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1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY 
1.1. The application site is located within Burdrop, a small settlement which forms part of the Sibford Gower/Ferris village grouping. The site is in two parts lying immediately adjacent to The Pheasant Pluckers Inn (formerly known as the ‘Bishop Blaize’) and the principal site is located within the current car park of the public house. Immediately to the west of the application site is the former bottle store which is attached to the public house and is now in use as a holiday let. Immediately to the east of the site lies the vehicle access to the car park.
1.2. The site lies within the Sibford and Burdrop Conservation Area, the public house is identified as a Locally Significant Asset within the Conservation Area Appraisal and there is a number of grade II listed buildings within the vicinity of the site. To the south of the site, beyond the car park and the pub garden the land drops away into the valley known as the Sibford Gap.  
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
2.1. The application proposes a new dwelling within the existing planning unit of the Pheasant Pluckers Inn. The proposed dwelling is a one and a half storey building comprising a lounge and kitchen downstairs and two bedrooms and two bathrooms upstairs. The building is proposed to be attached to the rear of the existing holiday let and will be sited within the existing public house car park. Two car parking spaces are provided for the cottage at space 18 and 20 shown on the block plan. The proposed dwelling will be constructed in local stone to the elevations and the roof to be covered in natural welsh slate. 
2.2. In addition, the application also proposes the siting of a garden shed on land to the south-west of the public house. 
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
3.1. 06/01697/F – Change of use from licensed premises to dwelling house. REFUSED 6 October 2006.
3.2. 07/00630/F – Resubmission of 06/01697/F – change of use from licensed premises into dwelling house. RFUSED 29 June 2007
3.3. 09/01257/F – alterations and extensions to barn to provide 4no. ensuite letting rooms. WITHDRAWN
3.4. 09/01557/F – change of use from closed public house to dwelling. WITHDRAWN
3.5. 12/00011/CLUE – Certificate of lawful use existing. Use as single dwelling house. REFUSED. 15 February 2012
3.6. 12/00678/F – Change of use of a vacant public house to C3 residential (as amended by site location plan received 18.07.12). REFUSED. 20 July 2012. APPEAL DISMISSED. 13 August 2013.
3.7. 13/00116/F – RETROSPECTIVE – New roof to barn; 3 number rooflights and door installed to the upper floor. APPROVED. 21 March 2013
3.8. 13/00781/F – Change of use of a redundant barn/store into a 1 bedroom self contained holiday letting cottage. NON DETERMINATION APPEAL. ALLOWED 17 February 2014. This application went to Committee on the 3rd October 2013 and members resolved that if they had the opportunity to determine the application, it would have granted planning permission.
3.9. 13/00808/CLUE – Certificate of lawful use existing – change of use from A4 to A1. REFUSED. 12 July 2013.
3.10. 13/01511/CLUE – Certificate of lawful use existing – A1 use for the sale of wood burning stoves and fireside accessories. NOT PRECEEDED WITH APPLICATION RETURNED
3.11. 14/01388/CLUP – Certificate of lawful use proposed – change of use from A4 to A1. REFSUED. 14 October 2014. APPEAL DISMISSED
3.12. 15/01103/F – Removal of conditions 3 and 4 of planning permission 13/00781/F to allow occupation of holiday let cottage as a separate dwelling. REFUSED. 18 August 2015. APPEAL DISMISSED
4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS

4.1. No pre-application discussions have taken place regarding this proposal. 
5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY

