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South Avenue Cemetery, Hurstpierpoint 

Introduction 

The report provides an opinion on the overall condition and state of the east wall at the time of 

inspection.    It is not a specification of works which will be required or inventory of every defect. 

The weather was dry on the day of inspection.    There is a safety fence around the collapsed section 

of wall. 

Site 

 

Aerial (google)  Red line depicts approx wall location 
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East boundary Cemetery Wall – Photograph overview 

 

 

 

 

 

North end of wall.  The ground falls from north to south.   The cemetery boundary wall leans 

towards the west c200mm (ie towards the cemetery).  There are piers on the east side (other side 

from the lean) but widely spaced and do not appear to be at regular intervals. They do not offer 

sufficient support to the brick wall.  There is also a partial ditch on the east side.  It starts to the north 

in the adjacent property’s garden.  This leaves a higher exposed height of the wall on the east side.    

There are trees growing very close to the east side of the wall. 

 

 

 

 

 

Central Section of wall.  The central section of wall is in poor condition.   Some gravestones are 

leaning against wall which appears to indicate graves are close to wall.  This section of wall is also 

leaning, has inadequate piers and the ditch continues to the rear (east side). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

South end of wall The section of wall which has collapsed is towards the south end of the length of 

wall.  Beyond this point is fence and hedging.    There is an old brick privy used as storage which is 

close to the wall but a separate structure.    The wall has collapsed onto the east side.   There is a 

very large oak tree close to the wall which was probably a primary factor in weakening this section of 

wall in the first place.    There is a slate dpc which appears to have acted as a slip plane.   
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Section of wall leaning on oak tree 

 

Collapsed wall.  Lime mortar – bricks could be reclaimed with careful cleaning. 
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Wall leaning on oak. 

 

Wall collapsed at point where saplings exist between large oak and site is relatively open to neighbouring 

property. 
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Some piers noted on east side but not consistent.   Wall was originally built to follow slope of ground and 

therefore joints slope.  Piers are vertical and not capped. 

 

 
Wall built up higher than original coping brick close to old brick store. 
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Review of other boundary walls 

NORTH (only viewed from South Side) 

 
Previous repairs carried out to wall on north boundary. 

 
Generally north wall appears sound with some need of pointing.  

 
Poor pointing on north wall. 
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WEST (viewed from both sides) 

Cemetery side there is evidence of some repointing.  Note wall built to follow the sloping ground.  

Otherwise appears sound 

Wall pointing needs some attention on South Avenue side of wall.  Some previous work noted.

Some plant growth in wall and loose pointing on South Avenue side.  Otherwise reasonably sound overall.
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y side there is evidence of some repointing.  Note wall built to follow the sloping ground.  

 
Wall pointing needs some attention on South Avenue side of wall.  Some previous work noted.

 
d loose pointing on South Avenue side.  Otherwise reasonably sound overall.
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y side there is evidence of some repointing.  Note wall built to follow the sloping ground.  Piers vertical 

Wall pointing needs some attention on South Avenue side of wall.  Some previous work noted. 

d loose pointing on South Avenue side.  Otherwise reasonably sound overall. 
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SUMMARY  

A section of the east wall of the Cemetery collapsed during a period of high wind around 24 January.    

The east wall is approx 62m long.  Its width is 230mm and height varies between c1450 and c1550 on 

the cemetery side which is generally considered satisfactory if there are adequate piers and 

foundation.    Due to lower ground on the east neighbours side the exposed height does vary.   It was 

noted the wall did not appear to have sufficient piers for its height.    There is an angled brick coping 

at the top of the wall. There appears to be a slate a damp proof course evident in section which fell.    

The section which fell was weakened by a number of factors.     The primary reason for the fall is 

likely to be the long term damage of the founding of the wall caused by growth of trees on the east 

side of the wall.     They will have grown up on the east side of the wall since the original wall was 

constructed around 1907.   Particularly evident is the large oak tree impacting the foundation at the 

location of the collapse which appears to be of some age due to its girth.    There is also evidence of 

significant ivy growth by the wall (which has been removed).      There is a shallow ditch (more 

evident further north up the east side of the wall).  This was dry at the time of inspection but 

evidently appears to drain surface water from north to south toward the area where the ground 

between the adjacent properties levels out close to the oak and area of collapse.    

