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Mansion House, from Vitruvius Britannicus – the pediment carved by Sir Robert Taylor 

 

 

 
Asgill House, from Vitruvius Britannicus, designed by Sir Robert Taylor 
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Preface 
 
Sir Robert Taylor was a sculptor who initially trained with the illustrious Sir Henry Cheere, but by 
the middle of the 18th Century had become the most successful architect of his generation. He was 
appointed Surveyor and Architect to the Bank of England and the Admiralty amongst others, whilst 
also designing residences for aristocrats, wealthy London merchants and bankers - both town 
houses and country mansions. 
 
As a consequence, the bulk of his buildings were in London and the Home Counties, and sadly they 
have suffered heavily from demolition, redevelopment, wartime bombing and subsequent alteration 
over the course of the last 250 years. 
 
 

 
 
 
During the 1750s, Taylor embraced the prevailing fashion for the Rococo, and produced some of 
the finest chimneypieces in that style. Only a handful are known to have survived the depredations 
of the intervening years, and this is the supreme example of them all - executed in fine-grained 
limestone, and displaying perfectly Taylor’s mastery of sculpture and design. 
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Sir Robert Taylor, 1714 - 1788 
 
 

 
 

Taylor’s Stone Buildings, Lincoln’s Inn, showing wartime damage. 
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Introduction 
 
The researching of this chimneypiece entailed delving into the archives of the Taylorian Institute in 
Oxford, endowed by Taylor himself, hunting for clues in the vast repository of the British Library, 
following a trail that ultimately led to the firm identification of its designer. It has been possible to 
determine beyond doubt that the chimneypiece was indeed designed by Sir Robert Taylor, and there 
is a powerful case to be made that it was originally located in the dining room of 36, Lincoln’s Inn 
Fields, London, prior to its demolition in 1859. 
 
This exceptional chimneypiece is of great historical importance for a combination of reasons. 
Firstly, being by Sir Robert Taylor it is both architecturally significant, and, being Rococo, 
extremely rare. Taylor was described by Colvin in his Biographical Dictionary of English 
Architects as “ the most successful architect of his time”. As The King’s Architect, as well as 
Surveyor and Architect to the Bank of England; H.M Customs; The Admiralty; Greenwich 
Hospital; Lincoln’s Inn and many others, he was described by Sir William Chambers’ biographer as 
having with Paine “nearly divided the architectural profession between them until Robert Adam 
entered the list”.  
 

The apotheosis of three dimensional Rococo 
design - the Lord Mayor’s State Coach - was 
by Taylor, along with the Old Bank of 
England, the pediment of Mansion House and 
an extensive corpus of work including country 
houses, public buildings, London mansions 
and out-of-town villas. 

 
 
Secondly, the English Rococo was a style which flourished briefly, a lively and adventurous 
development from its more restrained Palladian predecessors, before being supplanted by the 
Graeco-Roman Neo-Classicism of the later 18th Century. At its height it only lasted a decade or so, 
and as such pure English Rococo chimneypieces are rare, and usually found in important listed 
buildings where they must remain. Thirdly, works by Taylor are themselves scarce. His buildings 
have suffered disproportionately from demolition, alteration and wartime destruction, and those that 
remain are treasured, with their contents protected by law for posterity. 
 
The fourth factor is that Taylor’s style developed from the Palladian, through pure Rococo, to a 
fusion of Rococo and Classical, ending up in Neo-Classicism. The period in which his designs were 
unfettered English Rococo was very short. The majority of his surviving twelve drawings of 
chimneypieces and overmantels show this undiluted form, but in his known buildings only a 
handful of examples are present. It would appear that the most flowing designs date from a few 
years in the mid 1750s, and from 1760 onwards the panelled jambs, as found in the Asgill dining 
room, predominate. 
 
Finally, this stone chimneypiece has a grandeur that most of the known pure Rococo marble 
examples lack, being some two feet wider overall on the frieze, with added height to match. In-
depth sections follow on the life and work of Sir Robert Taylor; his chimneypieces; a detailed look 
at 35 and 36 Lincoln’s Inn Fields; and analysis to support the conclusions. 
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Sir Robert Taylor - His Life & Work 
 
Robert Taylor was born in 1714, the son of Robert Taylor the Elder, 1690-1742, who was 
described by Walpole as ‘the great stonemason of his time’, whose work included a fine 
monument in Peterborough Cathedral and an important chimneypiece at Stourhead. A notorious 
spendthrift, his father died indebted, leaving his son penniless. Magnanimously, from his initial 
earnings he cleared his father and brother’s debts - amounting to some £20,000. 
 
