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	Date Inspected:
	5/10/18 and 10/01/19
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	CONDITION DISCHARGE

	


	Development Description:
	Discharge of condition 2 (lime render and limewash), 3 (traditional wall cover), 5 (specifications of traditional wall cover) from planning permission 3/2018/0336.

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

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	N/A

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LAAS, SPAB, CBA, AMS
	

	LAAS:
This building is included in the Lancashire Historic Environment Record as PRN18218. This entry is, however, limited to the Listed Building description. No further information or advice to offer.

SPAB:

Do not wish to object but comments. 

Removal of the render has revealed significant information re: buildings adaptation and alterations over time. However, important to understand when and why these alterations have taken place as this will determine their relative significance when assessing the overall heritage values of the property – an assessment by a building archaeologist or experienced conservation architect, surveyor or consultant would have been useful. It is also unfortunate that neither this or the earlier listed building application for removal of the render include full floor plans of the house to try and better understand the phasing and development of the building and SPAB refer RVBC to paragraph 189 of the NPPF.

Understand that stable to the northeast end was converted to residential accommodation in the late C20th. Judging by the quoins to the straight joint between the farmhouse and stable/barn, it appears that the farmhouse pre-dates the stable/barn and the change from deeper to shallower stones from first floor suggests the original farmhouse may have been single storey or raised from one and a half to two stories when re-roofed in slate. Quoin stones are missing at the abutment at first floor level and towards the eaves, that at first floor is likely to tie the stable/barn into the farmhouse, whilst towards the eaves the upper quoin may be the line of the original house eaves.

Surface finish - the semi-dressed coursed stones to the farmhouse were originally intended to be exposed with the render finish applied to cover later alterations. The random rubble stonework to the stable/barn however suggests this would have originally had some form of render finish and it is also possible that the original farmhouse may have acquired a flush pointed and lime wash finish or

similar when the barn was erected, rather than the retaining the exposed stone and there is the

suggestion of an earlier finish on a number of stones in the close up photograph of the window.

Two door surrounds - appear later than the windows and are likely to be from the period of the building’s conversion to two cottages. SPAB note that these surrounds are slightly proud of the wall surface when compared with the window surrounds suggesting there was a thin render finish at this point. SPAB would therefore recommend more careful examination of the building to determine if reinstatement of a render finish is appropriate as previously agreed.

Photographs - the existing walls may well have voids behind which will need to be packed and pointed as part of any re-pointing and/or re-rendering. The right mortar mix, choice of lime and finish will be important and will need to be agreed in advance of any work taking place.

(7 March 2019) Additional information. Further to 5/2/19 comments :

Additional photographs - agree that the later proud heads to the door surrounds are a result of the building work rather than set forward to take a render finish.

Cannot find building record but indicated that there is no evidence to suggest that either the original house or its extensions were rendered historically. Agree that coursed and dressed stone to the original farmhouse was meant to be exposed. However, undergone a number of changes and alterations and as is not uncommon a render may have been applied during one of these phases to either hide changes to fenestration or changes to masonry. The poorer quality of rubble stonework to the barn is likely to have had some form of finish for this reason. This may not though have been a full render, but as previously suggested very flush pointing with a number of layers of limewash to hide the stonework. It is possible that this limewash finish was continued across to the face of the farmhouse or at least the window and door surrounds evidenced by what appear to be flecks of limewash on the window surround. 

As the applicant suggests there is no definitive evidence of a render finish, experience of similar buildings however suggests that the barn at least is likely to have had some form of finish beyond just being pointed. It is important to understand how and why different masonry would have originally been finished, although the finish to the barn may itself have been lost prior to the most recent re-rendering as part of the conversion of the barn. 

(14/3/19 following receipt of building record) Note 'not believed that the north-east end of the building was rendered historically. In the district, small agricultural buildings such as this one, of random stone construction, are very typically left with exposed masonry' and the further comment in the conclusion that 'the tradition of vernacular buildings in the district having exposed stonework (in contrast to some areas of the country, such as upland Cumbria)'. 
The tradition of render relates to status and quality of stonework as much as location and is a tradition across Cumbria, large areas of the Yorkshire Dales. However it principally relates to the residential element of the building and not necessarily the agricultural buildings, although as previously observed a limewash finish can be extended across both particularly when there has been some adaptation and alteration. 

