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YORKSHIRE DALES NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY                      ITEM 12 

 
 

 

 

 

Committee AUDIT AND REVIEW 

Date: 14 July 2020 

  

  
Report: LESSONS LEARNED FROM RECENT BARN RESTORATION 

PROJECTS 
 

 
 
Purpose of report 

 
1. To provide an assessment of the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority’s 

involvement in three recent barn restoration projects, and to identify lessons learnt.  
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2. That Members note the work that has been done — in partnership with Natural 

England; Historic England; and, the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust — and agree the 
recommendations for future partnership projects in the attached report.  
 
 

Strategic Planning Framework 

 
3. The information and recommendation(s) contained in this report are consistent with the 

Authority’s statutory purposes and its approved strategic planning framework: 
 

 National Park Management Plan  
Objective A9: “By 2022, secure significant funding to repair, restore, and, where 
appropriate, find adaptive new uses for traditional field barns, particularly 
those in Swaledale, Arkengarthdale and Littondale. 

 
 
Background 

 
4. Reports on lessons learned from ‘major projects’ provide Members with an opportunity 

to hear from officers about what has been achieved; what worked and what didn’t, and 
make recommendations for future project development and management across the 
Authority.  The Audit and Review Committee agreed in April last year that the 
Authority’s role in three recent barn conservation projects should the subject of such a 
review.   
 

5. Members should note that objective A9 (above) is one of the 6 ‘very ambitious’ 
objectives that were included by partners in the National Park Management Plan even 
though funding had not been identified.   
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Findings from the review 
 
6. The full findings from the review are set out in the Annex.   

 
7. In terms of specific outcomes, the projects have collectively: 

a. led to the restoration of 13 traditional barns; 

b. secured £1.4 million from the national Countryside Stewardship scheme to fund 
the restoration of a further 14 traditional farm buildings over the next 2 years.  

 
8. The projects have also identified a number of issues that will need to be tackled in 

developing the future funding schemes needed to achieve the very ambitious National 
Park Management Plan objective.  These are highlighted in paragaphs 17-27 of the 
attached report.  
 

 

Conclusion 
 
9. Securing the restoration, repair and re-use of traditional farm buildings — especially 

field barns — is critical to retaining one of the National Park’s special qualities.  After 
several years without any funding support, the three recent projects have begun to 
create some momentum and secured meaningful investment – investment that we 
know lead directly to local employment and economic benefits. 
 

10. With the new national Environmental Land Management Scheme on the horizon, 
together with a new Local Plan in development, there is now a window of opportunity to 
influence thinking nationally and locally about how farmers might be more effectively 
incentivised to restore, repair and re-use their traditional farm buildings.   

 
 
 
Miles Johnson 
Senior Historic Environment Officer 
 
29 June 2020 
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LESSONS LEARNED FROM RECENT BARN RESTORATION SCHEMES  
 
 
THE INTENTION 

 

Why were the schemes set up? 

 
1. There are around 6,200 traditional farm buildings in the Yorkshire Dales National Park, 

including the c.4,500 stone-built field barns that are widely acknowledged as being one 
of the defining ‘special qualities’ of the National Park. The ‘barns landscape’ of the 
Yorkshire Dales is mentioned in the 1947 Hobhouse report. It is also one of the most at 
risk special qualities, with the last comprehensive condition survey (2007) revealing 
that around 45% were in poor or very bad condition. Field barns were typically in worse 
condition (upwards of 55% unfavourable) when compared to farm buildings in the 
farmstead. It can be safely assumed that the condition of many historical farm buildings 
has declined since. 
 

2. Since the introduction of the Environmental Stewardship Scheme in 2006, mainstream 
national agri-environment funding support for barn repair and restoration has 
effectively disappeared.  Until 2003, the Authority had also run a successful local 
Barns and Walls Conservation scheme with significant funding from what was then 
English Heritage.  The three schemes considered by this paper, therefore, followed a 
hiatus in capital funding for barns of around ten years.  
 

3. The National Park Management Plan 2013-2018, included a specific objective (A4) to: 

Secure the contribution that traditional field barns and drystone walls make to the 
National Park, including establishing a local partnership to identify and implement 
positive measures to enhance the Swaledale-Arkengarthdale Barns and Walls 
Conservation Area so that by 2016 it is no longer considered ‘at risk’ 
 

What were the schemes intended to achieve? 
 