Aged eighteen, Robert Taylor the Younger had been apprenticed to (Sir) Henry Cheere in 1732 - 
the £105 fee paid for by Robert the Elder - and was studying in Rome when his father died. Due to 
war raging in Europe, Taylor made the perilous journey back to England disguised in a friar’s 
habit, (which he retained as a keepsake until his death), in the company of a monk. 
 
Initially, his work focused on sculpture and monuments, and he was chosen to carve the pediment 
of Mansion House, securing the commission against competition from Roubiliac and his old 
master, Cheere. His prize work in this field was the magnificent monument to LT General Guest 
in Westminster Abbey, dated 1751. In due course, Taylor’s own memorial was placed in Poet’s 
Corner of the Abbey, pronouncing that “His works entitle him to a distinguished rank in the first 
order of British architects”, sited in a more prominent position than the illustrious Sir William 
Chambers. 
 

 

Mansion House, 
City of London 

 
Around 1750 his primary efforts switched to the realm of architecture, and he quickly won a 
succession of commissions for influential City figures. Indeed, so successful was he that when he 
died in 1788 he left an estate of £180,000. Contrasted with those of William Kent, £10,000; James 
Gibbs,  £25,000; and Christopher Wren, £50,000, it is evident how extraordinarily successful his 
practice became, attracting pupils who themselves became famous, notably John Nash and Samuel 
Pepys Cockerell. 
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The Rotunda, or Brokers 
Exchange, at the Bank 
of England. From a 
drawing by T Malton. 

 
 

He was appointed Surveyor and Architect of the Bank of England, and designed the main 
buildings, in particular the Rotunda and Court Room, as well as the statue of Britannia which 
earned the Bank the moniker ‘The Old Lady of Threadneedle Street’. He secured a constant flow 
of commissions for town houses and villas for distinguished clients, as well as country houses 
such as Heveningham Hall and Harleyford, developing his own distinctive style. He brought an 
innovative twist to the execution of Palladian design, and his understanding of the interplay of 
light and space, with arcades, domes and bays - both rectangular and canted - created interiors that 
were satisfyingly spacious, light and airy.  
 

 
Asgill House, elevation and floor plan from Vitruvius Britannicus 

 
This is demonstrated effectively in his Bank of England buildings, villas such as Asgill and 
Barlaston, and notably Ely House - described by the eminent architectural writer, Christopher 
Hussey, as ‘brilliant’ - where his signature cantilevered stone staircase, top-lit by a glazed dome, is 
shown off to perfection. His favourite geometric form seems to have been the octagon, and it is 
repeatedly incorporated in his fenestration, panelling, ceilings and floor plans, as at 35 and 36 
Lincoln’s Inn Fields, Barlaston, and the Rotunda and Court Room at the Bank of England, whilst 
his facades feature vermiculated rusticated stonework, bays and are generally astylar. His 
chimneypieces in the 1750s were some of the finest examples of pure English Rococo, later 
evolving into the Neo-Classical in subsequent buildings. 
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Heveningham Hall,  
Suffolk 1778 - 1780 

 
 

 

The entrance front at Heveningham, 
featuring columns and a powerful 
attic with statuary – a precursor of 
Nash’s terraces in Regent’s Park. 

 

John Nash’s Cumberland Terrace, 
Regents Park, heavily influenced by 
Taylor’s Heveningham Hall. 
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Commissioned for Sir Charles Asgill, one of his most lasting legacies is the Lord Mayor’s State 
Coach, still used annually for the Lord Mayor’s parade. As Marcus Binney said, ‘rarely in 
England was the rococo abhorrence of straight lines and right angles given such three-dimensional 
effect.’ 
 
