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CONSERVATION REPORT 1801 

 

PROPERTY : St Mary the Virgin, Buckland, Oxon 

ARTIST : unknown 

SUBJECT/TITLE : Hatchment of Sir Robert Throckmorton 

DATE : 1791 

SHAPE : Lozenge 

DIMENSIONS : h 1106 x w 1096 mm 

OVERALL DIMENSIONS : h 1320 x w 1328 x d 60 mm excluding hanging fittings 

MEDIUM/SUPPORT : Oil on canvas 

INSCRIPTIONS etc. : Motto ‘Virtus Sola Nobilitas’ 

Inscr. on reverse of canvas ‘Sr, Robt, Throckmorton | [obscured by 

canvas patch] | Die [d obscured by canvas patch] …91’ 

Colourman’s stamp on reverse of canvas, ‘J. Poole | High Holborn 

| British Linen’1 

Duty stamp on reverse of canvas 83 x 34mm approx., ‘129’. 

2 frame marks on reverse of canvas, 34 x 262mm, ‘[Illegible, 
129

A
 

?] 136 | 13 | 125’ 

Handwritten paper nailed to upper end of upper left strainer 

member ‘No 3 | Left hand’  

Fragmentary printed label on reverse of above, ‘…N Y…’ 

 
1 See https://www.npg.org.uk/assets/files/pdf/research/Dmarks_1_1785_1831.pdf accessed 10th August 2021 

and below. 

https://www.npg.org.uk/assets/files/pdf/research/Dmarks_1_1785_1831.pdf
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CONDITION :  

See condition report of 10th August 2018.  

The colourman’s canvas stamp is indistinct but a good match for one version of the stamp of 

James Poole of High Holborn. [Fig. 1, see n. 1] The same stamp was found on the portrait of 

Dorothy Jordan by John Hoppner in the National Portrait Gallery, exhibited 1791. 

  

Fig. 1a Hatchment of Robert Throckmorton, 1791, detail of reverse before lining, colour and contrast adjusted. 

1b, stamp of Joseph Poole, High Holborn, c. 1791 

 

Artists’ canvas was subject to taxation until 1831. The duty stamp shows that tax had been paid 

on the canvas recorded in the frame mark. The stamp is here rotated through 90°. The crown 

at the top (here right) is more clearly legible than the lower part of the stamp, which consists 

of the royal cipher, GR, the word ‘Linens’ and a number signifying the excise station 

responsible. A much clearer example was found on 1803, hatchment of Mary Throckmorton. 

[Fig. 2] 

The long rectangular frame mark is interpreted as follows: from left to right, the number 129 

corresponds to that on the duty stamp, identifying the division in which the stamp was used. A 

changeable letter, here ‘A’ was added to prevent fraud. The number 136 was a progressive 

number working from the first piece measured at the beginning of the year. The next number, 

13, is the roll length in yards. The final large number, 125, is the roll width given in hundreds 

of a yard, so 45 inches, 114 cm. The date might be added down the right border of the frame, 

but that area is smudged in this example.2 [Fig. 3] 

 
2 Woodcock, S. ‘excise Stamps on Artists’ Canvases: Lost Threads and Loose Ends’ in ed. Wallert, A. Painting 

Techniques, History, Materials and Studio Practice, Amsterdam: Rijksmuseum, 2016, pp.192–7 
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Fig. 2a Hatchment of Robert Throckmorton, 1791, detail of reverse before lining, colour and contrast adjusted to 

show duty stamp. Fig. 2b Hatchment of Mary Throckmorton, 1825, detail of duty stamp, reverse before lining 

 

 

Fig. 3 Hatchment of Robert Throckmorton, 1791, detail of reverse before lining, colour and contrast adjusted to 

show frame mark 

 

The frame was found to have a 6mm rebate housing the stretched canvas. The walls of the 

rebate were roughly cut, but the ledge is planed smooth and the gilding on the front extends 

around the sight edge. This suggests that the back frame opening has been enlarged at some 

point, most likely when the patches were applied on the reverse of the canvas. If the canvas 

were tensioned at the same time, the stretcher would expand. Fragments of paint and ground 

were attached to the rebate ledge of the lower right frame member near the lower corner. This 

could be the result of the hatchment having been put in the frame soon after painting, or after 

the application of a surface coating. However, the chalky appearance of the paint layers after 

surface cleaning suggested that the painting was unvarnished, or that a surface coating must 