5.1. This application has been publicised by way of a site notice displayed near the site, a publication in the local press and letters have been sent to neighbouring properties.
5.2. 17 letters of objection have been received by members of the local community including the Bishop Blaize Support Group (BBSG) who have  raised the following comments (which are representative of the concerns raised as a whole):
· Concerns that this application is very similar to a previous application, 09/01275/F, which sought conversion of the store building and an extension to provide 4 letting rooms. This application was withdrawn as the Local Planning Authority had reservations regarding the scheme. It is the view of BBSG that these issues have not been addressed.
· The Local Planning Authority had reservations regarding the scale and design of the building, impact on the conservation area and listed buildings and the application was not supported by any financial justification to illustrate that the proposed holiday lets would support the existing business. This application has not been supported by financial information to illustrate how this proposed use would support the existing business.
· The proposal will affect the setting of the adjoining listed building and character and appearance of the conservation area.
· In 2014 the existing storage building which lies adjacent to the public house was converted to a holiday let and retrospective permission was granted on 17th February 2014, by a non-determination appeal.
· The application proposes a two storey cottage, within the description of development there is no mention of a holiday let. Furthermore, the applicant applied to remove the conditions which restricted the use of the existing holiday let last year and this was refused by the Local Planning Authority and upheld by the Planning Inspector. 
· The application advises that the proposal will support the long term viability and sustainability of the public house. However, the pub is currently not considered to be trading and is only open on Sundays for lunch.

· Parking – much of the car park is currently occupied by a large caravan and un-cleared ground. It is important that the pub maintains the car park due to its rural location as patrons are likely to drive to the site. Furthermore, the location of the pub does not allow for other parking in the street. The car park is considered insufficient to serve a public house and an additional unit of accommodation. The viability of the pub will be affected by the loss of the car park.
· The Garden Shed – The shed is considered to be an eyesore within the open countryside. The application for the shed should be treated as separately from the proposed cottage.

· The Bishop Blaize was an excellent village pub and offered a welcoming and friendly village atmosphere for the village residents. The village would lose an important service if it was to close.
· This application is another attempt to close the pub and turn it into a residential dwelling. The pub has been open on occasion and they continue to live on the premises. The occupation of the pub accommodation can only take place if the public house is open. 

· The height of the roof of the proposed building would be higher than the roof of the public house. There are no dimensions of the plans. Where is the car parking for the residents? The cottage upper floor windows would overlook neighbouring properties.
· A number of questions have been received on the exact proposed use for the residential dwelling; is it to be a unit which provides accommodation alongside the public house or an independent unit of accommodation.
· The public house and its associated car park have been identified as an Asset of Community Value (ACV). This has identified the public house as an important village asset.

· The proposed dwelling would be adversely affected by its close proximity to the public house use in terms of noise and disturbance which could potential harm the viability and trading potential of the public house.
6. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION
6.1. Below is a summary of the consultation responses received at the time of writing this report. Responses are available to view in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.
PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL

6.2. SIBFORD GOWER PARISH COUNCIL: Object
The development proposed is on the car park of the former public house, which is an intrinsic part of the public house. It has been recognised that the car park is essential to the future opening of the public house, since without it the pub would find it difficult to attract business from a wider area. 

The car park lies at the centre of the conservation area between two villages of Sibford Gower and Sibford ferris in a prominent position. The proposed building is within the Sibfords Conservation Area, it does not satisfy the legal requirement ‘to preserve or enhance the character of the conservation area’. Indeed the conservation plan for the Sibfords published in 2012 by CDC identified Sibford Gap between the two villages as an essential feature to be protected against all intrusion on ‘the inherent visual aesthetic of the Sib valley’ and warned that housing infill and settlement building creep should be resisted.

The plans are inadequate, and appear to be almost identical with the previous application of 2009 (09/01275/F), which was withdrawn as a result of the opposition of the Cherwell Conservation Officer on the grounds that it would affect the setting of the adjacent Listed building and affect the character and appearance of the conservation area. The size and height of the new proposal would have a significant impact on this. 

A number of earlier historic applications to build in the Sibford Gap had already been refused for similar reasons.

There is no indication of the purpose of the proposed building in relation to the designated use of the property as a public house. We believe that the property is not in fact opening as a public house, as required by the court decision of 29th September 2014. 

The retrospective application for the siting of a garden shed is a separate issue and should be the subject of a separate application.

6.3. SIBFORD FERRIS PARISH COUNCIL: Object to the proposed cottage. No objection to the shed
As this property is highly visible from the parish of Sibford Ferris, the parish council would like to make comment on the application.

· The parish council has no objection to the application for the siting of a shed.