 

 
 

The Lord Mayor’s State Coach, designed by Sir Robert Taylor in 1757 
 

 
Taylor’s enormous contribution to London’s streetscape, little known or appreciated, came as a 
consequence of his role in jointly drafting the Building Act of 1774 with George Dance the 
Younger. The provisions of the Act, aimed at reducing fire risk, controlled the character and 
material of buildings for many decades, and had a pivotal role in creating the elegant style and 
harmonious appearance of the Georgian, Regency and early Victorian squares, terraces and streets 
which grace the most beautiful and sought-after London neighbourhoods.  
 
His innovative arrangement of the villa, featuring bay windows, with the principal living rooms 
gathered on one level and the bedrooms above - both accessed via a central hall - has been a 
source of inspiration to later architects. 
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Ely House,  
Dover Street,  
Mayfair, 
London 

 
 
At the time of the building act, Taylor was working on his wonderful Ely House in Mayfair, and 
its ingeniously designed facade provided the template for a myriad of subsequent imitations, with 
its slender glazing bars in particular becoming a characteristic feature of later Georgian buildings. 
The frontage of Ely House exemplifies Taylor’s deftness of touch and attention to detail. Through 
employing seemingly insignificant devices, such as creating a shallow recess between it and its 
neighbours, he manages to create a sense of depth and detachment, allowing cornices to return 
unimpeded, and enabling the design to remain entirely self-contained. The narrow recesses allow 
the profiles of the string courses and stone blocks to be silhouetted, and by repeating this device in 
the upper sections, with increased gaps, he creates a taper, giving the building its notable feeling 
of vitality and upward movement. 
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Ely House, interior and staircase 
 

Taylor did a number of commissions for the Duke of Grafton, including Grafton House in 
Piccadilly, which was demolished in 1966. The four surviving houses out of fourteen he built in 
Grafton Street, Mayfair, are an early example of his principles put into practice, forming a 
balanced and elegant frontage which belies the grand interiors within.   
 
One of these was built for Admiral Lord Howe, for whom Taylor and his pupil Samuel Pepys 
Cockerell later designed Admiralty House off Whitehall, around the time of Taylor’s death. Taylor 
was knighted in 1784, having been elevated to the role of Surveyor for a number of bodies and 
institutions, including the Admiralty, Greenwich Hospital and Customs and Excise. 
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That raises the question of why have Sir Robert Taylor’s reputation and legacy been somewhat 
overshadowed by those of Robert Adam, Sir John Soane, Sir Henry Cheere and Sir William 
Chambers?  
 
Firstly, unlike many of his contemporaries, he did not publish a volume, catalogue or corpus of his 
work, and this undoubtedly lowered his profile after his death. Furthermore, the comprehensive 
records of his work left when he died have almost completely vanished, their fate being a total 
mystery.  
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A handful of chimneypiece designs, a collection of sketches for monuments and a volume of 
various studies of geometry and perspective are held by the Taylorian Institute in Oxford, which 
was endowed by him and established in 1835. Other than a handful of drawings, notably for a 
dining room at Trewithen House in Cornwall and the bridge at Maidenhead, nothing else is known 
to have survived.  
 

  

  
 

Sir Robert Taylor’s own drawings on problems of perspective 
 



	 14 

Allied to this has been the heavy toll taken on his buildings by demolition, alteration and wartime 
destruction. Sir John Soane, in particular, carries great responsibility as he swept away much of 
Taylor’s Bank of England when carrying out his own remodelling. Consequently, few of his 
London projects have survived, and virtually none of his buildings anywhere have remained in the 
form he intended. 

 

 

Sir Robert Taylor’s 
Bank of England 

 
 

Taylor’s Court Room at the Bank of England, relocated 
in 1929, during re-modelling 

 
 
In recent decades, monographs by the eminent architectural historians Marcus Binney and 
Christopher Hussey on Taylor himself and Ely House respectively, have led to a re-evaluation of 
his work and the recognition of his major contribution to the development of eighteenth century 
architecture. Their analyses have thankfully reinstated him to his rightful place, together with 
Robert Adam, Sir William Chambers and Thomas Paine, in the pantheon of English and Scottish 
architects of that era. 
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Sir Robert Taylor’s Rococo Chimneypieces 
 
It should, at the outset, be emphasised just how rare Taylor’s known Rococo chimneypieces are. 
Just two in Asgill House, one in Barlaston Hall, another in Trewithen House, whilst another two 
have come onto the market in the last thirty years. Five of those are in marble, whilst only one is 
stone - a version of the Asgill dining room chimneypiece. A further three are shown in the 
photographs from 35, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, taken during the Survey of London in 1912. Two of 
them were virtually identical to the extant drawings held in Oxford, whilst the other was a grand 
stone chimneypiece in the basement. However, 35, Lincoln’s Inn Fields and its chimneypieces, 
were destroyed in the Blitz. 
 
