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he contents of this document are intended solely for Mr Ed Robinson use in relation to Magpies Farm, Meysey
lampton. The issue of this document to third parties not involved in the proposed development of Magpies Farm,
feysey Hampton is not permitted without prior written consent from Barsby Structural Consultants Ltd. Barsby
tructural Consultant assumes no responsibility to any other party in respect of or arising out of or in connection with
his document and its contents.

or enquiries please contact:
arsby Structuzral Consultants Ltd, 4 Elizabeth Gardens, Meysey Hampton, Gloucestershire GL7 5LP | 07787 322 633
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Introdsciion

Barsby Structural Consultants have been appointed by Ed Robinson to carry out a structural inspection of Magpies Farm,
Meysey Hampton and provide a report of cbservations made and recommendations of further work if needed.

An inspection of the property was made on the 4™ May 2021, the weather during the inspection was overcast but dry.

The inspection was visual only; as a result, any part of the building fabric concealed by finishes or inaccessible cannot be
determined free of defect.

Observations

A visual inspection of the property was made, and the following observations were recorded during the inspection.

e The property is located directly south of the A417 between Meysey Hampton and Fairford. The property isina
dip in the land, encompassed to the south by open farmland and to the north by the road.

e The original property is understood to be Grade 1l listed and believed to have been constructed in 1830. it is
built from Cotswold gione, using a traditional random rubble stone in two skins with hearting infill to create a
solid wall which is typical of the area. Windows are formed using hardwood lintels to the inner side and brick
splayed arch iintels 1o the culter e, The onginad pem of the budiding supporss timber Tost and second Hoor
structures, with stone slate clzd cut reof cver supported on hardwood pusdins amd mid spam trusses witi reised
collars. The ground floor iis lheliieved to be concrete or flagstons construction and is grownsd bearing. The lEyowt
of the original part of th:= buillding iis of two rooms faniing a central stainwel, with masonny spine wallle sitiher
side of the stairwell providing support wp throwgh to roof level. The odginal psrt of the property features bridk
chimney stacks to each gzlil=,

e The rear of the property apps=is to have been extended in the past using traditional nubbie walls supporting 2
mono-pitched, partially hipped stone tiled roof over, with a Gmber first floor and timber roof formed Hrom
commen rafters cut into the orginel rear elevation of the property. A kbge dhimney is present in the esstem
end of this exvension with lbriick stavdk albove roof evel

e Two further single storey exfensions appear to have heen added onto this larger exension, wsing a mix of
traditional stone walling and modemn brick/blocikwork construction. The roof construction of these extensions is
a mix of asphalt covered flat roof construction and pitched mof supporting slate tiles. A brick chimney is present
to the western most rear extension, which appears to be serving a kitchen stove within.

e Further extensions have been added in a western direction including a two-storey farm store, with timber first
floor structure and duo-pitched roof over. A further single storey duo-pitched extension flanks the western end
of the farm store, with another smalller single storey extension supporting a corrugated mof over believed to be
kennels.

The ariginal 1830 building.

e An inspection of the originai part of the buiiding reveaied the stone construction to be in a sound condition with
no cracking noted to the outside of the building and only what appeared to be cracked finishes to the inside
where the plaster had blown.

@ The first-floor joists were concealed at the time of inspection, however, there did not appear to be any excessive
movement of the floorboards or joists underfoot other than that expected of a property of this age. There was
no sign of damp to this floer, howsver the maost likely location for damn to he an issue ic whore thesa joists haar
into the external walls.
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® 1heseoond-ﬂoorjoistsmmaﬂnﬁrmﬂﬁmmﬂmﬁmﬂmnAmmmmuﬂmhmmmwm
thejokhbdwapparedﬁbehasmna!cmadﬁmwﬁﬂwms‘iwﬁddﬂMMM

e Theundersideofthemafhﬁmmﬂybmmhtmﬂedmnﬂsﬁmmﬂwﬂhﬂmamdﬁmmwmm
of the common rafters could mot be ascertained. The roof was supporied on & bradiEione! set of raised sollar
trussesatmidsmnsupmmwmmmmm.mmmWhammﬂ
condition without excessive defiection, however two of the purlins did appear to sownd hollow and had wiisilhile:
signs of wood bome mwmmwnmmmawmmmamm
replacement/ treatment.

® Itwasmmmeaﬁemmuﬁmmmmmmmwumm{umimammm
the western half appeared i have these collzrs removed creating a fully vaulted roof struchure. Cracking was
noted to the spine wall om the western side of the stainwell, locsted at the junction between the roof amd wall,
along with some cracking above the small sectiom of masomry over the door Bintel.