4. The three schemes were intended to achieve the following: 

a. Muker Barns project - Develop and oversee capital works projects for 8 barns 
in Muker Parish.  

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme - Develop and fund barn 
restorations in five National Parks, including the Yorkshire Dales.  No target was 
set but it was considered that up to 10 barns might be restored in each National 
Park. 

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership - Restore 10 stone-built field 
barns within Ribblesdale and Chapel-le-Dale. 

 
 

Original timescales 
 

5. The original timescales for the three schemes were: 

a. Muker Barns project – launched in March 2016, the project was intended to 
complete by March 2019. 
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b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme – from March 2018 to August 2019 
(for project development), with a further two years for the restoration works.  

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership – From January 2016 to January 
2020. The development phase for the project was undertaken in 2014-2015. 

 
 

Proposed means of delivering the schemes (Who was supposed to do what?) 

 
6. The three schemes had very different modus operandi:  

a. Muker Barns project – the administration of this scheme would be done in-
house by YDNPA staff.  The intention was that the Authority would invite 
expressions of interest from local farmers and landowners, and then score the 
candidate barns against a range of criteria, targeting the most significant 
buildings.  YDNPA would then prepare management plans, with bought-in 
expertise for wildlife surveys.  In discussion with the applicant, the Authority 
would then tender and commission the works.  Funding provided towards capital 
works was at a rate of 80%.  Costs for the development of management plans 
were entirely absorbed within the scheme. 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme – This project was defined by 
national rules drawn up by Natural England in consultation with Defra, the RPA, 
Historic England and five National Park Authorities.  The scheme provides 
100% funding for the cost for developing management plans, and 80% costs for 
capital works 

The project would be divided into three stages, the first two covering project 
development (the appointment of a specialist and development of a 
management plan), and the latter being capital works.  The scheme would be 
advertised locally by the NPA and nationally by Historic England to all farmers 
across the National Park. Farmers were invited to submit an expression of 
interest; barns were then to be assessed under a national scoring scheme with 
buildings passing a scoring threshold being invited to apply.  The local 
administration of the scheme, including application development and 
submission, liaison with applicants, and much of the work in tendering for 
Conservation Architects would be undertaken by the NPA.  Applications for 
capital funding would be assessed by a panel with input from Historic England, 
Natural England and one NPA.  Processing of completed applications and 
payments would be done by NE/RPA.   

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership – the Authority had already 
surveyed and drawn up specifications for twelve potential barns as part of the 
‘development phase’ for the Landscape Partnership in 2014.  Capital works 
were to be funded at 90%. Delivery of the capital works would be overseen by 
the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust, with YDNPA helping to project manage, 
monitor the construction phase, and advise YDMT in the running of the scheme. 

 

Original resourcing (YDNPA staff time/funding) 
 

7. The three schemes had significantly different levels and types of funding: 
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a. Muker Barns project: Funding was in the form of a £100,000 legacy 
bequeathed to the Authority for use in the conservation of barns in Swaledale.   
YDNPA staff time = 0.2 FTE (£9,400) first year, subsequently 0.1fte (£4,700). 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme: Funding comprised a £2 million 
capital fund provided through the Countryside Stewardship scheme budget of 
which a notional £400,000 was earmarked for the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park.  It was estimated that YDNPA staff time would be up to 0.4 FTE 
(£18,800). 

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership:  The original budget was 
£240,000, primarily from the National Lotter Heritage Fund.  Proposed YDNPA 
staff time = 0.2 FTE (£9,400) with periodic further support. 

 
 
THE REALITY 

 

Actual achievements of the schemes 
 
8. Number of barns restored/repaired is: 

a. Muker Barns project – 3 barns restored.  Works will shortly complete at a 
fourth barn. 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme – no barns restored but 14 barns 
have been approved for funding, and 2 are underway.  

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership – 10 barns restored. 
 
 
Actual timescale 

 

9. The three projects have varied considerably in their timescales: 

a. Muker Barns project – the project has already been extended by over a year. 
The one current outstanding construction project will now complete by July 
2020. 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme - The deadline for submissions for 
funding was extended by six months (to 21 April 2020).  Capital works are 
allocated two years from the date of agreement, (projected summer of 2022). 

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership – The first project started in 
autumn 2017, and all 10 were completed by March 2020, as per the original 
timescales. 

