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	Date Inspected:
	10/01/19
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	APPROVAL

	


	Development Description:
	Application for Listed Building Consent for repairs to existing stonework and removal and replacement of windows, stone cills and mullions following the removal of existing render on Grade II Listed Building

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

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Fully support the application which will restore/develop the whole of this property. 

Most parts of the property can be brought back to a good as-built condition. The building methods which were adopted to combine the development into a single residence, probably about 60 years ago and using bricks under render at the right hand end of the property which was a stable, mean that restoring that part to an as-built condition would not be worthwhile. It is much preferable to bring that part to a design and standard which matches the original cottages in the left hand part of the property and produce a harmonious single unit. It should not be necessary to replace the render as this will not have been a feature of the original build.

Completing refurbishment of the property in this manner will enhance the visual amenity in the Wiswell Conservation Area.



	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	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.

C20th window openings - there is an opportunity to improve their detail and appearance. The introduction of intermediate stone mullions will potentially confuse the reading of the building, more defined timber mullions will respect the existing pattern and rhythm of the fenestration without being a pastiche.

(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.

LAAS:

The details of the structure as revealed by the removal of the render give a significant insight to the history of change and alteration of the building. No objection subject to the agreement of details with the RVBC conservation specialist. However, recommend formal record of the sections of the buildings to be impacted prior to the repair works starting. This should be in the form of a level 3

record, as set out in "Understanding Historic Buildings" (Historic England 2016).

(1 March 2019) In receipt of a record of the exterior of the building (February 2019). No longer necessary to include building recording condition.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	Letter received which makes the following points:

Development description wrongly worded - believe that the intention is to restore the whole building to the stone construction of original build. “Removal and replacement of windows, cills and mullions” – do not believe this is intended. Intention instead - remove modern brick and replace with stone to match remainder of the building and replace concrete lintels with stone.

Assuming this is correct, fully support.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

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

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.

3/2018/0336 - Removal of the existing sand and cement render and reapplication of new render. LBC granted 5 June 2018.
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 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”.


	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The application proposals have been questioned because little information was originally submitted in respect to the degree of intervention to the historic fabric and restoration proposals.
A Building Archaeologist’s report (28/2/19) identifies:

“The repairs proposed for the 17th century windows (1,3,5,6) are required due to the poor state of the stonework, for example because of cracking and delamination. These repairs would be carried out so as to match existing profiles as closely as possible. In the case of window 1, it is also proposed to restore the historic (non-original) three-light arrangement, by inserting new mullions to match those in the other front windows. This will restore the traditional appearance of this opening, though the new stonework will remain distinct on close inspection. These works would be executed using suitable stone and lime mortar and are all in the best interest of the building, as they would maintain its resistance to weathering with a minimum of intervention. 
The other repairs would involve the removal of 1960s brickwork and concrete (introduced when the building was made into a single dwelling and the domestic accommodation extended into the stable), principally to enhance the visual appearance of the historic building and the significance of the heritage asset, but also because localised repairs would in any case be necessary, and these materials do not integrate well into an otherwise traditionally-built structure. For the most part this would involve replacement with suitable stone, but a blocked doorway to the front of the former stable would be fitted with a false timber door, as a clear indication of the former opening’s function. New window frames would incorporate timber mullions, to remain distinct from the stone mullioned windows in the 17th century house. Evidence for former openings where stone dressings remain (forking hole in the north-east gable next to window 9; former window 13 in rear of stable; doorway and window in rear elevation close to window 16) would be preserved in these repairs”. 
The agent (28/2/19) identifies:

“Once the old cement render had been removed there where a number of areas that had been altered in the 1960’s. These consisted of the removal/alterations of historic openings and insertion of new openings. The works carried out where not sympathetic to the building and if left could result in further damage to the property 

… As part of the consultation for this application SPAB have been consulted. They have expressed that as part of the works we take the opportunity to improve the 1960’s windows “Finally turning to the C20th window openings there is an opportunity to improve their detail and appearance. Whilst the introduction of intermediate stone mullions will potentially confuse the reading of the building, more defined timber mullions will respect the existing pattern and rhythm of the fenestration without being a pastiche.”
Appreciate this constructive comment and have taken these comments on board, amending the

plans to reflect this request 

… In addition to the points raised above the planning authority have raised concern with regards to the repairs concerning the existing stone windows to the original property “I would also be grateful for further justification for the stone work replacement at Proposed Plan window 1 (stone mullion replacement), window 3 (would masons mortar and/or stone indent repairs suffice?) and window 6 (would masons mortar and/or stone indent repairs suffice?)”

The works to window one will replace a missing mullion. This stone mullion is structurally important to the fabric of the building and if the timber window was to become rotten could lead to catastrophic damage to be caused to the building. The works to this window has to be carried out to ensure the structure of the historic building is maintained. The works to the mullions on windows 3 and 6 is again a structural repair. The existing stone has failed largely due to the previous years of neglect and poor repairs carried out by previous owners”.

There have been concerns (RVBC and SPAB) at the type and use of mortar following render removal. The agent forwarded the Building Archaeologist’s opinion on 13 March 2019:

“I see no problems with the new pointing at Crabtree Cottage.  While I was carrying out my survey the contractor was using a lime/sand/grit mix, with no cement.  The flush or slightly recessed finish is appropriate for the rubble walls, which present an uneven plane.  A more refined finish would not suit the building's vernacular nature, particularly to the stable end.  With time and weather, the fresh mortar should also tone down slightly”.



	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building and the character and appearance of Wiswell Conservation Area:
In general, the proposed works have now been clarified and justified and are in large part necessary to ensure the preservation of the listed building. 

The revised plans of 6 February 2019 indicate ‘new stone heads and cills to match the existing barn element of the property’. However, what are the existing heads and cills in the barn element? A condition is suggested in this regard.

It is noted that mullions to window 1 are not to the original pattern (1900 pattern?). This is considered acceptable mindful of the comments of the Building Archaeologist and SPAB.



	

	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 and in consideration to NPPF (2018) and Key Statement EN5 and EN2 and Policies DME4, DMG1 and DMG2 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy it is recommended that listed building consent be granted.



	RECOMMENDATION:
	That listed building consent be granted subject to conditions.