 

 
 
 

In the Taylorian Institute in Oxford, there survive twelve drawings of Rococo chimneypieces and 
overmantels. These constitute a small fragment of Taylor’s prolific architectural output, and 
together with a volume of sketches and designs for monuments, and another dealing with various 
geometric and perspective problems, are almost all that remains of what was known on his death to 
have been a comprehensive corpus of his work.  
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What happened to the remainder is a mystery. A tiny handful of other drawings have been found, 
including, importantly, one of the dining room at Trewithen House in Cornwall, as well as of the 
stone bridge at Maidenhead.  
 
Combined with these, are the surviving examples from the brief period when Rococo was in fashion 
and which formed the focal point of his interiors in the 1750s and early 1760s.  
 
 

 

 Drawing room, Asgill House (above) 
Dining room, Asgill House (right) 
 
These would include Asgill House in Richmond, Barlaston Hall in Staffordshire, Trewithen as 
previously mentioned, together with two examples that came to the market in the last twenty-five 
years - an attractive but modest marble one and another large stone version of the Asgill dining 
room mantel (see below). 
 

 



	 17 

Fortuitously, there are some black and white photographs of the interior of 35, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
taken in 1912 as part of a survey of the district carried out by London County Council. Those reveal 
that there were three pure English Rococo chimneypieces present, one in the front room of the 
ground floor, one in the middle room on the first floor, and a large stone one, incongruously, in the 
basement kitchen. From the positioning of the example at Asgill, and as planned in the drawing for 
Trewithen, it is clear this style of chimneypiece would have been in the dining room initially. 
 
 

  
35, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, middle room (first floor) Ground floor, front room 
 
 
However, none of the known chimneypieces exactly correspond with the handful of drawings at the 
Taylorian, though there are tell-tale similarities, and furthermore provenance is beyond question 
when they are present in known Taylor buildings. Some are almost identical, but none are precisely 
as shown in the drawings. 
 
 

  
The chimneypiece from the basement 
kitchen (originally in the dining room) 

Drawing from Taylorian Institute – 
similar to Asgill style chimneypieces 
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There is a modern tendency, a consequence of mass production no doubt, to expect copies to be a 
mirror image of the prototype. In the 18th Century this was certainly not the case, even when a 
drawing of the proposed scheme for a room is present. This is the case with Trewithen, where a 
room drawing, a unique survivor of Taylor’s room plans, demonstrates this perfectly. In the form of 
an exploded diagram, the walls splayed outwards, it shows Taylor’s most flamboyant chimneypiece 
of the twelve drawings as the proposed option. With mythical birds brooding down from the 
overmantels, with dolphins, above a frieze centred on a classical mask, it evidently didn’t match the 
taste of the client - for in reality it was never installed. Instead a more subdued alternative was 
selected, a close variant to one of the other eleven drawings. So it is plain that the various models 
were there to guide a client, who could opt for whichever he or she fancied. In turn, the craftsmen 
involved had a degree of artistic licence; particularly as 18th Century lime plasterwork was sculpted 
rather than cast, in contrast to later gypsum plasterwork. 
 
 

Existing dining room, at Trewithen 
House, Cornwall 

 
 
 

 

Sir Robert Taylor’s proposed 
scheme for the dining room - a 
unique survivor - shown in the 
form of an exploded diagram 
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Taylor’s grasp and understanding of the Rococo is exemplified in his chimneypieces in particular. 
He demonstrates a subtleness that produces beautifully balanced and flowing designs as shown to 
perfection in this chimneypiece - his assurance of touch negating the need for unnecessary and 
superfluous decoration. 
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35 and 36, Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London 
 

The original buildings on this site were erected in 1659. Apparently there were four individual 
houses, but by 1757 they had disappeared from the rate books - one having been empty for 29 
years, and two of the others for 15 years. In their place, two houses were built, with Robert Taylor 
as the architect, rebuilding having commenced in 1754. They had one centrally placed flight of 
stairs that bifurcated to serve the two properties, which had been designed to appear as one 
composition.  
 