 

Actual costs 
 

10.  Two of the three projects secured significant additional funding: 

a. Muker Barns project - the initial £100k legacy was supplemented with £20,000 
made available by the Yorkshire Dales Millennium Trust.  To date, send on 
capital works and management plan work = £59,000.  YDNPA staff time 
equated to £9,400 in the development phase but was much less in the delivery 
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phase because staff time was concentrated on the national Traditional Farm 
Buildings pilot scheme. 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme - the overall project budget was 
increased to £8m in the summer of 2019, once the interest and demand for the 
project was confirmed.  Capital spend on the projects is only just starting, but 
circa £60k has been spent on the development of management plans. Following 
the final application panel, £7.2 of the £8 million has been allocated to capital 
projects. The allotted funding for the 14 barns within the Yorkshire Dales NP is 
circa £1.4 million.  The YDNPA staff requirement was higher than anticipated at 
0.8fte (£36,800). 

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership - total expenditure on the 10 
barns restored was £241,433, plus £11,204 for project management.  YDNPA 
staff input of 0.2 fte (£9,400) within the previous development phase (assisting 
with specifying).  Input has been significantly less than 0.1 fte during the delivery 
phase. 

 
 

Actual means of delivery 
 
11. All three schemes were essentially delivered as planned: 

a. Muker Barns project – as planned but with less YDNPA staff resource than 
originally intended because priority was given to supporting the Traditional Farm 
Buildings pilot scheme. 

b. Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme – the project was delivered largely 
as planned but, as a result of capacity issues in the contracting sector 
(particularly the availability of conservation architects), 4 management plans 
were developed by YDNPA. 

c. Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership – in a divergence from the 
original proposal, YDMT engaged an external conservation architect to manage 
the construction projects.  A separate architect was commissioned to develop 
management plans to replace those projects that had withdrawn from the 
scheme.  It had originally been envisaged that the Authority would be funded to 
undertake the project management work.  However, NLHF were unable to 
provide funding for this purpose, although funding for the specialist contractors 
was available.  YDNPA’s input centred around advice on the monitoring of 
projects and assisting/advising YDMT on issues where changes to the buildings 
were required. 

 

12. The appendix provides a summary of the key information relating to the planned and 
actual delivery of the three projects. 

 
 
 
LESSONS LEARNED 

 
What went well, and why? 
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13. Level of interest/demand.  There has been no shortage of potential applicants to 
each of the schemes.  The Natural England scheme generated close to 100 
expressions of interest in the initial application window, and there have been numerous 
enquiries as the scheme has progressed.  There is clearly lots of desire amongst the 
farming community to conserve Dales barns as functioning, historically important 
buildings.  Similarly the TFB Pilot has generated more involvement from architects in 
conservation projects, which should have knock on benefits in more regular projects. 
  

14. Quality of works.  The works have generally been of high standard and have 
undoubtedly saved a significant number of farm buildings for decades to come. Many 
contractors were already competent in, or otherwise quick to embrace traditional 
materials and working techniques.  Feedback from applicants about the works has 
been positive, although there is still some resistance to the use of traditional materials 
in places, which shows the Authority has more work to do on explaining the importance 
of e.g. lime mortars in stone buildings. 

 
15. Investment.  The NE TFB Pilot scheme is clearly bringing significant funding into the 

National Park; we know from previous research that this has a multiplier effect in the 
local economy and generates construction jobs.  Some early economic forecasting by 
Historic England found that every pound from the scheme may result in a total output 
of between £1.65 and £2.50 for the local economy.  Assuming that all capital projects 
progress to completion, the analysis suggests they are likely to create an average of 
around 15 full-time equivalent jobs in the local economy of each of the five National 
Parks (at least 77 FTE jobs for an initial grant investment of just over £4m).  Given that 
the pilot grant budget has been increased to £8m it is anticipated that the economic 
return will exceed early forecasts. 

 
16. Survey information from the projects has produced new information about the built 

heritage of the National Park, and has enhanced the HER. 
 
 
What went less well, and why? 

