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	Date Inspected:
	20/11/17 re:3/2017/1065
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Removal of the existing sand and cement render (resubmission of application 3/2017/1065).

	Site Address/Location:
	Crabtree Cottage Back Lane Wiswell BB7 9BU

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No representations received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	Historic amenity societies:
	

	Consulted, no representations received.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	No comments received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 

Wiswell Conservation Area Appraisal

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets



	Relevant Planning History:

No pre-application advice has been sought in respect to the proposed works.

3/2017/1065 - Removal of the existing sand and cement render and reapplication of new sand and cement render. LBC refused 14 December 2017 because “The proposed application of new sand and cement render is harmful to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building because this render will restrict evaporation from the fabric and accelerate its decay”.
3/2015/0315 – Proposed single storey extension to rear of existing dwelling. LBC granted 28 April 2015.

3/2015/0141 – Proposed single storey extension to rear of existing dwelling. PP granted 7 April 2015. 

3/2007/0159 – A new joist to be attached to wall by four rawlbolts to enable floor to be etended over former staircase. The works are considered necessary to render the area safe after removal of staircase and to maximise living space in area. LBC granted 16 April 2007.

3/2002/0251 – Small satellite dish on chimney stack. LBC granted 26 November 2002.

3/2002/0250 - Small satellite aerial mounted on chimney stack. PP granted 26 November 2002.

	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

‘Nos. 17 & 19 (Crabtree Cottages)’ is a Grade II listed (13 March 1986) “House, late C17, altered” (list description) prominently sited (with few other positively contributing elements in this part of the conservation area) within Wiswell Conservation Area.

The list description also identifies:

“Pebbledashed rubble … Windows have rendered double-chamfered surrounds”.

The Wiswell Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council 4 April 2007 following public consultation) identifies:

“Its buildings (listed and unlisted) of character and architectural interest”; “The homogeneity of the built environment, deriving from the use of locally quarried sandstone for the majority of the houses and their boundary walls” (Summary of special interest). 

“the use of concrete lintels instead of sandstone in some barn conversions” 

 (Weaknesses: The principal negative features of the Wiswell Conservation Area).

“Continuing loss of original architectural details and use of inappropriate modern materials or details” (Threats). 

The building is pebbledash rendered to the front and left side gable elevations and lined-out stucco rendered to the rear (part) and right hand gable elevations.

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The original development description was ‘Removal of the existing sand and cement render and reapplication of new sand and cement render’ (however, the submitted Heritage Statement clarifies that this application differs to the previous application in seeking to remove the render and leave the stone exposed). The submitted Heritage Statement identifies “the deterioration of the render is leading to water ingress into the building fabric which is leading to damage to structural elements of the building”.
The application refers to “the render requires renewing as a whole”. The applicant confirmed 4/6/18 that render removal proposals apply to all elevations.

The following correspondence has been undertaken:
(RVBC 10/05/18) “Rendering is a traditional treatment and the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings have previously commented on render removal proposals in the Ribble Valley:

“Looking at many early photographs and illustrations of buildings, many of them stand out bright in the landscape, suggesting a rendered and limewashed finish.  As a matter of interest, the removal of plaster and render goes back to the origins of the SPAB and the principles of conservation.  It was the stripping of plasterwork from the internal walls of churches in the late 19th century and their conjectural restoration that first concerned the likes of William Morris, Webb, Ruskin and others leading to the formation of the SPAB.  Our taste for exposed stonework as with the black and white appearance of timber framed buildings, has stayed with us from that period and it is important that we understand that this was not necessarily the original finish of the buildings”. 

I would therefore be grateful for the submission of the evidence supporting the application’s assertion that “it is concluded that the works are appropriate in respect of the historical appearance of the building”.

The application identifies that internal plasterwork  from the 1960s/70s is not ‘breathable’. Has its removal/replacement been considered?

I would also be grateful for the submission of the manufacturer’s technical  information concerning the proposed BBA Approved Sovereign Weather-chek Façade Cream”.

(Agent 17/05/18) “removing all of the internal plaster and replacing with a lime based or breathable product. This was briefly thought about but when working out the costs of at lest £90k to do this along with the upheaval of moving into rented accommodation while the works were carried out it is not at all practical or reasonable.

I have attached a copy of the manufactures data sheet for the external treatment. However, if you have a preferred alternative we are more than willing to use that”.

(RVBC 17/05/18) “In the scenario of approval being given to the removal of cement render, would you object to the imposition of a condition which requires a lime render and/or limewash to be reapplied (after the building has dried out) if it was obvious (e.g. condition/type of stonework) that a uniform covering of the wall was the historic form?”
(Agent 17/05/18) “happy for a condition such as this to be put on. Ultimately we do not want to be left with something that looks worse or as bad as what is there now and as you have probably found previously these types of works change and evolve as the layers are removed. This condition will give us flexibility needed for the works and obviously we would like to work closely with you as we start the works if you give approval”.