Crown 

GR Cipher 

Excise ID Number 
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have been applied at very low concentration. Even after cleaning, the modelling on the red 

mantling retained an unsaturated greyish-pink colour. These areas probably contain a fugitive 

lake pigment that has undergone irreversible light-induced fading. This could have been caused 

by the hatchment having been displayed out of doors before its removal to the church. Surface 

cleaning removed a significant film of black surface dirt and white splash accretions, possibly 

bird droppings. Faint but numerous smaller, mostly vertical, light-coloured splashes and 

streaks, visible especially in the white paint, could have been caused by previous bat infestation 

or historic water ingress 

After cleaning, sketchy outlining was visible where it had not been followed in the painting, 

for instance around the mantling. [Fig. 4] The dexter half of the shield appears to have been 

painted entirely red, with no reserves for the charges superimposed on it. As a result, drying 

cracks in the white paint have exposed the underlying red. 

 

Fig. 4 Hatchment of Robert Throckmorton, 1791, detail showing sketched outlines for the mantling, not followed 

in the painting 
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TREATMENT :  

The tears in the canvas were temporarily supported on the reverse with ‘Scotch® Magic™ 

Tape’ to facilitate handling. Unsupported tears in the canvas and raised cracking in the paint 

and ground layers were faced on the front with gelatine and acid-free tissue paper.The painting 

was removed from the frame by releasing the securing hand-forged nails. The reverse of the 

canvas was cleaned as far as possible by gentle brushing and vacuuming. Debris was removed 

from behind the lower stretcher bar with a nylon spatula as far as possible.  

The label was removed from the stretcher, washed and lined onto ‘Japanese ‘Kozu’ paper with 

sodium carboxymethyl cellulose adhesive. The conserved label was placed in an archival 

polyester pocket. A fragment of an oval printed label, bearing no information except a linear 

border and the letter ‘N’ was removed from the back of the handwritten label and treated in the 

same way. 

The front of the painting was surface cleaned as far as possible with a 2% solution of 

triammonium citrate (TAC) in deionised water, cleared with tap water. The canvas was so 

fragile that the facing paper on the front and pressure sensitive tape on the reverse were left in 

place until lining. The canvas was lined with ‘BEVA 371’ (ethylene vinyl acetate co-polymer) 

heatseal adhesive onto linen canvas and restretched with copper tacks onto a new softwood 

stretcher. The expansion keys were secured with nylon line. After lining, excess adhesive was 

removed from the surface of the painting with white spirit. Areas that had been too fragile to 

surface clean before lining were selectively cleaned with TAC to the same level as the rest of 

the painting. 

Although the painting appeared likely to have been unvarnished originally, a thin coating of 

7.5% ‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic resin in xylene was applied by brushing, to saturate and protect 

the colours without significantly altering the surface gloss. It also acts as an isolating layer 

between the original and restoration materials applied to the painting. Losses in the paint and 

ground layers were filled with ‘Flügger’ acrylic putty (chalk and butyl methacrylate 

dispersion). Retouching was carried out with dry pigments bound in ‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic 

resin in 1-methoxypropan-2-ol. Losses from areas of gilding were blocked in with ‘Golden’ 

iridescent acrylic paint (titanium dioxide and iron oxide coated mica particles in acrylic 

dispersion), glazed with dry pigments in ‘Paraloid B72’. 

The frame was treated by a frame conservator. The original surface was cleaned water and mild 

detergent. Major losses and splits were consolidated and repaired with epoxy resin. A new 
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laminated softwood back frame was attached with screws and ‘WS3978’ reversible poly vinyl 

acetate dispersion (PVA). The laminated construction of the back frame adds stability and 

allows as much elimination of the planar distortion as possible. An inner build-up was also 

attached to reinforce and widen original shallow rebate so that it could accommodate the 

increased bulk of the lined canvas and new stretcher. 

The back frame and surface repairs on the original frame were coloured with artists’ acrylic 

paints. The original ebonised surface was overwashed with watercolours and given a coating 

of pigmented wax. The original gilded sight edge was sealed with ‘Renaissance’ 

microcrystalline wax. 