However, with regard to the application for a new two-storey cottage, the parish council would like to make the following observations:

· The proposed cottage would be considerably higher than the public house and ancillary buildings directly adjacent to it, and would be highly visible from public rights of way and properties to the south (C31 In existing and proposed residential areas, any development which is not compatible with the residential character of the area, or would cause an unacceptable level of nuisance or visual intrusion, will not normally be permitted).

· There are no dimensions for the property visible on the plans and the main finishing materials have not been declared, but, from the information available, the parish council does not believe the design is in keeping with those around it (C31, C30 Design control will be exercised to ensure that the new housing development is compatible with the appearance, character, layout, scale and density of existing dwellings in the vicinity).

· Its construction would involve the demolition of a feature stone wall which would adversely affect the street scene, in the view of the parish council (C23 There will be a presumption in favour of retaining buildings, walls, trees or other features which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area).

· The entrance to the cottage would be across land not in the ownership of the applicant according to the Land Registry document included in the application.

· Construction of a cottage in the car park to the public house would remove parking spaces from the public house which, in the view of the parish council, would be detrimental to its future viability.

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.4. CDC ECOLOGY: No objections.
I do not have any objections on ecological grounds. The site is currently not on a habitat of ecological importance. The new building will adjoin a current outbuilding but this has fairly recently had a new roof and does not have an above average chance of supporting bats even though they are reported to use adjacent buildings. There are records of swifts nesting in a neighbouring dwelling and as they are colonial nesters this increases the chances of them using the buildings here and being affected by the work. I would recommend attachment of an informative on swifts and bats to ensure the applicant is aware of the law in both regards.
6.5. CDC ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION OFFICER: Comments
Potential issues are noise and disturbance from patrons arriving and departing as the proposed development (2 storey cottage) is in the car park of the public house.  I’ve not visited the site so don’t know if there are any other noise sources on site such as kitchen extract equipment or refrigeration plant that might impact on the proposed development.

There is mention in the supporting statement about an existing holiday cottage. Examples are also given in the additional information about other similar premises that have provided letting facilities in terms of letting rooms rather than a self-contained cottage.  

In view of the potential impact of noise from  the public house on the proposed development it is recommended that any such development, if approved, should be tied to the public house and used only as short term holiday lets or as letting rooms.  Conversely there are also the potential impacts on the ability of the public house to develop without unreasonable restrictions being imposed as a result of the proposed development being present if approved, contrary to paragraph 123 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  

6.6. OCC ARCHAEOLOGY: No archaeological constraints to this scheme
6.7. CDC CONSERVATION: Objections
The Bishop Blaize Public House is a significant building within the vernacular tradition of the area. It is also a visually significant building being located on the lip of the valley. This significance is enhanced by its slight physical separation from the neighbouring buildings. The public house complex is considered to be a non-designated heritage asset and is located within the Sibford Gower conservation area.

The proposal is for a building which is outside the vernacular tradition of the area. The physical form of the building does not replicate that of an historic ancillary building. The proposed openings are in an alien location and destroy any notion that this might possibly be a building with any historic context. The presence of an additional building in this location also ties back the public house to the settlement and therefore degrades the significance of the building by destroying the visual interest of the original complex. The result is degradation of the significance of the appearance and character of the streetscape and therefore that of the conservation area.

No coherent financial argument specifically relating to this set of buildings as to why additional accommodation is required is presented.

Recommend that this application is refused.

NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.8. Non received to date

7. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE

7.1. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

7.2. The Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 - Part 1 was formally adopted by Cherwell District Council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning policy framework for the District to 2031.  The Local Plan 2011-2031 – Part 1 replaced a number of the ‘saved’ policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though many of its policies are retained and remain part of the development plan. The relevant planning policies of Cherwell District’s statutory Development Plan are set out below:

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011 - 2031 PART 1 (CLP 2031 Part 1)

· PSD1 – Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development
· SLE3 – Supporting Tourism Growth
· BSC1 – District Wide Housing Distribution

