolitic limestone, at Whitewall, also, for a

restoration of these walls to be executed with relative faithfulness and with a
minimum of speculation, it would not be ethically appropriate in my judgement,

except in very specific areas where the interests of public safety and the necessary
consolidation of existing, but precarious fabric coincide. Some restoration and repair

will be necessary at lower levels, or where higher walls are precarious, perhaps, but
this work should be kept to a minimum. It would be better executed in a material

distinct from that of the original construction, so that necessary repairs may be
readily seen for what they are, without jarring overmuch to the eye, and beautiful in
themselves.

If local limestone is used (and this must be hand-picked from the quarry floor, and
not be material sawn or guillotined for use in modern, cavity wall construction), then
the areas of its use should be delineated by boundaries of handmade clay tile, of two
or three courses. Any dressing of this hand-picked stone must be carried out with
hand tools and not with angle-grinders.

For the most part, however, the walls should rather be consolidated as they are,
subject, of course, to over-riding considerations of public safety. Except for one

section of the wall (see below), this should present no dilemma. In the context of the
complex history and evolution of this site and the status of these walls within this, a
premium must be put upon authenticity over restoration. The aesthetic of tidiness
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and an over-emphasis upon how things used or ‘ought’ to be should not be allowed
to over-ride that of authenticity and cultural value.

It is important to note that there are stone-vaulted cellars beneath the Lodge. There

are stone-vaulted undercrofts beneath many buildings within the medieval
boundaries of Malton.

It is almost certain that the Eure Mansion had cellars, and that these were vaulted –
do these survive, somewhere on the site?
It would seem essential that the sites of both castle and mansion be established,
recorded and their below ground archaeology respected as part of the proposed
opening of the site to public access.

Lime avenue, part of a later, probably C19
landscaping scheme. Unrelated to the
mansion.

Walnut to south east of the site, over
C17 formal gardens

Mature smoketree to north of Lodge
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The onset of works to the perimeter wall without proper survey or specification, and
the subsequent use of wholly inappropriate and demonstrably damaging ordinary

portland cement motars, necessitating a stop order from the Conservation Officer, is
a serious concern in the context of the site’s undoubted importance, with or without
its Ancient Scheduled Monument status.

It is essential that anyone contracted to work upon such a project is demonstrably
competent in the treatment of old and historic buildings.

It is essential that repairs associated with this important project are founded upon

proper investigation, survey and recording, as well appropriate and informed
scheduling and specification, lest the advantage that erstwhile neglect has lent to its
preservation be surrendered, and the public’s potentially highly rewarding enjoyment
of access be compromised by the loss of irreplaceable archaeology and authenticity.
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Specification of repair and conservation, west perimeter wall

The detail of this will begin at the southern end of the wall and work northwards,
back towards the Lodge.

Repair and repointing mortars for this project will use sharp, well-graded sands and
graded limestone dust as aggregate; Natural Hydraulic Lime and quicklime for
binder. Mortar for coping may need to be denser than for pointing.

For repointing and weathering repair upon the faces of the wall I would propose a

mortar incorporating NHL 2.0, guaged with quicklime. For coping mortar, a mortar
based upon NHL 3.5, without the addition of quicklime, will provide additional and
appropriate durability in context.
It is important that the works are carried out well before the onset of over-night

frosts. The successful performance of the lime coping in particular will depend upon
optimum conditions for the curing of the mortar. This will necessitate good and

suitable protection from the elements, allowing the set to take place gradually and

thoroughly and without the risk of overnight frost. Protection should be left in place
for a period of at least 2 weeks.

Running water must be constantly available, piped to the site of the works.
A suitable repair and repointing mortar that is similar to lime mortars found typically
in the Malton area would be:

3 parts Jewsons ‘concreting sand’ : 2 parts limestone dust (5mm to dust) ; 1 part
NHL 2.0 : 1 third part quicklime.

The presence of particles of previously air-slaked lime in most historic mortars

locally is a clear indication that these mortars were prepared using quicklime, and
were ‘hot mixes’, therefore.
Calcareous sandstone dust was also a common ingredient locally. This is no longer
quarried, or otherwise available.