The frame rebate was lined with gummed brown paper tape and polyester felt with acrylic 

pressure sensitive adhesive, to cushion the surface of the painting. The painting was spaced in 

the frame with balsa blocks, attached to the sides of the frame rebate with ‘Conservation 

Adhesive’ (‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic resin in acetone). It was secured in the frame with screwed 

brass mirror plates. To achieve the best fit in the frame, the painting was rotated through 180° 

from its original orientation in the frame. This was most likely the result of having reduced the 

planar distortions in both the repaired frame and new stretcher, causing slight changes in the 

shape of both elements.  

A lightweight backing of ‘Tyvek’ spun-bonded polyethylene was attached to the frame with 

galvanized staples and sealed with ‘Tyvek’ pressure sensitive tape, applied over gummed 

brown paper tape as a release layer. The grade of ‘Tyvek’ used is slightly permeable to water 

vapour but impermeable to liquid water, dust and mould spores. 

Forged steel plate hooks were attached to the back of the frame with screws and two lengths of 

flat brass chain were supplied for hanging. These are intended to be used as shown in the 

diagram below. [Fig. 5] It is understood that because there may be surviving medieval wall 

painting behind the plaster on the wall where the hatchments are to be displayed, it is wished 

to keep the number of fixing points for the paintings to a minimum. It is still recommended that 

there should be two independent points of attachment3, and therefore two separate chains per 

painting. The chains should be securely attached to the wall at their upper ends with the pointed 

end of the teardrop-shaped links towards the top. Plate hooks attached to the back of the frame 

on either side are hooked into the chains. The height can be adjusted by selecting a link in the 

chain.  

 
3 See Stoner, J. H. and Rushfield, R. Conservation of Easel Paintings, Routledge, 2012, p. 731 
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20mm deep softwood blocks were screwed to the lower ends of the lower frame members to 

create an air gap between the painting and the wall, to help maintain the stability of the 

microclimate within the frame and to increase air circulation behind the painting, reducing the 

risk of fungal growth at high relative humidity (RH) in stagnant air between the painting and 

the wall.4 The visible sides of the spacing blocks were painted black to blend with the back 

edge of the frame, using ‘Plaka’ casein paint. 

 

 

 
 

Fig. 5 Schematic representation of hanging method for hatchments 

 

  

 
4 See https://www.conservationphysics.org/framepic/framepic.html Fig. 8, accessed 16th August 2021 

Upper end of chain 

attached to wall 

behind painting 

Flat chain 

Plate hook attached 

to back of frame 

Optional ‘L’ brackets 

attached to wall 

Upper end of chain 

attached to wall 

behind painting 

Plate hook attached 

to back of frame 

https://www.conservationphysics.org/framepic/framepic.html


Ruth Bubb Conservation of Paintings - 8 - September 2021 

CONSERVATION REPORT 1802 

 

PROPERTY : St Mary the Virgin, Buckland, Oxon 

ARTIST : unknown 

SUBJECT/TITLE : Hatchment of Sir John Courtenay Throckmorton 

DATE : 1819 

SHAPE : Lozenge 

DIMENSIONS : h 1363 x w 1367 mm 

OVERALL DIMENSIONS : h 1445 x w 1440 x d 60 mm excluding hanging fittings 

MEDIUM/SUPPORT : Oil on canvas 

INSCRIPTIONS etc. : Motto ‘Virtus Sola Nobilitas’  

 

CONDITION :  

See condition report of 10th August 2018.  

Both edges of the canvas are selvages. The painter has used the full loom width of the canvas 

and the selvages have not been trimmed away. The reverse of the canvas has a diagonal mark 

showing the previous location of the rafter to which it was fixed. This indicates that the 

hatchments were displayed in the roof for a considerable length of time. 

The canvas appears to have been primed, probably commercially, in a larger length, since the 

priming extends to the cut edges on the non-selvage sides. Cusping, that is distortion of the 

canvas weave, is visible along the selvage edges between the original points of attachment 

when the canvas was stretched for priming. The black background paint also extends under the 

frame to the cut edge, so the canvas might have been temporarily attached to a larger auxiliary 

support for painting, before being cut to size and attached to the existing frame. However, a 

stray dab of red paint on the extreme right-hand corner suggests that the whole piece could 

have been painted unstretched. The ruled pencil mark along the upper left edge of the painting 

also wanders slightly, suggesting that there were ripples in the loose canvas when it was made. 

