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	Date Inspected:
	28 November 2017
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	External repointing using lime mortar, internal re-plastering using lime plaster, replacement of lead flashings to chimney stacks, replacement of damaged stone flags on front and rear roof pitches, removal of part of ridge beam above 29 Windy Street and replacement with new timber.

	Site Address/Location:
	Brabins Almshouses 29-33 Windy Street Chipping Lancashire PR3 2GD

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LAAS:
	

	No comments received.

SPAB:

The photographs comprising part of this application help to illustrate the nature and extent of the problem of damp in this case. Whilst SPAB is saddened to see the existing condition of the building, it is greatly heartened to read that the applicant has engaged in pre-application discussions with the RVBC conservation specialist, and that the proposed scheme is to undertake repairs using traditional materials and methods. SPAB warmly welcome and support the proposals. 

The supporting information explains the reasons for the proposed repairs and demonstrates a good level of understanding of both the construction and behaviour of traditional buildings and materials. The proposal is to replaster and repoint using lime but no further details are given in respect of specifications. SPAB advise therefore that these details are discussed and agreed prior to determination of the application, or that RVBC request, via conditions, that this information is submitted and agreed in writing before development commences.

Once the inappropriate materials have been removed, SPAB strongly encourage that the building is given sufficient time to dry out and regain its natural equilibrium before it is repointed and replastered. SPAB would also encourage that lime putty is used in favour of NHLs given the ongoing concerns and emerging research in respect of the appropriateness of their use in some historic building contexts. Should RVBC or the agent wish to discuss any technical aspects of the proposed repairs (plaster, pointing, roofing, damp), or any aspect of SPAB advice, please do not hesitate to contact.
RVBC Countryside:

A Bat Survey Checklist on the property has been undertaken. Location and areas of the building subject to works identify that the proposed repair works will/should have required a bat survey.  Although pre-application advice identified the need for contact with Countryside Officers, the application has been received (and validated) without a bat survey.

Options:

Refuse the application (would the agent have grounds to appeal?);

An extension of time until the report has been submitted, or  

Condition the consent for a licenced ecologist to carry out a pre-commencement survey (as the agent has informally suggested in the submission) and ensure any necessary mitigation is undertaken (a condition is suggested).


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).
Chipping Conservation Area Appraisal

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

Pre-application has been sought. RVBC responded 28 November 2017:
“I note your initial diagnosis of the extensive damp at 29 Windy Street and initial proposals to repair the roof and replace non porous materials to the exterior and interior of the listed building. Whilst this work is likely to be supported by officers, it will require listed building consent from the Borough Council because of the possible impact upon the character of the listed building as a building of special architectural and historic interest (eg possible further loss of fabric resulting from the removal of well adhered cement pointing/render from historic stonework; the unknown extent of works to the timber ridge beam; the importance of sourcing matching materials in roof repair). 

For information, an extract from the Chipping Conservation Area Management Guidance ‘External Alterations’ is attached for information. 

The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings website, ‘Technical Qs and As’, may also be of interest.

http://www.spab.org.uk/advice/technical-q-as/
The Historic England advice ‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (February 2016) is of particular interest at Chapter 1 ‘Repair’.

https://www.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/making-changes-heritage-assets-advice-note-2/
It is recommended that you discuss any possible impact of works on protected species (bats) with David Hewitt or Alex Shutt, RVBC Countryside Officers, at an early stage”.

3/2013/0577 – Proposed erection of a heritage plaque to the front of the property. To be fixed to the wall using stainless steel rawlbolts that would be fixed into the mortar course so as not to damage the stonework. LBC granted 9 August 2013.

3/2010/0329 – Replacement of two first floor windows on the front elevation with new windows of the same style but double-glazed. LBC granted 22 June 2010.


	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

‘John Brabin's Almshouses, 29 and 33, Windy Street’ is a Grade II listed (13 February 1967) building prominently sited within Chipping Conservation Area. The list description identifies:

“2 cottages, formerly 3 almshouses, late C17th, altered. Sandstone rubble with stone slate roof … on the 1st floor, a sandstone plaque with moulded border carved 'JOHN BRABIN 1684'” (list description).
The site is also within the setting of ‘John Brabin’s Old School’, ‘St Mary’s Old School’, ‘Church of St Mary’ and ‘Presbytery of Church of St Mary’ (all Grade II).
The Chipping Conservation Area appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) identifies:

An Important View north eastwards from the front of the site; Buildings of Townscape Merit facing the front elevation; Important Trees at the boundary with St Mary’s Church (Townscape Appraisal map).
‘Historic layout and street pattern of Talbot Street and Windy Street’; ‘St Mary’s Church, churchyard, presbytery, former school and environs’; ‘Prevalent use of local stone as a building material’; ‘Architectural and historic interest of the conservation area’s buildings, including 24 listed buildings’; ‘Trees, particularly beside Chipping Brook and in the churchyards of St Bartholomew’s and St Mary’s Church’; ‘Historical association with John Brabin: grade II listed house, school and almshouses’. (Summary of special interest). 

