
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2005/0723/P

	Development Proposed:
	TO CARRY OUT INTERNAL ALTERATIONS, 

A)
REMOVAL OF FIREPLACE AND WALL, RETAIN FIREPLACE FOR REUSE

B) 
REMOVAL OF GLAZED SCREEN AT HIGH LEVEL, 

C) 
OPENING UP OF FIREPLACE

D)
MAKING SAFE OF COBBLE STONE FORECOURT AT THE TALBOT ARMS, TALBOT STREET, CHIPPING

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Chipping Parish Council and majority of villagers very worried about ‘making safe of cobble stone forecourt’.  A large stack of concrete setts have been delivered.

Existing cobbles need to be re-set into sand (historically and aesthetically correct and better drainage of rainwater flows).  Previous cobbles in village re-set in concrete look ugly/bad drainage.

Chipping previously winner/runner-up in Britain’s Best Kept Village Competition.  Last five years have come no-where – judge attribute failure to condition of Talbot Hotel barn.

Hopes that cobbles in front of barn will also be included in plans.  Also that barn will be tidied up, drainage pipes replaced and wood work painted and the horrible sign on barn door removed. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not wish to comment in detail but offer general observations.  No justification presented for the need to make safe the cobble stone forecourt – concern.  If any work to this important element should be clearly specified and carried out by competent craftsmen to a good conservation standard as a condition of approval.

Address this issue and determine application in accordance with national and local policy and on basis of your specialist conservation advice.  Checklist of information for notification to Government Office North West provided.



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	Letter received from resident of 7 Windy Street, Chipping which makes the following points:

1.
Would prefer forecourt to be left as it is.  Part of the charm of the cobbles lies in the fact they are not even.  Not altered in living memory.  Only weed killer required.  Concrete could be on the agenda – would cause flooding at post office (suffered in past) as natural drainage afforded by cobbles lost.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Joint Lancashire Structure Plan – Policy 21.

Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘The Retention of Public Houses in Rural Areas’.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposals would result in significant loss of historic fabric and the disruption of plan form.  This is contrary to Policy ENV19 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy 21 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.   



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The Talbot Hotel is a grade II listed public house of 1779 in a prominent position at the core of Chipping Conservation Area.  Most of the properties opposite and adjacent, including the stable and barn to the south west of the Talbot Hotel, are also listed buildings.  The draft conservation area appraisal (The Conservation Studio, 2005) for Chipping includes amongst the summary of special interest ‘The open areas in front of the Sun Inn and the Talbot Hotel’ and ‘Areas of historic stone floorscape’.  It is also suggested that the Talbot may once have been a farmhouse (page 7) and probably has earlier origins than 1779 (page 8).  It is suggested in respect to cobbled surfaces generally that ‘The surfaces shall be protected and repaired as necessary, using traditional techniques and materials’ (page 10).  Amongst the principle negative features of the Conservation Area is the ‘Neglected appearance of the vacant Talbot Hotel, front and rear, to the detriment of the Conservation Area’ (page 11).  

Site meetings were held with the agents in late July and early August 2005 in respect of proposed works to the hotel, the barn and the site in general.  A letter (10 August 2005) opined that officer support would not be forthcoming in respect of works now forming the current application.

In 1991 planning permission and listed building consent (91/26 and 91/25) were granted for internal alterations and vestibule and family extension.  The Borough Council sought revisions to the scheme including retention of the bar serving hatch and the reduction in size of proposed openings between lounge and pool room to hatch/window type openings (this wall now subject of proposed ‘double side fire’ and other unspecified work ie wall width reduction apparently shown on proposed plan).  Approved works included removal of the main stairs, part wall demolition ie lounge – corridor, lounge – poolroom, poolroom – spirit store and spirit store – coach house, removal of two rear glazing bar sash windows and infilling or reduction in size of opening, and reduction in size of another window opening, demolition of doorway/former window opening.  

In my opinion the works would have a detrimental impact upon the character of the listed building.  The works undertaken in 1991 (in particular the removal of the main stairway) impacted upon the distinct plan form of the building.  The works now proposed include items negotiated out of the 1991 scheme (bar servery; openings between lounge and former pool room).  In addition the demolition of the wall/fireplace between proposed bar and snug represents further break-up of the 18th century double – pile planform. I am mindful of the justification presented by the agents for this latter item but following discussions with RVBC Environmental Health and based on the information presented, do not believe the works to be essential.

I am mindful of the comments received in respect of proposed works to the cobbles.  A telephone conversation with the agent (14 September 2005) suggested that works would address the ‘compensation culture’.  However, it is my understanding that listed building consent is not required for works to historic floorscapes unless they can be defined as objects/structures within the curtilage. Pre-application negotiation did result in the applicants wishing to retain the cobbles in a safe form, rather than removing and replacing them with secondhand stone setts.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