 

 
 
 
Number 35 had an oval staircase with very fine wrought iron balustrade, with a baroque feel more 
reminiscent of his early work. Taylor used his characteristic octagonal glazing, with the same 
geometric theme continued in the interiors, incorporating octagonal panels in the doors and 
panelling. His use of arches, blind arcading, apses and domes were to be repeated in much of his 
later work. The rear extension is pedimented, and there are Venetian and Diocletian windows with 
octagonal glazing. There is no record of the interior of 36 as it was demolished in 1859, though we 
know from the floor plans that they differed internally, although the facade was balanced and 
unified. 
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Photos from 1912 Survey of London, 
The Parish of St. Giles in the Fields 

 
 
As previously described, there were three rococo chimneypieces plus a marble one with female 
herms when the property was surveyed and photographed in 1912. One of the marble rococo 
examples was in the front room on the ground floor, whilst the second was in the middle room on 
the first floor. The mantel with herms was in the first floor front room, with the strangely situated 
rococo stone chimneypiece in the basement. All the fireplace assemblages incorporate later 
ironwork, the original dog grates having been discarded, either for being inefficient or due to wear 
and tear. Two have Georgian steel register grates, possibly by James Oldham, dating from the late 
18th Century, the third has a register circa 1830, whilst the stone one has a Victorian cooking 
range within.  
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It is inconceivable that the most grand of the three Rococo mantels would have originally been in 
the basement kitchen, and the explanation undoubtedly lies in the Survey’s photographs and script. 
The ground floor middle room chimneypiece is not featured, the room having been partitioned for 
office purposes. Without doubt, that is why it was in the basement - relocated when the 
partitioning occurred. The imagery, of vine leaves, grapes and the mask of Bacchus, together with 
its scale and ornamental value, would indicate it had been in the dining room. Taylor’s intended 
location for similar chimneypieces is evident at Asgill and on his Trewithen room plan, namely 
the dining room. 
 
 

 
 
 
As the two houses had been planned as a coordinated pair, not identical but relating to each other, 
with a harmonious facade, it is reasonable to assume there would have been similarities and 
artistic references between the two. As such, one would expect that the chimneypieces in 36 would 
bear some resemblance to those in 35. On close inspection, the form and enrichment of the stone 
chimneypiece photographed in 35, apart from the mask, corresponds with this chimneypiece. 
Whereas, in contrast, the mask on the first example is of an ageing Bacchus, whilst the mask of 
this chimneypiece is of a more youthful Dionysus, the Greek equivalent of Bacchus. That raises 
the intriguing possibility that this chimneypiece was originally located in the dining room of 36 
Lincoln’s Inn, effectively forming a coordinated pair with the Bacchus version in 35 Lincoln’s Inn 
Fields.  
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The occupants of number 35 are documented, and were a succession of wealthy and illustrious 
individuals (see Appendix). When first constructed, 35 and 36 were the grandest of all the 
buildings on Lincoln’s Inn Fields, standing well above all their contemporaries, as observed by 
Noorthouck in 1773 in his ‘History of London’, where he describes them as in ‘proud exultation 
above all the buildings in the neighbourhood’. 
 
Sadly, number 36 was demolished and rebuilt in 1859, destroying the symmetry and balance of 
the facade, as well as all record of its interior. Its replacement was taller, creating an 
uncomfortable juxtaposition between the two neighbours. In 1912, 35 was being used in an office 
capacity when the Survey of London was carried out. That proved to be the key to resolving the 
quest to identify who designed this chimneypiece, for photographed in the basement kitchen was 
its twin - near identical - and indisputably having the same designer. Therefore, there is a 
tremendous debt of gratitude owed to the surveyors and photographer for carrying out such a 
thorough task, and not overlooking the contents of the basement. For in 1941, during the Blitz, the 
Luftwaffe reduced 35 Lincoln’s Inn Fields to a burnt out shell. 
 

    

  
 

The façade as photographed in 1912, 
showing the rebuilt number 36 to the right. 