® MostoftheﬁnmlsmthemmmmmmMMWmhdmm
on the inside face of the walll, other than the Entels over the main hall entrance where the finishes had dropped
from the iintei above swﬁgm&aﬂmﬁmmmﬂﬁmimﬁnemﬂihmemmwm
appeared to have rotter mear its bearing. The lintels to the middie of the wall were not accessible and cowld not
be determined defect free.

e The igternal wall to the western end of the property at ground floor appeared holivy to the lowwer half,
sugzesting either the firishes jd Mmﬁmmmwmmwmmm
opening would have servesd thebarel stone jm the recm directiy hebind and may have baen an ol bar.

o There was an oak beam wilthiin the Utifity Rooms westsm gable which appearnsd hollow when knocked. it was
nct clear what this bearm was supporting.

® Memweﬁmdansgemmhdmﬂeuﬁmmkmmkwnwﬂgﬂmmmwmﬂw
insmwmdthmmommwmmwmmwmwm
failure. The lintels here aine spisped bick anches, which ane commoin wealk points.

Two storey mo| i exbEnsinm.

@ An inspection of the two-storsy extension inimediiately to the rear of the original property revealed some
cracking up the junction betuesn the ariginal part of the building and! tihat of tihe extension in the cendre of
the building. The cracking was onlly noted to the upper floor level amnd wias manginaily wider at the top off
the wall.

No further masonry defects were noted as being visible during the inspection.

Inspection of the mono-pitched roof revealed some movement of the upper rafters, where they abutted
the original part of the 1830 property. This movement had allowed the rafters to drop down the face of the
wall, with the worst movement at the western end corresponding to the location of hipped section of the
roof structure.

e An extensive section of roof tiles had been removed firom the ezsterm end of this extension at eaves level
of the roof. Water ingress was notad as a result through to ground fioor level and as sudh it is possible soms
degradation of the first-floor structure and roof rafters may have occurred. Imdieed, some damp staining
was noted to the rafiter fest over the hatfhroom.

o The first-floor timber struchure appezred im a sownd condiltion at the time of inspection.

e This part of the properiy contzimed extemal handwood liimtells ower the first-finor window openings, oweyver
access was not possiihle tn ascertzin their comditiem.

e Significant dampness was noted at ground fioor level under the missing roof tiles. This is likely to be
attributable to extemnsive water ingress through the hole im the reof.

o An existing chimney breast wes present to the eastenn gable of this part of the property, supparted om
foundations at groumd Sioor level. This chimseey sppesrad i & sound condRtion.



Y i
Structural inspection Report Ref. 21.80-SR01
BSC

BARSBY STRUCTURAL
CONSULTANTS

Rear si storey extensions.

e These extensions to the property appeared to be of poor construction, with a mix of stone, brick and
blockwork.

© The condition of this parts of the property was not recorded during the inspection as the client revealed
plans to demolish these structures and replace with a modern extension backing onto the original two
storey mono-pitched part of the property.

Two Storey Farm Store.

® The condition of the masonry to the farm store appeared in a sound condition, with no obvious signs
of cracking or movement.
® The first-floor joists had deflected causing a significant bow in the first-floor structure. These joists

were supported on a central hardwood chamber bean spanning from north to south through the
centre of the ground floor and supported on the external walls. The condition of the chamber beam
was good; however, the joists had some signs of rot, with a few of the joist’s bearings completely
rotien awsay.

o Tihe candiition of masomnny to the single storey famm store was sound), however the roof had
siigmifiicamtiy de teriorated and needed repair/replacement as part of the nefurbishmeant.
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Analysis and Condusions

Original building.

The condition of the masonry to this part of the structure was in a sound condition, other than cracking observed to the
second-floor spine wall, to the eastern side of the stairwell. This wall was directly adjacent the roof with missing ceiling
collars and the cracking pattern appeared to be attributable to minor roof spread as a result of the missing tying
restraint which would have been afforded by the ceiling collars. It is recommended that the collars to the eastern room

be reinstated and the cracks over the door lintel be stitched with Helifix Helibars or similar to prevent cracking re-
occurring at the weak junction. The cracking to the skeiling to wail junction should be repaired as appropriate.

There were two roof puriins as highlighted on the site notes, which appeared to have been attacked by wood borne
beetle. These purlins had a holiow note when tapped suggesting the wood inside may have deteriorated. A more
detailed inspection should be made during the refurbishment, to ascertain the extent of deterioration and replacement
or treatment of the timber by a specialist should be made if required.

The rotten finteis to the second fioor shouid be repiaced on a iike for fike basis using a suitabie hardwood. Further
‘nspection of those lintels to this and other floors which were not accessible should be made and replacements carried
out as appropriate during the refurbishment. Particular attention should be made to the lintels over the main entrance
given the dropped finishes.

The conditicn of all the floor structures appeared to be sound, however it is possible due to the age of the property for
deterioration of the joists to have occurred. During the refurbishment, an inspection of the joists should be made, with
particular attention to the bearing locations of the floor joists into external walls.

The holiow wall between the Sitting Room and Utility should be investigated further by removing the finishes. Any
lintels shouid be inspected during the refurbishment.