Mortars of similar character, however, may be produced using the recipe above.
Limestone dust may be sourced from Wath quarry in Hovingham, operated by
LaFarge plc.
Natural Hydraulic Lime should be Singleton Birch Lincolnshire Lime.
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Quicklime should be from Chalk Hill, also in Lincolnshire.
Both limes are supplied locally by Chalk Hill Lime, Terrington.
French NHLs should not be used. These deliver too hard a mortar for work with soft

and friable masonry in my experience, especially when bedding mortars are of earth.
Quicklime should be added during the mixing process. Quicklime is highly reactive
and generates high heat very quickly upon contact with water. Personal Protective
Equipment must be worn by anyone involved in the mixing process.
The same mortar may be used for bedding and pointing.
Clay tiles should be handmade plain tiles, sourced from Swallow Tiles, 01483 267
593

Guidelines for basic procedure when working with lime mortars are attached to this
document. Lime mortar will fail if simple rules are ignored. If observed, it will
perform very well and long into the future.

The objective of the conservation works will be to consolidate existing masonry

structures. This will primarily involve the repointing of open or deficient joints and
the introduction of mortar weatherings where uneven erosion has led to the
development of wall-ward sloping ledges or water-traps.
It will not be the intention of these works to make the wall ‘look new’, only to slow
its inevitable decay over time reversibly and with compatible materials.
Where individual stones have weathered back so far, or disintegrated so much, that
they are no longer able to perform their intended structural function, then these

should be replaced. Partial replacement with clay-tile repair will be preferable to the
wholesale removal of an original stone the majority of which continues to perform its
intended structural function.

The ‘glueing’ of shallow facing stones to the wall will not be permitted. A built
repair, with stone or tile is to be

preferred where reinforcement is
considered necessary.

Southern end of the wall. The wall
dropped a level at this point
historically. This section appears
original and authentic.
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Slight separation of the masonry to the centre of the image should not be of

concern. Repointing and careful provision of weathering over the surviving mortar
and wall-core (which is well consolidated) should be sufficient. The wall widens to

the other, lower side, providing ample buttress against collapse in this direction. One
stone on the west side was face-bedded and has delaminated to a significant depth.
This delamination will continue and begin to threaten the stability of the wall. It

should be carefully removed and the void filled with a built, tile repair to ensure
maximum compressive performance of the repair.

West face of same. The stone to be
replaced is in the centre of the image, to
right of the hole.

the

Looking north from
section above. This
wall appears to have
been partially repaired
and rebuilt over the
years. It incorporates
recycled stone roof
slates, probably from
the demolished
mansion, as well as
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possibly recycled Roman or Priory ashlar. Mainly oolitic limestone, it is probably built
mainly of material quarried from the medieval castle
Parts of this wall have been pointed and some of its stones rebedded very recently in
a hard ordinary portland cement mortar. This must be undone. OPC mortars is

wholly incompatible with masonry of traditional construction, built with lime or earth
mortars. It introduces damaging salts and its presence actively promotes decay of

both individual stones and the structure as a whole, making the stones themselves
the sacrificial element of the wall, which will decay in preference to the mortar.
Thereafter, the wall should be repointed as necessary and weatherings provided to
any water traps provided by uneven erosion of individual stones.
The top of the wall has exposed lime mortar currently. This retains its integrity and
should not be removed prior to the addition of a lime mortar coping detail, simply
added to.

A section of this wall clearly
rebuilt in the past

Possibly Roman, or Priory
stones at the top of the wall
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A section of this stretch of wall lacks

its

western wythe altogether

In places, the western wythe, or skin

of

reinstated, using hand-picked stones

of

masonry has been lost. This should be
appropriate character and dimension

from Whitewall Quarry. The repair should rise no further than the surviving wyth to
the eastern side of the wall.
There is a ‘Hampshire-hole’ towards the eastern end of the above section of wall,
before the height of the surviving boundary rises.

This has provided access in the past from the allotment to the west of this boundary.
Consideration should be given to consolidating this gap in such a way as to make it
safe whilst allowing such traditional and long-standing access to continue. This
should be done in consultation with John and Des Hampshire, occupiers of the

adjoining site. The Hampshire family is as much a part of the history of this site as
any other, and may even be considered by some to have been its unofficial guardians
over many more recent years.
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Southern edge of ‘Hampshirehole’. This section of wall
contains higher-bed
calcareous sandstone erratics,
almost certainly recycled
remnants of the c1600
mansion.