 
Number 35 as a burnt-out shell after German 

bombing in 1941. 
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Analysis & Comparison with the Bacchus Chimneypiece 
 

As has been set out in the earlier section on Sir Robert Taylor’s chimneypieces, there is only ever 
a close resemblance to known drawings, never a mirror image. These works of art, for that is what 
they undoubtedly are, predate mass-production, and were carved by hand - relying on the expertise 
of the sculptor to bring the design to life. So there will be subtle differences of flow and 
positioning of detail. It is with those principles in mind that the comparison between this 
chimneypiece and the Bacchus example photographed in 1912 at 35, Lincoln’s Inn Fields is made. 
Prior to acquisition, this chimneypiece had been installed in a lesser property. It had had previous 
repair, with strengthening bars incorporated, and had been painted. The paint has been removed, 
revealing the carving in its full glory. 
 

 

 
Bacchus Chimneypiece 

basement kitchen 

The first observation to make is that the Bacchus chimneypiece photographed in the basement 
kitchen of 35 had been painted, apparently in black paint, though as it is a black and white 
photograph, that can only be conjecture. It would appear to have had multiple layers of paint, 
judging by the wear and tear on the jambs, and there is a loss of definition on the enrichments. 
Nevertheless, it is possible to discern the positioning and nature of the decoration. Furthermore, 
the cast iron cooking range gives a clear guide as to scale, and it should be noted the wide aperture 
of the mantel had to be reduced with stone slips to create an appropriate rectangular opening for 
the range to fit into. 
 

Painted Bacchus 
chimneypiece, 
left-hand jamb, 
with elongated 
S-scroll. 

 

 

 

Asgill style with 
rectangular 
fielded panel, 
left-hand jamb. 

Dionysus chimneypiece, left-
hand jamb with paint removed. 
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Compared to the Asgill chimneypiece, both chimneypieces have shallower jambs in the form of an 
elongated S-scroll rather than the stiffer panelled version characteristic of Taylor’s later designs. 
The format of both chimneypieces’ jambs is the same, with an elongated S-scroll terminating at 
the top of the low integral foot block, in contrast to the separate foot blocks of the marble 
examples. 
 

   

Close-up comparison of left hand jambs 

 
In both stone chimneypieces the enrichment cascades down the outer face of the scroll, and takes 
the form of a twining grapevine. Just below the top scroll terminal there is a tendril and leaf 
spilling over onto the undecorated convex inner face. Characteristically, the inner moulding is a 
simple convex curve with no added detailing, which terminates abruptly at the junction with the 
frieze, with no finishing detail - that is provided on the frieze. Essentially, allowing for the limited 
artistic variation of the sculptor, the jambs in both instances are identical both in form, scale and in 
the placing of the enrichment. 
 

 
 

Bacchus frieze 
 

  
 

Dionysus frieze 
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Moving onto the frieze, once again the overall form of the two is identical, and is similar both to 
one of Taylor’s extant designs - with all three being decorated with grapes and vines - and to the 
Asgill dining-room style chimneypieces, though the two latter had fruit and foliage enrichment 
instead. At each end of the frieze are C-scrolls overlaid with grapes, vine leaves and tendrils. The 
fielded panels on either side of the central mask are once again overlaid with grapes and vines, and 
here again the positioning of the leaves, tendrils and bunches of grapes is virtually identical. An 
elongated S-scroll, in the form of an astragal moulding, delineates the lower margin of the frieze 
below each panel.  
 

  
 

Close-up of masks on frieze 
 
 

The single notable difference between the two is in the classical masks forming the centrepiece, 
which appear to be a contrasting pair. Both are of the Graeco-Roman god of wine, with their faces 
surrounded by locks of hair intertwined with grapes and vines. In number 35’s, the face of 
Bacchus - the Roman god - is middle-aged, puffy and bearded, portraying a more dissolute version 
of the deity. In this chimneypiece, the face is akin to a youthful Dionysus - the Greek god - similar 
in style to portrayals of him in classical antiquity, still fresh-faced and unscarred by years of 
indulgence.  
 
 

 

An early statue of Dionysus 
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So, this leads to the question of origin. We know that at 35 and 36 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, Taylor 
produced a composition which was outwardly uniform, but concealing a pair of similar but 
differentiated houses. It is also clear that the location of the Bacchus mantel would originally have 
been the ground floor dining room. Both at Asgill and in Taylor’s Trewithen House dining room 
plan, the intended location of this design was the dining room, with the symbolism and imagery 
being appropriate for that setting. So what would have been more apt for this subtly differing pair 
of houses to have had matching - but differentiated - chimneypieces? Sadly, no record exists of the 
inside of number 36, only an 1813 painting of the Surgeons’ College which shows the next door 
houses, 35 and 36, built as a matching pair, ingeniously forming one composition. 
 