Whhiist the frost damage 0 the birick revesls amd linbels is mat of immediate concem, it dees appear to have progresse
sufficiently to aliow the stone above to dirop creating cradis. This is ikely to deteriorte further if no intervention is
made. Given the building is listed], amy remedial mezsures should be sympathetic to the original construction and
therefore the Listed Building Officer should be consulted on remedial mezsures. Painting of the brick arches with a
suitable paint (as previously attempted) or ydiropholic coating willl protect the bricks from further frost damage,
however this may not resolve the cradhed stone above due to tive ik srch Bt failwre. it would be mone penmamemt
to carefully prop and take down the brick arch, then re-build using reclaimed masonry units to form a new brick arch
<imilar to the original construction. A relieving lintel could be installed to the stone above using either a single leaf lintel
_ncealed in the wall or using Helibars.

Two storey monc-pitched extension

The cracking to the joint betweemn the criginzl part of the builiding and this extension is characteristic of the eaves line of
the extension moving laterally relative to the ariginal 1830"s lbuillding, creating 2 crack at the wealk joint. This coulid be
the resuft of one of two potentiaf issues.

1. The roof structure of the mono-pitched roof was mot adequetelly support at ridees lovel back onto the origneal
part of the property allowing the rafters to slide down the face of the wall, resuilting im  lxterzl tharust art: iHnes
lower eaves plate and thus tension on the joint between the extension and the original building masonry.

2. The extension has seen minor settlement, which has allowed the structure to overturn and pull away from the
original part of the property. This has allowed the rafters of the mono-pitched roof to settle and top of the
rafter to slide down the face of the original rear wall of the 1830 section of the building.
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It was not possible to ascertain the cause during the inspection and further investigation would be required to rule out
settlement of the extension. Given the aspeact ratio of the extension height to depth, 2 minor settlement would have
resulted in an amplified movement at the roof level lateraily. Therefore, the amplitude of the cracking noted would
suggest any settlement would not currentiy be considered extensive and in need of immediate attention. it would be
prudent however to carry out a triai hoie to the extension during the refurbishment to rule out poor foundation
construction, prior to carrying out expensive re-decoration.

it shouid also be noted that no cracking was observed to the end walls of the extension, and therefore if settlement is
an issue, it would be localised to the centre section of this two-storey extension. This also supports conclusion 1 above
being more likely, whereby the lateral movement as a result of roof thrust would be worst at the centre of the
extension, where restraint is wealeest.

Once a trial hole has been completed, the cracking should be stitched using Helifix crack stitching details for rubble
filled walls. The rafters should also be adequately supported at the higher end using a timber wall plate resin anchored
to the original rear wall of the 1830's building to prevent the rafter siipping further.

The missing roof tiles wiii clearly need to be addressed as part of the refurbishment. inspection of the roof and fioor
structures immediately below the opening should aiso be made during the refurbishment and replacement joists and
rafters installed where the originals have rotten. Indeed, some damp staining was noted to the rafter feet during the
inspection which may have deteriorated these elements of the building. The floor structure appeared sound during the
inspection.

The cak beam in the Utility should also be intrusively inspected during the renovation and repiaced if it has
deteriorated.

Rear Si Stol nsion

This part of the property is of poor construction and not in keeping with the original building fabric. The client has
earmarked this part of the propexrty for demolition and repianement with a suitabie modenm extension; Hkis appears
appropriate given the condition of this element of the building.

Two Storey Farm Store.

This part of the property has mascnry construction in a sound condition, nwever attention to the tiinmiber frst fioor will
be required during the refurbishment, including replacement of rotten timbers with new wood. The chamber beam to
the first floor appeared in a sound condition and should be retained as part of the works, to be sympathetic to the
iginal construction.

Single Storey Farm Store

The roof was significantly danmaged and i need of replacement

Note:

All works are subject to relevant planning permissions and Ested building consent prior to casmying out.
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Figure 1 - Cracking over internal door fintel at second floor spine wali of the original property
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Figure 2 - Ceiling present to western half of original roof
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Figure 3 - Utility room showing barrel storage rack and ook kintel to room end in need of further inspection.
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Figure 4 - Mg 1o ares wimder missing roof tikes.
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Figure 6 - Farm store showing chamber beam and sagging joists, noting rotten and split joists.
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Figure 7 - Frost demage to brickwork feature Entel and revesded, along with oradiing to stane ahove Fntel.
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Figure 8 - Rafter junction of two storesy mramo-pitcied roof to anigimel buiiding shenig vertion sip of rofters dowm the fmce of the
.
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Figure 9 - ok dowm junction betwesn arigino and tuwo storey extemsion,
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Figure 10 - Eastern half of main roof showing truss and missing ceiling coliars.
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Figure 11 - Cracking down junction of walls and skeiling of second fioor.
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Appendix B - Site notes
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