This was the traditional method of painters of decorative stained cloths, who also worked flat 

on the floor.5 A black registration mark at the upper corner and pencil lines around the edges 

would have helped to position it on the back of the frame. 

 
5 5 Murrell, J ‘John Guillim’s Book: A Heraldic Painter’s “Vade Mecum”’ in The Volume of the Walpole 

Society, Vol. 57, 1993/1994 p. 6, p. 39, n. 21 
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The paint is thin and poorly bound. The blue has undergone some light-induced fading, since 

the colour is more intense where the paint has been covered by accretions, probably bird 

droppings. The pigment may be indigo. It was not analysed. The black paint is in better 

condition where it has been protected by the frame. The colour is more saturated than in the 

centre of the painting and it retains a slight gloss. The white background may consist of 

unpainted priming. The white background has discoloured significantly where it has been 

covered by the frame. This is probably due to the darkening of the oil medium when not 

exposed to light. The painting appears to be unvarnished. 

TREATMENT :  

The reverse of the canvas was cleaned by brushing and vacuuming, followed by a vulcanised 

rubber ‘Smoke Sponge’. The canvas was removed from the frame by releasing the remaining 

tacks where possible. Many of the tacks were too corroded to remove and the canvas had 

already detached at those points. The paint and ground on the edges of the tack holes and around 

tears in the canvas were consolidated with 7% gelatine in deionised water and faced with acid-

free tissue to allow cleaning to take place without dislodging more original material. 

The front of the painting was surface cleaned with a 2% solution of triammonium citrate in 

deionised water, cleared with tap water. The canvas was lined with ‘BEVA 371’ (ethylene 

vinyl acetate co-polymer) heatseal adhesive onto linen canvas and restretched with copper 

tacks onto a new softwood stretcher. The expansion keys were secured with nylon line. After 

lining, excess adhesive was removed from the surface of the painting with white spirit. 

Although the painting appeared originally to have been unvarnished, a thin coating of 7.5% 

‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic resin in xylene was applied by brushing, to saturate and protect the 

colours without significantly altering the surface gloss. It also acts as an isolating layer between 

the original and restoration materials applied to the painting. Uneven colour saturation in the 

black background was adjusted by local application of 7.5% ‘Paraloid B72’ in ‘Shellsol A®’6. 

Losses in the paint and ground layers were filled with ‘Flügger’ acrylic putty (chalk and butyl 

methacrylate dispersion). Retouching was carried out with dry pigments bound in ‘Paraloid 

B72’ acrylic resin in 1-methoxypropan-2-ol. 

The frame was treated by a frame conservator. The original surface was cleaned water and mild 

detergent. Major losses and splits were consolidated and repaired with epoxy resin. A new 

 
6 Aromatic hydrocarbon solvent consisting mainly of low boiling point naphtha and 1,2,4 –trimethylbenzene. 

CAS No 64742-95-6 
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laminated softwood back frame was attached with screws and ‘WS3978’ reversible poly vinyl 

acetate dispersion (PVA). The laminated construction of the back frame adds stability and 

allows as much elimination of the planar distortion as possible. The back frame and surface 

repairs on the original frame were coloured with artists’ acrylic paints. The original ebonised 

surface was overwashed with watercolours and given a coating of pigmented wax. The original 

gilded sight edge was sealed with ‘Renaissance’ microcrystalline wax. 

The frame rebate was lined with gummed brown paper tape and polyester felt with acrylic 

pressure sensitive adhesive, to cushion the surface of the painting. The painting was spaced in 

the frame with balsa blocks, attached to the sides of the frame rebate with ‘Conservation 

Adhesive’ (‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic resin in acetone). It was secured in the frame with screwed 

brass strips, rebated into the back frame. A lightweight backing of ‘Tyvek’ spun-bonded 

polyethylene was attached to the frame with galvanized staples and sealed with ‘Tyvek’ 

pressure sensitive tape, applied over gummed brown paper tape as a release layer. The grade 

of ‘Tyvek’ used is slightly permeable to water vapour but impermeable to liquid water, dust 

and mould spores.  