Number 36 was demolished in 1859, perversely, since it destroyed the symmetry of Taylor’s 
composition, and even more so as its replacement was both taller and had floors at differing levels 
to its neighbour 35. One would, however, have expected its chimneypieces to have survived. 
Interestingly, Taylor’s last project, carried out jointly with his protégée Samuel Pepys Cockerell 
and completed after his death - Admiralty House - has a number of documented chimneypieces in 
its principal rooms that were originally from other notable buildings. These are listed as being 
brought from Lord Egremont’s house in Piccadilly (one), from Sir Frederick Page’s house, 
Wricklemarsh, Blackheath (four), and from York House (three). So salvage and re-use has a long-
established and well-documented pedigree. (ref. Survey Of London vol XVI, 1935, pp. 35-38). 
Consequently, it is quite reasonable to assume that this exceptional chimneypiece is the missing 
twin of the Bacchus mantel photographed in 1912. Indeed, logically the dining room of 36 
Lincoln’s Inn Fields would seem to have been its probable original location, and it would, for 
reasons of architectural and historical symmetry, be the most satisfying outcome. Unless, hitherto 
unknown documentation surfaces, describing the interior of number 36, that cannot be 
categorically proven - but circumstantially the available evidence is compelling. Subsequent to its 
removal from its original site the whereabouts of this chimneypiece are largely unknown. It was 
purchased having been removed from a property that was not subject to listing restrictions, where 
it had self-evidently been for a limited period of time. This is certain because the chimneypiece 
had undergone repair and restoration in the relatively recent past using fixatives that were 
historically unknown. It also had been overpainted with a modern paint finish. 
 

  
 

Comparison of both chimneypieces 
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What is certain, however, is that this chimneypiece is by Sir Robert Taylor, it being the twin of a 
chimneypiece in one of his known buildings. It provides a tangible reminder what a skilful 
sculptor and designer he was, deserving of his place in the uppermost rank of eighteenth century 
architects - a work of art with a flow, fineness of detail and presence that few could match.  

 

 
 

  

Sir Robert Taylor’s ‘Dionysus’ chimneypiece 
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Appendix 
The residents in No.35 and in the houses formerly occupying the site were as follows: 

 House to the east.  House to the west. 

1660–2 Earl of Westmorland 1660–2 Sir Richard Fanshawe 

1663–6 Lord Wentworth 1663–6 Lady Carey 

1667–85 Lady Wentworth 1667–74 Lady Carr 

1686 Lord Howard 1675 Sir Carr Scrope 

1687–93 Lady Dashwood 1676 Lady Carr 

1694–1710 Sir James Montagu 1677 — Crew 

1711–5 Sir Robert Raymond 1679 Lady Jardyn 

1716–23 Sir James Montagu 1680–99 Sir Thomas Skipwith 

1728–34 Nicholas Fazakerley 1702–9 George Wright 

1736–42 William Noel 1710 — Lutwyche 

  1711 "Widow Lutwyche" 

  1712–6 — Lutwyche 

  1717 Edward Lutwyche 

  1718 Thomas Lutwyche 

  1719–28 Edward Lutwyche 

Numbers 35 and 36 Lincoln’s Inn Fields built 
by Taylor after demolishing the earlier houses. 1757–65 Sir Thomas Sewell 

  1766–74 Richard Hoare 

  1775–8 David Godfrey 

  1779 Robert Burton 

  1780–3 John Dunning (Lord Ashburton) 

  1784. Lloyd Kenyon (Lord Kenyon) 

  1785–7 Richard Pepper Arden (Lord Alvanley) 

  1788–1802 Lord Kenyon 

  1803–4 Lady Kenyon 

  1808– Col. Thomas Thornton 
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Original pen, ink and watercolour. Designed for a monument by Sir Robert Taylor. 
 



	 36 

 
 

Original pen and ink drawing of chimneypiece. Design by Sir Robert Taylor. 


