
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/JS

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0528/P

	Development Proposed:
	Application of rough cast render to west gable of property – 18th Century with 19th Century alterations – to prevent damp penetration through solid masonry wall at Roefield, Edisford Road, Clitheroe

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Town Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage and the historic amenity societies – have already been consulted on this work which was undertaken without LBC in May 2005.

English Heritage (27 February 2006) – Unable to offer any help.  No statutory locus to comment on anything other than major fabric alterations to grade II buildings, and limited resources mean cannot help with the technical queries in RVBC letter.

The Georgian Group (1 March 2006) – SPAB or English Heritage probably able to give more useful technical advice with regard to mortar mixes etc.  However, would support any action you propose to take against the owner.  Undeniable that an inappropriate render mix could do more harm than good to any building, and would certainly cause long term damage, and possibly create more damp problems than it may initially have cured.  Highly likely that removal of the render would damage the stonework, therefore signifying that permanent damage has, indeed, been caused.  

From the photograph illustrating the weathered stonework, would suggest that this may have been caused by inappropriate cement pointing over the past few decades – one very good reason not to subject the stonework to any more!

With regard to aesthetic issues, likely that any previous render that has been discovered on the building probably relates to an earlier phase of its history.  The house has been subject to substantial Victorian alterations and additions, and it is suggested that a render coat pre-dates these works, and that the building as it stands today, was intended to have its stonework fully exposed.  

Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) – (3 March 2006) Very interesting case and highlights various issues relating to the use of appropriate materials.

General condition of the building.  

The photographs attached to Mr Harrison’s undated letter (received by your office on 1 July) clearly show that the building has been subject to several phases of inappropriate repairs including the application of cement pointing and cement based renders.  Also note that the rainwater goods are in poor condition with evidence of plant growth clearly visible in several gutters.  This suggests a lack of attention to maintenance issues as well as a lack of understanding of the techniques required to repair old buildings.

The likely cause of the dampness in the west gable  

Possible contributing factors include the presence of open joints in the masonry, the possibility that the masonry is particularly porous, defects in the chimney, defects in rainwater goods and defects in the roof structure/coverings and associated flashings.  It should be borne in mind that the presence of cement pointing and renders elsewhere on the building may mean that there is excess moisture within the masonry generally, as the ability of the building to breathe has undoubtedly been compromised.  Whilst the application of a render coating to the west gable might be one strategy to consider with regards to dealing with the damp it is by no means the only option nor should it be thought of as a miracle cure.

The render mix applied without listed building consent.

This would seem to be a 1:1:5 cement:lime:sand mix although it is likely that a 1:1:6 mix was intended.  Under no circumstances could this be considered to be a traditional render mix – it is entirely modern in composition and materials.  Indeed, it is highly debateable whether this render could be described as breathable, as the lime content fulfils the role of a plasticizer in order to make the render easier to apply – it is certainly not included in such a render because of its “breathable” qualities.  It is therefore quite possible that this render will trap moisture behind it and, if the root cause of the dampness has not been identified and remedied it is also possible that the dampness seen with the upper bedroom will become worse rather than better.

The options of leaving the render or removing the render.

Mr Harrison is quite correct in his view that mechanically removing the render may cause damage to the stone below.  Much would depend on how well the render was applied and how well it has adhered to the substrate.  However, it would be worth considering the removal of a trial area in order to judge the likely outcome.  In some cases SPAB do advise allowing cement renders to stay in place until they begin to decay and spall of their own accord.  However, this is not always an appropriate strategy where there is an ongoing problem of dampness.  The difficulty is to decide whether removing the render would cause more damage than might be caused by allowing it to remain.  With the possibility that the damp problem remains unresolved.

The aesthetic effect of the cement render on the west gable.

SPAB leave this to others. 

Having considered all the available facts it seems that the only justification for not removing the cement render is the potential damage to the masonry underneath.  If it can be proved that this damage will be severe then it might be worth allowing the render to remain until it fails of its own accord.  Otherwise, SPAB would suggest that it should be removed and the problem of dampness reconsidered within the context of the condition of the whole building. 

Council for British Archaeology (6 March 2006)

Support SPAB’s letter of advice.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

ENV19 Listed Buildings

Policy 21 JLSP Natural and Manmade Heritage



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The works are detrimental to the character and setting of the listed building because of the harm to building appearance through the covering of gable stone walling, and the potential harm to historic fabric through the use of a render of inappropriate modern composition and materials.  



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	Roefield is a grade II listed building of the 18th Century with 19th Century alterations.  It forms a group with the adjacent grade II listed former stables  (listing description).  

On 4 May 2005 Borough Council officers noticed the rendering of the prominent (views from Edisford Bridge) west gable wall of the property.  The builders advised that the render mix was sand and cement.  The finished render appears to have a modern “Tyrolean” finish.  

The information submitted with this application is a record of subsequent correspondence with the owner’s agents.  One agent has commissioned an analysis of a sample of render to try and establish the render’s constituents and form.  Shortly before receipt of the application the Borough Council (unsuccessfully) requested a sample section of render to be removed to establish whether render could be removed without significant damage to the stonework (as suggested by SPAB).

Mindful of the comments of SPAB and the Georgian Group in respect of building technical and aesthetic issues I would recommend that listed building consent be refused.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