Forged steel plate hooks and two lengths of flat brass chain were supplied for hanging. These 

are intended to be used as described for 1801, Hatchment of Robert Throckmorton. [Fig. x] 

Softwood blocks were screwed to the lower ends of the lower frame members to create an air 

gap between the painting and the wall, as described above. 
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CONSERVATION REPORT 1803 

 

PROPERTY : St Mary the Virgin, Buckland, Oxon 

ARTIST : unknown 

SUBJECT/TITLE : Hatchment of Mary Throckmorton 

DATE : 1825 

SHAPE : Lozenge 

DIMENSIONS : h 1363 x w 1368 mm 

OVERALL DIMENSIONS : h 1440 x w 1440 x d 60 mm excluding hanging fittings 

MEDIUM/SUPPORT : Oil on canvas 

INSCRIPTIONS etc. : Motto ‘In Coelo Quies’ 

Duty stamp on reverse of canvas No. 305  

Faint chalk inscription on reverse of canvas, illegible. 

Paper nailed to upper right corner of frame ‘No 1 | Middle | 

beam’ 

 

CONDITION :  

See condition report of 10th August 2018. The construction is similar but not identical to that 

of 1802. The edges of the ready-primed canvas were folded over approximately 12mm on all 

sides to neaten them before tacking to the back of the frame. The priming has cracked along 

the fold, showing that it had already hardened before the canvas was attached to the frame. 

Cracking in the priming also extends inwards from the tacking points. Like 1802, the reverse 

of the canvas bears marks relating to the roof beams to which it was attached. 

The black paint extends under the supporting frame, but with the possible exception of the 

extreme corners, there was no evidence of additional tack holes relating to a previous temporary 

support, so it appears that the painting was probably executed on the unstretched canvas, 

presumably in a horizontal position. The white background appears to consist of the priming 

layer only. It has yellowed where shielded from light by the frame. Gilded areas appear to have 

a surface coating, possibly of glue-size, which has been disrupted by liquid drips similar to 

those on the rest of the painting. 

The chalk inscription on the reverse of the canvas was examined in ultraviolet fluorescence, 

photographed and the photograph digitally manipulated, but remained illegible. Pencil 
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construction lines can be seen around the left end of the motto scroll. Pink shading on the scroll 

is probably painted in a fugitive red lake and has faded. This is irreversible. [Fig. 6] 

 

Fig. 6 Hatchment of Mary Throckmorton, 1825, detail of pencil underdrawing and faded lake pigment in the motto 

scroll 

 

TREATMENT :  

The reverse of the canvas was cleaned by brushing and vacuuming, followed by a vulcanised 

rubber ‘Smoke Sponge’. The canvas was removed from the frame by releasing the remaining 

tacks securing it. Loose dust on the borders previously under the frame was removed by 

brushing and vacuuming. The paint layers were sensitive to tri-ammonium citrate solution so 

the front of the painting was lightly cleaned with deionised water only. The white background 

was too water-sensitive for wet cleaning and was dry cleaned using a ‘Mars Plastic’ eraser 

followed by a soft pad containing vinyl rubber granules, which were removed by brushing and 

vacuuming. 

The label was removed from the stretcher, washed and lined onto ‘Japanese ‘Kozu’ paper with 

sodium carboxymethyl cellulose adhesive. The conserved label was placed in an archival 

polyester pocket. 
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The canvas was lined with ‘BEVA 371’ (ethylene vinyl acetate co-polymer) heatseal adhesive 

onto linen canvas and restretched with copper tacks onto a new softwood stretcher. The 

expansion keys were secured with nylon line. After lining, excess adhesive was removed from 

the surface of the painting with white spirit.  

Although the painting appeared likely to have been unvarnished originally, a thin coating of 

7.5% ‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic resin in xylene was applied by brushing, to saturate and protect 

the colours without significantly altering the surface gloss. It also acts as an isolating layer 

between the original and restoration materials applied to the painting. Losses in the paint and 

ground layers were filled with ‘Flügger’ acrylic putty (chalk and butyl methacrylate 

dispersion). Retouching was carried out with dry pigments bound in ‘Paraloid B72’ acrylic 

resin in 1-methoxypropan-2-ol. Losses from areas of gilding were blocked in with ‘Golden’ 

iridescent acrylic paint (titanium dioxide and iron oxide coated mica particles in acrylic 

dispersion), glazed with dry pigments in ‘Paraloid B72’. 

The framing method is the same as for 1802, Hatchment of John Courtenay Throckmorton. 