The section of wall which collapsed also had three course of bricks added to the top of the original 

capping which did increase its height locally in the area of collapse.   As previously mentioned there 

are insufficient piers (although difficult to see on the east side due to excessive vegetation).   The 

remaining section of wall is leaning toward the cemetery (i.e. the opposite side to the piers). This 

suggests root impact on foundation from the east side.    While the original lime mortar has allowed 

the wall some flexibility the impact over time has been severe.    There are no movement control 

joints and the length of the wall is significant.    The open sunny west side of the cemetery wall will 

also allow the wall to dry out but east side hidden by vegetation does not dry out and this 

exacerbates the potential for the wall to lean.   However it is the impact of the trees on the 

foundation which appears to be the significant issue. 

The implications of the trees which form a boundary screen to the east side close to the cemetery 

wall are also significant in any consideration of a wall repair or re-construction plan.   They are too 

close to the wall and will continue to grow and impact the existing remaining section of wall which is 

at risk of falling.   

It is possible part of the wall towards the north could be retained with additional strengthening and 

piers used to form buttresses subject to engineers view but this is not ideal as the wall is already in 

poor condition.    The remainder (i.e. most of its length would need to be taken down and rebuilt or 

an alternative boundary treatment (fence/railings/hedge) considered.    The ground type will need to 

be established as there appears to be shrinkable clay close to the site. 

Existing bricks could be reclaimed as they were laid in lime mortar (this is time consuming and hence 

a costly exercise but would allow retention of the original fabric as far as practical).     Due to the 

existing trees, proximity of graves and access into the site a masonry reconstruction of the wall is 

particularly difficult.  This will impact the cost of the work.    A fully engineered solution will be 

needed perhaps involving concrete piles or pads to minimise the impact of tree roots and concrete 

ground beams spanning the piles to create a foundation on which to build a replacement wall.    A 
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soil investigation is necessary to assess the type of subsoil and it’s shrinkability to inform foundation 

design and input of an engineer would be necessary.    

The cost of the restoration of the wall is difficult to determine at this point.  The reconstruction of a 

brick wall 62m long and say 1.8m high (from foundation level) with new special foundation could be 

£40K-£70K plus VAT, expenses and fees and cost will inevitably depend on a number of factors still to 

be determined:   The length of wall to be taken down and rebuilt; whether this is salvaged or new 

brick; use of lime mortar while recommended specific requirements in relation to buried remains; 

foundation implications; accessibility for machines  and working close to graves.  

The involvement of the neighbour will be important to ensure access is available from the east side.   

It will also be important to know their plans in relation to the existing trees in the long term.   If trees 

are removed then this makes reconstruction of the brick wall more practical at this stage.   There 

would be an impact on the Conservation Area.   Time would be needed for ground to stabilise after 

removal of trees.   Also removing trees in clay soil can create heave in the ground so there may be 

concerns in building a new wall and then trees being removed after the wall was built. 

On the wider inspection of the remaining walls, it is evident there is some pointing work needed on 

the other boundary walls and this should be planned into the general maintenance of the cemetery 

using appropriate lime based mortar.  

It was also noticed the brick wall does not contain all the cemetery and alternative fence/hedging is 

used south of the brick shed/privy. 

There are a combination of factors which have weakened the east wall in particular trees is such 

close proximity.  Alternative solutions may need to be considered which impact the appearance at 

the boundary and selective tree removal may be required by agreement with the neighbour if a brick 

wall is to be reinstated. 

The planning situation with removal of the brick wall will be interesting as it forms a boundary to the 

Conservation Area.   There is no significant planning issue with its repair (only the practicalities of 

achieving a repair) while replacement with an alternative material (eg fence) would need to be 

checked with the authority as the wall could be considered a feature of the cemetery.   


