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	Date Inspected:
	26 June 2017 
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Light conservation cleaning of the stone door surround and steps at Waddow Hall. Proposed masons mortar and stone indent repairs to stone door surround. Repointing of joints to steps.

	Site Address/Location:
	Waddow Hall Waddington Road Clitheroe BB7 3LD

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No representations received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received. SPAB consulted for advice on impact of cement render – no response received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

NPPF

NPPG
Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations 

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets



	Relevant Planning History:

Pre-application advice has been sought in respect of proposed works (5 October 2016):

“In my opinion, the advice of a stone conservation specialist (preferably independent from the contractor undertaking any necessary works) and possibly also a conservation building surveyor to assess the wider context (impact of cement render?) should be sought to inform any new proposals and any application for listed building consent”.
3/2014/0452 – Georgian entrance doorway renovation.  Plinth mouldings recreated as original and cut back into existing stone (50mm).  Capitols reproduced and dowelled upon face of existing stone work.  Archway supports replaced and set back into external skin (100mm).  Apex archstone set into external skin (100mm). LBC Withdrawn.
3/2010/0040 – Replace corroded/crumbling base stones at the bottom of the jambs of the front door surround and replacement of lead flashings over stone canopy. Also to install proprietary stainless steel wall tiles and rods in the front elevation to prevent further lateral movement of the wall in this location. LBC granted 15 March 2010. File report identifies “Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings – Recognise that the stones to the base of the doorway need to be replaced but uncomfortable with the proposed sandblasting to the surface.  Would prefer to see a dressed finish to match the original if examples of this can be found in protected areas of the building.  Sandblasting creates a falsely weathered surface and can lead to problems with increased erosion.  It is assumed that the sample of the stone to be used will be first approved to ensure compatibility”.  

“Note the stone mason’s comments in respect of the need to replace the base stones of the door surround before its integral strength is compromised”.
3/2002/0683 – Re-roofing the main roof of the hall (facing the river ribble) with blue slate. LBC granted 25 September 2002.
3/1996/0744 & 0743 – Internal alterations to main hall to provide en-suite facilities to all bedrooms.  two storey extension to provide training facilities and ancillary accommodation. LBC & PP granted 29 January 1997.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

Waddow Hall is a Grade II listed ( 16 November 1954) large house of the late 18th century with early 17th century remains.  The house was acquired by the Girl Guide Association in 1927 (list description).  The house is set within a designed landscape (Category B of ‘Historic Designed Landscapes of Lancashire’, Manchester Metropolitan University 1998; Category 3 (Local) significance in the ‘Local List of Lancashire’s Unregistered Historic Designed Landscapes’, MMU, LCC, LGT 2013) and includes a home farm and a walled garden (now a car park).  The site is within the open countryside outside of the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  There is a Public Right of Way (FP19) through the site.

The list description identifies:

“the doorway, reached by four steps, has a semi- circular head having a fanlight with radiating glazing bars, and is flanked by Tuscan pilasters with broken fluted entablature and open pediment with mutules”.  

“An Appraisal of the Architectural and Historical Significance of the Home Farm Buildings and Car Parking Area” (JWRC, 2007) identifies:

 “The present front doorway, and the main part of the façade, looks as though it was built around 1800. Building activity at this period is likely, because Jane Waddell, the widow of the previous owner, married her late husband’s cousin, Major Thomas Clarke, in 1793. Major Clarke died in 1812 and between 1820 and 1879 the house was let to tenants”.



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

It is proposed to undertake cleaning, stone indent and stone ‘plastic repair’ works to the front door stone surround. The submitted information suggests elements of the works are (i) to prolong the life of the building and (ii) for aesthetic reasons only.
The Jubb & Jubb report identifies:

“Soot and dirt can be tolerated as part of the natural patina if it does not harm the aesthetic appeal or condition of the stone. However, where the soot is contributing to delamination (by making an impervious crust) or trapping crystallising salts, it should be removed”.

“the lead detail to the front edge of the canopy could be improved to ensure driving rain does not saturate the stone below the canopy, and a small lead bead welded to the top surface should be adequate to direct most of the rain to the edges of the canopy”.

The Sunderland Peacock report identifies:

“The design value of the stone door surround has been significantly impacted upon and harmed as a result of physical stone decay and the proposed works seek to restore the original design intent of the element, its designer and creator. The significance of this feature is dependent on the purity and the architectural completeness of its elements, something which is considered to be equally if not more valuable than the original fabric itself. However this completeness has become fragmented and distorted as a result of the continued decay of the stone door surround, something which the proposals seek to resolve and restore”.
Furthermore on this issue, the Jubb & Jubb report identifies:

“Indents, on the other hand, have to be at least 100mm thick, and are generally straight-jointed. The amount of cutting back is considerably more than for mason’s mortar and the straight joints can be quite visible (jarring even)”. 

The possible impact on stonework of cement rendering to the front elevation (a question posed at pre-application) has not been fully addressed in the submitted information. However, the Jubb & Jubb report does state “where cement mortar is in contact with the stone, it forms an impervious barrier accelerating erosion in the surrounding stone” (Pathology of the observed defects). The case officer has sought further information in this regard from the agent:
(23 June 2017) I would also be grateful for your comment as to the role of adjoining cement render in existing and future stonework degradation (paragraph 7.2 of the Heritage Statement). Would cement render removal reduce the rate of doorway stonework decay to expected levels and eliminate the need for the cleaning of soot and dirt encrustation/patination from the stone?

