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  PROJECT SUMMARY 

REGION: New Forest 

PROPERTY: St Thomas the Apostle Church, Lymington 

LOCATION:  Chancel, northern wall  

OBJECT: Wall monument 

MATERIALS: Marble, slate 

DIMENSIONS: 100cm x 220cm 

PROJECT 
CONSERVATOR(S): 

Barbara Zykubek, Kris Zykubek 
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  TREATMENT REPORT 

1.0 Introduction 

Cliveden Conservation Workshop was commissioned by Peter Stone, 
representative of PCC of St Thomas the Apostle Church in Lymington to 
undertake conservation works to the wall monument of Harry Burrard Neale.  

This report presents a summary of the project, and provides details of 
methodologies and techniques used, and details of all the materials. A full 
photographic record is presented within the report. The site works were carried 
out in June 2015 by Barbara and Kris Zykubek. 

Conservation works were carried from aluminium access tower. All the works, 
operations and processes were planed earlier and appropriate documents were 
provided to the client (Risk Assessment, Method Statement, COSHH). A 
member of conservation team was also trained as a First Aider in workplace 
and also is a holder of PASMA certificate. 

 

Observations 

Surrounding and environment 

One of the very first things noted by conservators was very high air relative 
humidity and high dampness of the building materials especially in the chancel 
area. Measured RH indicated 62% with temperature 19.5oC. Dampness of 
building materials in every probe indicated results far above 21% (beginning of 
wet materials). Proper measurements weren’t possible because of the end of the 
scale of moisture meter at 45%! All surrounding limewash was wet and flaky. 
There were also noted some damage caused by dampness to the 13th century 
masonry caused probably by evaporation of water from stone and salt 
migration. In the chancel were located two dehumidifiers with containers 
emptied daily of condensation water. 

Inspection of the building outside indicated that on the southern and northern 
walls of the chancel are located two downpipes. Along the northern one was 
visible very intensive growth of plants and algae. That may indicate constant 
dampness connected with the presence of the blocked, punctured or leaky 
downpipe. Unfortunately two mentioned downpipes were located in direct 
neighbourhood of 13th century masonry. 
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Monument 

The wall memorial is located in the chancel and is fitted to the northern wall.  

The monument was very dirty, covered with thick layer of dust, cobwebs and 
also with soot and candle wax. 

For the record it was noted that the quality of the carving on the monument was 
on the highest quality. The skill of the work provided  to the monument easily 
indicated importance of the person whose remains were buried in the 
monument area. 

All elements of the monument were solid. The plaque has been fixed originally 
to the wall with use of bronze clamps and anchors which are less corrosive than 
iron fixings. 

It has been also noted that sinister side of the monument is much dirtier and 
much more difficult to clean than other side. This situation is probably 
connected with air circulation and dust deposition in consequence. Similar 
situation may be currently observed on the higher monument (John Burrard 
Neale, 1698). The trained eye can even see difference with legibility of gilded 
inscription on left and right side of the plaque. 

 

 

 

 

 

2.0 Treatment 

All the conservation works were carried out with full respect to the place. 

The surrounding area of the monument was protected with polythene sheets, 
the floor under the monument was also covered with double layer of corex 
(trade name). 

The monument was vacuum cleaned to remove loose dust, cobwebs and debris 
from the stone surface. For vacuum cleaning with brushes was also used to 
remove more stubborn dirt. 

Conservators provided samples of surface cleaning with different solvents and 
abrasives. These included white spirit, V&A mix (1 white spirit: 1 deionised 
water: and small amount of Symperonic A7 detergent), latex with EDTA 
component (trade name Clean Film) and the finest grade of pumice powder. 
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The most successful and the safest for the object and conservators was use of 
pumice powder. Powder was diluted in deionised water to a predetermined 
consistency. Soft toothbrushes and cotton wool swabs were soaked with 
suspension of pumice powder and applied on stone surface. With small circular 
movements the surface was systematically cleaned. After cleaning small section 
all residue was removed with fresh cotton swabs dampened with deionised 
water. This procedure allowed conservators to achieve expected results and 
level of cleaning and unify all cleaned areas of the monument. Small amount of 
water used in this type of cleaning was also important. After cleaning, surface 
of the monument was neutralised with deionised water. 