‘The settlement has evolved along the two main thoroughfares through the village with, generally speaking, buildings fronting directly onto the street with rear gardens’ (General character and plan form).
‘John Brabin was a cloth merchant with a shop in the centre of the village who became a local benefactor, founding a school and charity by his will of 1683’ (Origins and historic development).

‘Interesting roofscape’; ‘Windy Street, as it runs south-west from the square, begins as a narrow enclosed route then widens outside nos. 29 &33 (John Brabin’s Almshouses) where, on the opposite side of the road, houses are set back from the road behind small front gardens. From here, a lane drops steeply down to a discreet out-of-the-way area around St Mary’s Roman Catholic Church, beside the brook. St Mary’s Church, Presbytery and Old School were built in 1827. Constructed with ashlar stone and Welsh slate roofs, they have a formal classical appearance quite different to the much earlier vernacular dwellings along Talbot Street and Windy Street. Tall trees overshadow a narrow graveyard and stone boundary wall, railings and a hedge add to the formality of the area’ (Townscape and settlement pattern).
‘Chipping Conservation Area is characterised by stone historic buildings of traditional construction dating mainly from the late 17th century to the early 19th century … The most interesting buildings from the 17th century are associated with John Brabin. Nos.20 & 22 Talbot Street, also known as John Brabin’s House, is inscribed I:B 1668. John Brabin was a London cloth merchant and dyer who died in 1683. He is also commemorated in no. 27 Windy Street (John Brabin’s Old School) and nos. 29 & 33 (John Brabin’s Almshouses)’ (Architectural and historic character).
‘The historic buildings of Chipping are almost exclusively built with local stone … The prevalent use of stone as a building material provides a cohesive and attractive townscape which is part of the village’s local identity … Stone roofing slates would once have been more prevalent but Welsh slate is now the most characteristic roofing material. John Brabin’s Almshouses are roofed entirely with stone slate and have stone slate canopies above the doors … One special characteristic of the conservation area are the attractive clay “castle” pots, which can be seen throughout the centre. Of note are the indented triangular tops to each pot. Together with the variety of roof material, stone and slate laid in a variety of courses, the pots contribute to a lively roofscape’ (Building methods, materials and local details).
‘Mains water only came to the village in 1913 and there are still two wells in the village: the Sally Well opposite the Sun Inn and a well of 1869 besides Brabin’s Old School’ (Local details and features).
‘Insensitive alterations to historic buildings spoiling the conservation area’s strong historic character and appearance’ (Weaknesses: The principal negative features of the Chipping Conservation Area).
‘The steps down to the well beside Brabin’s Old School, which have been patched with concrete, might be more sensitively repaired’ (Sites for development or enhancement).
‘Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details.  Many of the unlisted, and some of the listed, buildings in the conservation have been adversely affected by the use of inappropriate modern materials or details’ (Threats to the Chipping Conservation Area).



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

Listed building consent is sought for the removal of cement based pointing/‘slobbered’render and plaster and its replacement with lime based materials. The roof cover to No. 29 is proposed to be replaced (using as much of existing material as possible). Timber repairs are proposed to the ridge beam (wet rot). 
The submitted Design & Heritage Statement identifies:

“the issue is in the form of damp penetration primarily inside 29 Windy Street on the ground floor and in all rooms on the first floor”.

“the process of raking out the cement mortar will be done using hand tools and low impact tools only”.

“pockets forming behind the slobbered render itself, this is becoming a perfect place for water to ingress into the stonework … only necessary areas of the slobbered render will be removed”.



	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of other listed buildings and the character and appearance of Chipping Conservation Area:
In my opinion, the proposed works are the minimum necessary to ensure the proper preservation of the listed building and are acceptable. However, the information submitted is little changed to that provided at pre-application stage and I would suggest (mindful of the comments of SPAB) the attachment of conditions in this regard.
The following has been considered:

The Chipping Conservation Area Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio consultants, 2005; subject to public consultation) identifies:

“Roofs: The roof is nearly always a dominant feature of a building and the retention of its original structure, shape, pitch, cladding and ornament is important. Traditional roofing materials should be retained. New materials should match existing. When a roof is stripped it is important that as much as possible of the original covering is re-used, preferably on the visible slopes, with matching new materials on other slopes. 

Slates and tiles (general): Some slates and stone slates are laid to diminishing courses. The character of such roof coverings should not be damaged by a radical change in the range of slate sizes. The pattern and coursing of different roofing materials are distinctive features and should be retained and, where necessary, restored with matching materials. 

Stone roofing slates: Stone slate roofs are a fundamental part of the distinctive local character of vernacular buildings in Ribble Valley. The character of the roof is derived principally from the colour and texture of the stone slates, their size, thickness and roughness. They are often laid in courses diminishing in size from the eaves to the ridge.