(Response 27 June 2017) Whilst cement based materials can cause an increased rate of decay and the removal of such materials can assist in the slowing down the rate of decay, there is insufficient visual evidence to support your theory that the render is a contributory cause of decay.  The cement content of the render has not been established and it has not been tested as it is not part of this application.
(23 June 2017) I would also be grateful for your confirmation as to which elements of works are to prolong the life of the building and which are for aesthetic reasons. I am concerned (re: last paragraph of Heritage Statement 9.1) that the philosophy of repair includes proposals to interrupt the aging of one particular element of the building – is it being suggested that whenever any element of the doorway shows signs of weathering that it be replaced to maintain ‘the purity and architectural completeness’? At what point will this renewal of the doorway fabric end? 

(Response 27 June 2017) All of the proposed works are for prolonging the life of the stonework and reducing the rate of decay.  Information in the application about the aesthetics of the repair is included to demonstrate that the building's special architectural interest (aesthetic heritage value) is unaffected by the proposed intervention.  The application does not include any speculation about future repairs.
On 4 July 2017 (email copied to other agents) the agent further advised:
“there is insufficient visual evidence to support your theory that the render is a contributory cause of decay.  The cement content of the render has not been established and it has not been tested as it is not part of this application”.

“sure you are aware that you previously gave listed building consent for the replacement of the plinth bases (which are included again within this application) as part of Application No. 3/2010/0040.  A draft delegated item file report (for application 3/2014/0482) makes reference to application 3/2010/0040 in which it states that SPAB recognises the need to replace the stonework.   The agent in relation to application 3/2010/0040 was also asked if the render could be a contributory cause of decay, to which their structural engineer suggested was unlikely”.


	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest  of the listed building
The following has been considered:

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, April 2008) states:

“It is important to look beyond the immediate need for action, to understand the reasons for the need for repair and plan for the long-term consequences of inevitable change and decay. While sufficient work should be undertaken to achieve a lasting repair, the extent of the repair should normally be limited to what is reasonably necessary to make failing elements sound and capable of continuing to fulfil their intended functions” (Paragraph 118).

“Evidential value, historical values and some aesthetic values, especially artistic ones, are dependent upon a place retaining (to varying degrees) the actual fabric that has been handed down from the past; but authenticity lies in whatever most truthfully reflects and embodies the values attached to the place (Principle 4.3). It can therefore relate to, for example, design or function, as well as fabric. Design values, particularly those associated with landscapes or buildings, may be harmed by losses resulting from disaster or physical decay, or through ill-considered alteration or accretion” (Paragraph 91).

‘Masonry Decay: Dealing with the Erosion of Sandstone’ (Historic Scotland, 2005) states:

“Four main considerations need to be borne in mind when deciding to replace masonry. These are:

● 
Authenticity: Would retention of original stone preserve the building’s integrity and character?

● 
Aesthetic: Does the appearance of the building depend on architectural completeness, or on revealing the marks of time?

● 
Structural: Is there real concern about safety, collapse or serious failure?

● 
Functional: Is the building performing in the way it was designed?

… as a general rule the selective replacement of eroded stones should be all that is required. Each wall-face should be structurally sound and effective in stopping concentrations of water from getting into the building. The primary consideration should be to replace eroded stones that were originally designed to throw water off the face of buildings, but no longer do so. That way, the maximum benefit for the costs involved will be achieved.

… problems can emerge unless replacement stone accurately matches the properties of the original.  These can include changes in colour and performance, localised erosion, and difficulties in trying to copy the original appearance left by the mason’s tools”.

The Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio consultants; subject to public consultation) states:

“Stone cleaning: All stone cleaning techniques have an inherent risk of damaging the stone and must be selected and executed with care. 

Cleaning may sometimes be desirable to prevent the harm caused by corrosive dirt or to reveal where problems are hidden by encrustations. However, cleaning is less justifiable for aesthetic reasons alone, and consideration must be given to its impact on the historic character of the building (e.g. loss of 'the patina of age'). 

… Cleaning with water and bristle brushes is the simplest method, although water cleaning can lead to saturation of the walls. 

… Prior to cleaning, a sample panel(s) in an unobtrusive location should be prepared to ascertain the suitability of the technique and the effect on the fabric, character and appearance of the building.”

The Conservation, Repair and Management of War Memorials (English Heritage/War Memorials Trust, 2014) states:

“Reasons for cleaning - Cleaning is a complex issue. It involves both aesthetic and technical considerations and should be viewed as a major intervention … As a general rule, memorials should be cleaned primarily for technical reasons – for example to remove soiling which is causing damage to the historic material or to allow further treatment to be carried out. The aim of cleaning is not to return the memorial to a ‘like new’ appearance, but to safely remove particulate deposits, staining and biological growths … However, even quite gentle regular cleaning of stonework can result in increased exposure of the surface pores of the stone; this provides a suitable location for pollutants to collect and biological growth to take root. As a result, the memorial gets dirtier more quickly and a more frequent cycle of cleaning can become established”.

In my opinion and mindful of the re-assurance of agents (and absence of technical comment from the historic amenity societies), the proposals are acceptable. 

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duty at section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage asset (NPPF paragraph 132) and in consideration to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy, I would recommend that listed building consent be granted.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent is granted.