Conservators used also tri-ammonium citrate diluted in deionised water 
(concentration 2.5-3%) to clean gilded inscription. Dilution of TAC was applied 
on the gilded letters with artistic brush and with dampen cotton swabs. After 
cleaning the surface was neutralised with deionised water. Cleaning procedure 
was repeated wherever necessary.  Results of cleaning gilded inscription were 
very satisfactory. 

When the stone was completely dry the surface was covered with an even layer 
of microcrystalline wax (trade name Renaissance). The microcrystalline wax 
was softened with small amount of white spirit, which allowed easier 
application and to keep the layers even. The wax was applied with 
paintbrushes on the high relief areas and with a soft cotton cloth on flat 
surfaces. All these operations were done in a dust free environment. After 
drying the waxed surfaces were buffed to an appropriate gloss. Lint free, soft 
cotton cloths were used for buffing the waxed areas. 

All the operations were successful and the result of conservation was very 
satisfactory. The object after finished conservation works was presented for 
approval to client’ representative. 

After finished conservation works all the protections from wall, furniture and 
floor was removed and site cleaned. 

It should be noted that the pointing around the monument was intentionally 
not finished. Joints were left open to allow water evaporate from the wall 
behind it. 

Presented below photographic documentation shows all stages of conservation 
works carried to the monument. 
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3.0 Further recommendations 

1. The condition of the monument should be reassessed after six months 
after conservation works. It may be considered necessary to re-apply 
wax layer. This recommendation is based on observations of 
environment in the church and high dampness of building materials. 

2. In case of any problems found with this monument or any others within 
the church please contact Dec Art Section Conservators from Cliveden 
Conservation Workshop or directly to Kris Zykubek 
(kris@clivedenconservation.com).   

3. Lime mortar pointing around memorial should be finished after 
successful drying of all walls in the chancel and surrounding area. 

4. Dry out the building materials especially in the chancel and surrounding 
area. Current condition causes damages to 13th century masonry and 
may be also danger for freshly conserved marble memorial. 

5. Check the condition, potential blockage and repair water gutters, drains, 
manholes and other rain water goods. 

6. Check the condition and consider if necessary to deepen and clean out 
the French drain around the chancel. 

7. Monitoring of the dampness of the walls. This can be done by any 
member of PCC with use of thermohygrometer and moisture meter. The 
results should be recorded daily. 
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4.0 Photographic documentation 

 
Fig.1: the memorial before treatment  

  
Fig.2: same monument after conservation 
works 

 
Fig.3: dust and debris on the top of 
memorial 

  
Fig.4: carved details covered with dust 

 
Fig.5: thick layer and cobwebs in carving 

 
Fig.6: vacuum cleaning of carved areas  
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Fig.7: cleaned and uncleansed sections of 
white marble 

 
Fig.8: cleaning with pumice powder to 
carved details 

 
Fig.9: sample of cleaning 

  
Fig.10: two sections before and after 
treatment 

 
Fig.11: coat of arms  before treatment 

 
Fig.12: same element during the works 

 
Fig.13: coat of arms after conservation 

  
Fig.14: conservator at work 
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Fig.15: sample of cleaning to gilded 
inscription 

  
Fig.16: application of 2.5%TAC 

 
Fig.17: significantly improved legibility of 
gilded inscription  

 
Fig.18: two monuments. The lower after 
conservation 

 

 
Fig.19: very high dampness of the wall in 
direct surrounding of the monument 

  
Fig.20: seriously deteriorated 13th 
century masonry  close to the conserved 
monument 
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Fig.21: southern wall of the chancel with 
down pipe 

  
Fig.22: northern wall of the chancel. 
Intensive growth of algae along 
downpipe. 
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