The wall rises in height as it approaches the boundary of the graveyard of St

Leonard’s Church and has a significant volume of calcareous sandstone within it,

above lower levels of oolitic limestone, some of which is in a state of disintegration,
although it currently retains compressive strength. Such individual stones may need
to be replaced at low levels; consolidated further up.

The west side of this wall has a lean-to structure against it and supports an

improvised roof. The upper two courses of the eastern side have fallen away and
should be reinstated.

To the north of this section, the wall is in a state of some disrepair
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The section above runs into another higher section the eastern facing of which has
fallen away. This section abuts a later buttress of stone that would seem to have

been robbed from the wall itself to support a high section of wall behind which there
is an iron fence-enclosed grave of the Copperthwaite family, one of whom was the

author of a statistical analysis of Malton in the first half of the C19. The grave – like
the graveyard as a whole – is in a serious state of disrepair and less than benign
neglect.

The facing will need to be reinstated, lest the still-standing wythe tumbles. The wall
beneath, however, is leaning out of plumb and may not provide a sufficiently stable

platform for this to be effective. The higher section of wall beyond is leaning into the
buttress also and not very stable in appearance. The wall is similarly lacking in its
western wtyhe to the other side of the buttress, and relatively precarious.
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It may be considered appropriate to rebuild the wall between these higher sections,

removing the buttress and recycling its stones back into the missing section, as well
as into the refacing importing like oolitic limestone as necessary. Failing this, the
standing inner wythes would have to be dismantled in the cause of public safety.

To the north of this section, the wall is largely missing once more. The face of the
higher section might be consolidated and this change in level maintained with
limited restitution of the lower.

This section has been partially ‘repaired’ in the past using loose stones and parts of
broken headstones – inappropriately so, in my opinion.
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The neglect of the cemetery has had implications for the stability of the wall beyond
this gap, with ivy disrupting its structure. Earth mortar has been washed from the

masonry of this section of original wall; repairs have been carried out in dry-stone

The ivy and dry-stone repair should be removed and the wall consolidated at this
point, without addition until it abuts another high section of wall, the end of which
latter should also be consolidated and pointed.

The wall beyond this point, until it reaches the boundary with the Lodge garden,
should be repointed and consolidated as is with no attempt to level its current
undulation.
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Beginning at the southern end once more:
Replace 1 # stone to west side with clay tile repair
Consolidate 2m square
Repoint ½ metre square;

First wall section: remove 2m square of ordinary portland cement-bound stonework
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Remove 1m square of opc mortar repointing
Rebuild and repoint same with lime mortar;
Repoint up to $m square
Provide weathering repair up to 2m square
Reface 7m square of wall to west side (currently lost)
Consolidate gap

First higher section:
1m square repointing
2m square refacing towards top of wall
½ m square clay tile repair

First gap:
Allow to reface 2m square
Consolidate/lime cope 4m linear

Reface 5m square as far as buttress, using stone from this
Repair wall behind buttress
OR reface 1 m sq and consolifdate exposed wall core where south wall of cemetery
meets, leaving buttress in place; repoint buttress.

To north of buttress
Remove bricks from wall-top; consolidate core
OR
Reface 4m sq and lime cope.
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Gap: reface 1 ½ m sq to height of section to the north.

Next section:
Repoint 5m sq
Lime cope
Remove 1m sq dry-laid stone
Rebuild wall from existing base to height of previous section using new limestone
hand-picked from Whitewall quarry- 4m linear, both sides
Lime cope

Next high section as far as first sycamore tree:
1m sq clay tile repair
consolidate friable top and lime cope

To north of first sycamore and to south of second:
1m sq clay tile repair
1m sq repoint
consolidate and lime cope top

To north of second sycamore tree:
Consolidate wall tops and lime cope
Repoint 1m sq
1m sq tile repair.
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Estate Office Stables, 90, Old Maltongate, Malton, North Yorkshire, YO17 7EG
nigelcopsey@hotmail.com

+44 01653 690115

www.nigelcopsey.com

passion and expertise in the care and repair of old buildings

The stone door surround discussed above as perhaps having been relocated from

the demolished brick building on the site would seem rather to have been recycled
from Hildenley Hall, a Strickland property demolished shortly after 1909.
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