 
General Observations  

 
17. For those barns currently scheduled for conservation work under the NE scheme, there 

is a disproportionate weighting towards farmstead barns. This reflects barns that were 
received as applications rather than identified through specific targeting, and likely 
indicates those buildings which have the greater utility to the applicants.  Interestingly, 
with the Ingleborough Dales scheme the targeting was more heavily weighted towards 
the significance of the buildings, and the majority of buildings entered to the scheme 
were field barns. Whilst farmstead barns are clearly much in use, field barns are often 
disused, or in very light agricultural use (i.e. open sheep shelter/feeding stations). 
None of the schemes used to date have addressed the utility of the barns, which is 
actually the key long-term factor in their future conservation. A building with a very 
marginal utility is unlikely to be a priority for future spend by landowners, especially so 
in the current climate for hill farming.  The schemes have not, considered light touch 
ways that the buildings might be adapted to greater agricultural utility, or to alternate 
low impact uses. 
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18. Not all conservation works proved to be of the standard anticipated, a small number of 
projects within both Muker Barns, and The Ingleborough Dales scheme have required 
additional work within the contract rectification period. Similarly, a number of projects 
have had additional issues or costs arise in the construction phase. 

 
19. The statutory requirements involved in delivering barn conservation projects are a little 

more in depth than they were in the early 2000’s. Key examples are the obligations to 
confirm the potential for impacts on (and sometimes the need to mitigate) protected 
species, and the Construction Design and Management (CDM) regulations, covering 
the management of health and safety onsite. 

 
20. Issues with contractor availability (both architectural and construction), making both 

tendering and developing management plans more time consuming.  There are fewer 
builders currently experienced in undertaking farm building projects than there were 
fifteen years ago. There is also greater risk when using smaller (often local) contractors 
who will have better experience with Dales farm buildings. 

 
21. Changes to agri-environment support and planning policy (roadside barns) led to a 

number of potential projects being withdrawn.   
 

Muker Barns project 
 
22. The most significant barrier to progress was YDNPA staff time.  Staff resources were 

diverted instead to the (time limited) NE scheme to try to maximise the investment in 
the National Park.   Additionally, the 2019 Swaledale and Arkengarthdale flood 
affected two projects, one of which has subsequently been withdrawn. 
 

Traditional Farm Buildings pilot scheme 
 
23. The complexity of the scheme; this project delivers detailed management plans and 

funding is awarded through three separate submission stages.  The administration of 
the scheme has been a significant draw upon officer time (upwards of 0.8FTE).  Whilst 
the approach is clearly appropriate for the most complex buildings, some barns could 
have been effectively specified through a less detailed process. 
 

24. Project costs, partly a consequence of the above process (1), and of the need for 
conservation architects to be involved in all projects. Conservation architect fees are 
typically a few thousand pounds for drawing up management plans, and a fixed 
percentage cost (typically above 5%) of construction costs.  The total costs are also 
somewhat high (average construction costs above £88,000), at least in part because 
all conservation work is to be tendered at a fixed cost with no contingencies. 
Consequently all fixed prices encompass what would normally be identified as a 
separate contingency by the builder, it may be that eventual construction costs are 
slightly lower, but this is yet to be confirmed. 

 
25. Although in the main, payment claims have worked smoothly, there have been a small 

number of delays in return of payment claims for management plans. A movement of 
functions between NE and the RPA during the running of the scheme may have been 
a contributory factor to this. 
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Ingleborough Dales Landscape Partnership 
 

26. With some construction projects, there were issues resulting from difficulty in 
accurately predicting costs for e.g. replacement stone slates. With a constrained 
budget, this lead to the need to modify specifications and seek alternative materials, 
such as partial sheet roofs instead of stone slates. 
 

27. With one project (Back Hools Barn), the building was consolidated without a roof, 
rather than restored as a functioning building. The site had complicated logistics, which 
meant high costs, and the owner was ultimately unwilling to provide the matched 
funding for a new roof. The Landscape Partnership board decided to fund the 
consolidation at 100% as a compromise because of the significance of the building. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE FUTURE 
 

28. In light of the lessons learned from the 3 schemes, the recommendations for similar 
future partnership schemes are: 

a. In order to make a meaningful difference to arrest the decline of farm buildings, 
future conservation work needs to be funded consistently over a significant 
period of time.  The recent opportunities have been valuable and delivered 
some important conservation outcomes. A piecemeal approach, however, is 
probably not the optimal use of officer time, and makes it more difficult to retain 
relevant skills over the long term, both within the Authority and in relation to 
external contractors.  The Authority should, therefore, continue to lobby for a 
long-term successor to the current Natural England TFB pilot scheme, as part of 
a locally- designed and delivered Environmental Land Management scheme.    

b. If a successor to the NE TFB scheme is secured, the Authority should give 
strong consideration to identifying dedicated staff resources to support its 
implementation.  