	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building and the character and appearance of Wiswell Conservation Area:

In my opinion and mindful that the existing render is resulting in water ingress and damage to structural elements, the careful removal of sand and cement render is acceptable in principle. Notwithstanding that the application states “the existing sand and cement render is to be removed using hand tools only”, it is suggested that sample panels of render removal will be important in deciding whether more harm is likely to be caused by removing render (particularly to window and door surrounds) than leaving it to degrade by itself.

I am also mindful of the applicant’s agreement to possible re-rendering (lime) and/or limewashing to maintain aesthetic significance. The list description hints at the quality of underlying stonework ‘Pebbledashed rubble’). 
‘Making changes to heritage assets’ (Historic England, 2016) identifies:

“Even when undertaking repair, care is needed to maintain the integrity of the asset. Some repair techniques, such as the use of cement-based mortars in place of softer lime, will affect the integrity of the existing building and cause permanent damage to the historic fabric, as well as being visually unsympathetic” (paragraph 13).
“The removal of hard renders may cause more damage to the significance of the building than retention … Such treatments are unlikely to be considered as repairs and would normally require listed building consent” (paragraph 14).

“Where it is proposed to remove more modern coverings that are harmful to the significance or the integrity of the building, appropriate materials will need to be introduced to ensure an authentic and/or suitably detailed finish is achieved” (paragraph 28).

The Wiswell Conservation Area Management Guidance  (The Conservation Studio consultants) identifies:

“Renders: The use of an impervious Portland cement render (and/or application of an impervious paint) in place of a traditional lime-based covering restricts evaporation. On buildings pre-dating about 1800, the original render is likely to have been of ordinary (non- hydraulic) lime or natural hydraulic lime that has a weak chemical set. After that time, the introduction of eminently hydraulic limes began a trend which culminated in the widespread use of cement. Lime-based renders provide a different aesthetic effect to cement-based renders. Although a range of finishes exists with each, the latter has a more uniform appearance, and corners and details are sharper and more defined. 

Weathering characteristics also differ. Cement renders often fail in patches and detach from the wall, whereas lime renders gradually erode back in a more even manner. 

On traditionally constructed buildings replacement renders should generally be a soft and porous lime render without the addition of cement. It is important that the render is applied by someone familiar with lime-based materials. A traditional limewash will normally be the most appropriate finish as the high water permeability will allow the walls to 'breathe'” (page 8-9).

The SPAB website Q & A’s identifies:

“Q. Why may a modern cement render be inappropriate for an old building? 
A. Because it is incompatible with the construction of most old buildings and can cause or accelerate serious decay. Modern buildings generally depend on an impervious outer layer and cavities to keep out moisture. By contrast, old buildings tend to rely on their permeable nature ('breathability') to allow water absorbed by the fabric to evaporate back out. 

The use of an impervious Portland cement render in place of a traditional lime-based covering restricts evaporation. Hairline cracks form due to the mortar being more rigid than the wall. These then draw in water that becomes trapped in the fabric”.

 “Q. Should the render be replaced once removed? 
A. Yes, it is generally a mistake not to replace render. There is a good chance that the building was rendered originally. Even if it was not, the rendering may have been applied at a later date as necessary protection against the weather. 

When a cement render has been removed, re-rendering should be delayed for a short period to allow drying out if the underlying fabric is saturated. Additionally, any areas of decayed backing must be made sound before the new render is applied to prevent its early failure”.
“Q. What should I replace the inappropriate cement render with? 
A. Generally a soft and porous lime render without the addition of cement. It is important that the render is applied by someone familiar with lime-based materials. The SPAB may be able to advise on suitable contractors or courses. 

While a non-hydraulic render may be appropriate in certain circumstances, in many cases a mix with a faster and harder set may be desirable. This can be achieved by adding pozzolans (materials such as dust from soft and low-fired bricks) or using a natural hydraulic lime without additives (strong hydraulic limes, however, should be avoided). Mixes with a hydraulic set may be used for patch repairing walls where appropriate cement renders can only be partially removed. Epoxy resins should be avoided”. 
“Q. What should I use to paint or treat the render? 
A. A traditional limewash will normally be most appropriate. The high water permeability will allow the walls to 'breathe'. 

As with cementitious renders, modern paint systems usually have a lower permeability and there is the risk of moisture becoming trapped. For a similar reason, the application of colourless water repellent solutions is also inadvisable”.
“Q. Will any further remedial action be necessary? 
A. Possibly. A wall previously covered with a cement render for some time is likely to have a high salt content. A new lime render may act like a poultice and initially draw the salts out. Areas of excessive salt loading can cause localised premature decay (particularly at the base of the wall). Some remedial re-rendering after a couple of years might be required”.



	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), in consideration to NPPF paragraph 17 (conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance), paragraph 60 (reinforce local distinctiveness) and paragraph 131 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) 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 approved.



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That Listed Building consent be granted.