Correct detailing of a roof – its pitch and the treatment of the eaves, valleys and ridges– not only creates the character of the roof but also ensures that the roof performs satisfactorily”.

“Stonework: Alterations to wall surfaces are usually the most damaging that can be made to the overall appearance of a historic building. Alterations or repairs to external elevations should respect historic fabric and match it in materials, texture, quality and colour. Stonework should not normally be rendered unless this was the original surface. It may be necessary to remove more recently applied render if this is damaging the surface beneath. A re-render in traditional materials would be appropriate if there is evidence of the original historic surface”.

“Pointing: The primary feature of a wall is the building material itself and the pointing should normally be visually subservient to it. In general, pointing that speaks louder than the walling material is inappropriate. Repointing should usually be no more than a repair - a repeat of the existing mix and appearance - except where the mix is inappropriate or damaging. 

Repointing of historic stone walls should be carried out using lime based mortar, which is compatible with the strength, porosity and texture of the stone and a close match to the original mortar. As a general principle, the mortar should be slightly weaker than the stone to allow the wall to ‘breathe’ and for moisture to evaporate through the joints and to discourage excessive moisture loss through the face of the stone – which would speed up the rate of decay. 

Any change in the character of the pointing can be visually and physically damaging. Historic pointing may survive wholly or in part and this should be preserved. Mechanical cutters should not be used to cut out old mortar because it makes the joints unacceptably wide, and may score the masonry”.
‘Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016) identifies: 

 “Original materials normally only need to be replaced when they have failed in their structural purpose. Repairing by re-using materials to match the original in substance, texture, quality and colour, helps maintain authenticity, ensures the repair is technically and visually compatible, minimises the use of new resources and reduces waste” (paragraph 11).

“Even when undertaking repair, care is needed to maintain the integrity of the asset … Re-pointing of historic mortar will normally leave the significance of the asset unaffected, provided the original mix and appearance is copied but care is often needed not to affect subtle changes in pointing. A change in the character of the pointing, or painting exposed surfaces including concrete, can be visually and physically damaging and is likely to require listed building consent” (paragraph 13).
‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, April 2008) states: 

“Repair necessary to sustain the heritage values of a significant place is normally 
desirable if: 

a. there is sufficient information comprehensively to understand the impacts of the proposals on the significance of the place; and 

b. the long term consequences of the proposals can, from experience, be demonstrated to be benign, or the proposals are designed not to prejudice alternative solutions in the future” (Paragraph 117). 

“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).
‘The SPAB Approach’ (Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, 2017) identifies:

“The SPAB Approach is based on the protection of ‘fabric’ — the material from which a building is constructed. A building’s fabric is the primary source from which knowledge and meaning can be drawn. Materials and construction methods embodied in building fabric illustrate changes in people’s ideas, tastes, skills and the relationship with their locality. Fabric also holds character and beauty; the surfaces, blemishes and undulations of old buildings speak of the passage of time and of lives lived. Wear and tear adds beautiful patination that new work can only acquire through the slow process of

ageing. Building fabric is precious. A concern for its protection helps ensure that the essence of an old building survives for future generations to appreciate” (page 8-9).
“Understanding: All conservation work involves decision-making. For these decisions to be well-considered, knowledge and understanding are essential. The SPAB Approach calls for an understanding of history, design and construction … Equally important is understanding of structural issues … Thought and investigation should precede any action” (page 11).

“Essential work only: The Society’s approach very often involves carefully considered inaction. Where no problems exist, or where a problem has no major effect on use or conservation, an old building is best left alone and simply enjoyed. Problems need to be tackled, but the Society encourages work which is no more – but no less – than is essential. Restricting work to these things helps ensure the maximum survival of historic fabric. As a secondary benefit it should also reduce effort and cost” (page 12).
‘Hydraulic lime production coming full circle?’ (Figuieredo C, Henry A and Holmes S in The Building Conservation Directory 2018) identifies:
“In addition to conservation professional’s and practitioner’s concerns that NHL mortars are too strong for most conservation applications, there have been reports of other problems such as leaching of lime, migration of salts into adjacent masonry and retention of moisture in masonry walls where NHLs have been used.

… The research, completed in October 2017, involved chemical and physical characterisation of 16 NHLs that were on the market in 2014.

… This demonstrates that not only is there significant variation in strength between limes from different manufacturers, but that even within an individual manufacturer’s product range, the NHL 2 binder may end up stronger than the NHL 3.5.

… These results throw up serious questions for people specifying and using NHLs. When selecting mortars for conservation (or indeed any purpose), to what extent can we rely on the classification printed on the bag to understand the likely long-term properties of an NHL mortar? Our research suggests not at all”. 

	Ecology:

I am mindful of the options suggested by RVBC Countryside and would suggest a pre-commencement condition in respect to bat survey/mitigation requirements.


	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 16, 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (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 conditionally.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be granted.