Acknowledge that tradition can vary however depending on location and type of stone used and looking again at the detailed photographs of the stable the stonework is in fact semi-coursed rather than completely random. 
There remains the matter of a limewash finish to the window surrounds, however with the additional information and justification provided SPAB would concur with the observation that there is no evidence of a render finish to the house or stable and do not wish to object to the proposals.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Site notice displayed, 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



	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DISCHARGE OF CONDITION:

	The application seeks to discharge conditions 2 (lime render and limewash), 3 (traditional wall cover) and 5 (specifications of traditional wall cover)  of application 3/2018/0336.
The building record submitted February 2019 identifies:

“17th century, two-unit house with rear outshut, which was divided into two cottages and extended by the addition of a stable around 1900, but all parts now form a single dwelling”.

“The Ordnance Survey’s 1848 1:10560 map shows it with an L-shaped plan, implying the present rear

outshut is of two phases”

“The Ordnance Survey’s 1:2500 map of 1894 depicts the house as square on plan, with small outbuildings at the north-east end, while the revised edition of 1912 shows that it has been subdivided into two and extended to the north-east, by a main block with a rear outshut. The building was known as Crabtree Cottages for much of the 20th century, and is believed to

have been owned by the Crabtree family, who operated a horse-drawn transport company”.

“Pre-application planning advice was provided in 1963 (ref 6/10/1211), and existing plans and elevation drawings submitted at that time show an arrangement of two dwellings, with “barn” (probably a disused stable) at the north-east end. Each cottage had a living room with its own front door, a kitchen within the rear outshut, and two bedrooms, while their WCs were located to the

rear on the ground floor”.

“The modern render which coated the house until 2018 is not believed to have any historical precedent. Render is not locally common on vernacular buildings, and no traces of any lime render were observed during the present survey, or reported by the owners or contractors. However, some traces of limewash and paint are visible on window surrounds to the front elevation; limewash was

sometimes applied historically, but was by no means a standard treatment for stone-built vernacular houses in the district”.

“The original windows to the front all have plain, double chamfered surrounds with plain chamfered mullions, but only one, the two-light fire window at the right-hand end (W3), survives intact (though the first floor opening above it (W6) is altered only in the replacement of its lintel and damage to its sill, ca.1963). The four other front windows (W1, W2, W4, W5) were previously of four lights, but have each lost at least one light, although mullions have been left in place as jambs, and parts of their lintels remain. On the ground floor this change was necessitated by the insertion of the two new doorways (ca.1900), and it is presumed that those on the first floor were also narrowed at the same date, so as to match”.

“The left-hand windows (W1 and W4) had lost their two remaining mullions before the 1963 alterations, but those to W1, together with the lintel, were replaced with new in the 2010s”.

“The north-east end of the building was converted in the 1960s from a stable or barn, with hayloft on the first floor, to form part of the domestic accommodation. In the front of the building this involved the bricking-up of the front doorway and the insertion of two large, two-light windows (W7 and W8); the new ground floor window replaced a narrower one close to the doorway, which has left little visible trace, but it is shown on the 1963 plans. In the gable, a small first floor forking hole was lost and four new windows inserted (W12-W15), while at the rear, a window was bricked up. The small rear outshut was not altered externally”.



	Condition 2: (possible lime render and limewash)
This permission shall be implemented in accordance with the proposal as amended by letter received on the 17 May 2018 confirming acceptance to 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.

Reason:  For the avoidance of doubt since the proposal was the subject of agreed amendments.

Information condition. Note suggested – evidence does not suggest that a uniform covering of the wall was the historic form.



	Condition 3: (assessment of need for traditional wall cover)
An assessment of the need for a traditional wall cover application shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority within six months of the commencement of render removal.

Any necessary application of a traditional wall cover shall be implemented within twelve months of the commencement of render removal.

Reason :  In order to safeguard the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building. The application of lime renders, limewashes etc to walling is part of the vernacular for aesthetic (e.g. to give a more prestigious appearance to random rubble walling) and weatherproofing reasons.

Condition discharge recommended – assessment suggests there is no need for a traditional wall cover.

	Condition 5: (specifications of traditional wall cover)

Precise specifications of any necessary traditional wall cover shall have been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority before its use in the proposed works.

Reason :  In order to safeguard the special architectural and historic interest and significance of the listed building.

Condition discharge recommended – assessment suggests there is no need for specifications of a traditional wall cover.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That conditions 3 and 5 be fully discharged as detailed above.