c. The vast majority of administrative work (and time commitment) for barn 
restoration projects comes before capital works commence.   If a project is 
withdrawn, much of the value of that work is inevitably lost. The Authority should 
consider ways to mitigate that risk in any future funding scheme. . 

d. Greater administrative simplicity (and reduced administrative costs) will be 
required in any future scheme development.  The Authority should continue to 
work with other NPAs to demonstrate how this could be achieved as part of a 
locally- designed and delivered Environmental Land Management scheme 

e.  In each scheme, a significant amount of administrative time has been spent in 
targeting the conservation projects to be developed.  Clearly there is a need to 
demonstrate fairness and objectivity in the use of public funds, however, for 
schemes where there is a more limited funding pot, the targeting process (and 
costs) should be proportionate. There is also an issue here in terms of a 
distinction between those barns which are important for their use to farmers, 
and those which are most important for their historical or landscape value. The 
two do not always align.  Future schemes should consider allowing for some 
proportion of funding to be targeted directly (rather than by seeking 
applications), based on their conservation significance. 
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f. Many of the projects submitted are barns with serious structural issues that 
require reroofing and areas of rebuilding.  We know that earlier intervention in 
buildings means smaller, less intrusive projects that could provide better value 
for money. There is clearly space for a scheme that can undertake smaller 
repairs, or deal with a single issue that may eventually, untended, threaten an 
entire building. The Authority should consider developing and trialling such a 
barns repair scheme. 

g. Neither current nor past conservation schemes have addressed the issue of 
utility in relation to barns. Independent of their historical, landscape, or 
architectural importance, barns without, or with only limited use are unlikely to 
be positively managed. This issue is particularly evident for field barns, and it is 
recommended that any future scheme (including a repair scheme), should be 
able to encompass works enabling a degree of adaptation, and a greater long-
term conservation benefits. Example adaptations might include: agricultural 
modifications (to allow vehicle access, water, electric supply etc), or light touch 
conversion to camping barns. 

h. Any local schemes for the restoration of traditional farm buildings must have 
regard to (and fit with) Local Plan policy.  
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TFB Lessons Learned table 

 

Original Plans 

 

Project No. of 
barns 

Timescale Predicted Expenditure 

Available funding Management 
plans etc 

YDNPA staff 
costs per annum 

Cost per 
barn 

Muker Barns 
project 

 

8 March 2016 - March 2019 £100,000 

(YDNPA legacy) 

£1,000 £9,400 

(0.2 fte) 

£15,000 

Natural 
England 

Capital 
Grants 
scheme 

101 

 

 

March 2018 – August 2019 

(development phase) 

 

- August 2021 

(completion of works) 

£400,0002 

(Countryside 
Stewardship 
scheme) 

 

£10,000 (up to) £18,8000 

(0.4 fte) 

£50,000 

Ingleborough 
Dales 
Landscape 
Partnership 

 

10 Jan 2016 – Jan 2020 £235,000 £3,000  £9,400  

(0.2 fte) 

£25,000 

 

 

                                            
1
 No fixed target but 10 considered feasible for each NP 

2
 Notional target based on £2 million split between 5 National Parks 
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Actual 

 

Project 

 

No. of 
barns 
restored 

Timescale Available 
funding 

Expenditure 

Capital 
funding 

Management 
plans etc 

YDNPA staff 
costs 

Per barn 

Muker Barns 
project 

4 March 2016–July 2020 £120,000 

(Additional 
£20,000 from 
YDMT) 

£59,000 £2,400 £23,500 

(0.2 FTE first 
year; 0.1 FTE 
subsequently) 

 

£21,225 

Natural England 
Capital Grants 
scheme 

143 

 

 

March 2018–April 2020 

(development phase) 

 

- April 2022 

(completion of works) 

£1.4 million 

 

£1.4 million4 

 

£60,000 

 

 

£75,200 

(0.8 FTE per 
annum) 

£109,657 

Ingleborough 
Dales 
Landscape 
Partnership 

 

10 Jan 2016 – Jan 2020 £241,000 £241,000 £17,500 £9,400 

(<0.1 FTE per 
annum) 

£26,790 

 

 
 

                                            
3
 This is the number of barn projects that have progressed to the capital works stage.  None have yet been completed. 

4
 Total capital funding allocated to the 14 projects (but not yet spent). 