· BSC2 – The Effective and Efficient use of Land

· ESD 3 – Sustainable Construction
· ESD13 – Local Landscape Protection and Enhancement
· ESD15 - The Character of the Built and Historic Environment

· Policy Villages 1 – Category A village
CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 1996 SAVED POLICIES (CLP 1996) 
· S29 – Retention of village services

· C28 – Layout, design and external appearance of new development

· C30 – Design control
· C33 –Protection of important gaps
7.3. Other Material Planning Considerations

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

· Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

8. APPRAISAL

8.1. The key issues for consideration in this case are:

· Principle of residential development
· Design and impact on character of the area

· Impact on Historic Environment

· Impact on the trading potential of the public house and viability

· Residential amenity
· The proposed storage shed
Principle of development
8.2. The site of the proposed dwelling is within a Category A village, as allocated in Policy Villages 1 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031. This policy allows for some limited residential development within the built up limits of villages and separates villages into three categories of sustainability depending on the level of services within the village. Within Category A villages residential development is restricted to minor development, infilling and conversions. The site of the proposal is considered to be located within the built up limits of the village of Sibford Gower/Sibford Ferris. 

8.3. This part of the village does in my opinion comprise a continuous built up frontage running along the street through Burdrop from The Red House, passing Carrier’s Cottage and Barn Close to the Pheasant Pluckers Inn. The existing built frontage in this part of Burdrop continues along the street in this location with buildings fronting the street up to the west end elevation of Barn Close and then a stone wall along the frontage of the public house car park and the land then drops down to the level of the holiday let cottage and the public house. Therefore, it is considered in this case that the site of the proposed dwelling is an infill gap within this part of Burdrop which lies within an otherwise continuous frontage. 
8.4. However Paragraph C.264 of the Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1 makes clear that “not all infill gaps will be suitable for development”. When assessing infill development within villages, consideration must be had as to the appropriateness of the development in terms of its scale, form and siting and impact on the character and appearance of the village and the surrounding countryside. This, and other material considerations, are dealt with below.

Design and Impact on Character of the Area

8.5. Policy ESD 15 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1 seeks to ensure that new development contributes positively to an areas character and identity by creating or reinforcing local distinctiveness and respecting local topography and landscape features including skylines and views in particular within designated areas, such as conservation area. Policy C30 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996 seeks to ensure that the scale, appearance, character, layout and density of new development is compatible with existing development and ensures a suitable standard of residential amenity. 
8.6. The site of the proposal currently sits within the car park of the public house, and sits on the very edge of the village. Due to the lower levels of the land where the public house and the holiday let sit and the gradual slope of the application site, currently the public house is not a prominent feature within the street scene and therefore open views of the wider countryside can be achieved from the green opposite the application site. These views are only slightly restricted by the roof of the public house and the existing stone boundary wall, and over these existing features open views can be enjoyed to the south and west. The proposed new dwelling would sit on a higher ground level than the public house and holiday let and would therefore be 2.5 metres taller. The proposed dwelling would in my opinion be of a scale and siting which would not be considered to respect the scale and siting of surrounding development and would therefore be a prominent and incongruous feature within the street scene which would restrict open countryside views from within the village conservation area, and for these reasons the development of this plot for a single dwelling would not be considered to be appropriate infill and would be contrary to Policy Villages 1 and ESD 15 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1 and saved Policies C28, C30 and C33 of the Adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996. 
8.7. The application also includes the erection of a storage shed within the curtilage of the public house. The shed is to be sited within the garden of the public house adjacent to the south west elevation of the building. The shed is to be constructed from timber measuring 2.2 metres high and 3.2 metres deep. The shed will be screened from view due to existing vegetation from the south, west and will not be visible from the north due to it being screened by the existing building. The shed is considered to be of a scale, form and appearance which is in keeping with the scale, form and appearance of surrounding development and will therefore sit comfortably within the garden of the pub without undue harm to the visual amenities of the surrounding area.

Historic Environment
8.8. Policy ESD15 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1 seeks new development proposals which conserve, sustain and enhance designated and non-designated heritage assets including buildings, conservation areas and their settings. Furthermore, the National Planning Policy Framework at paragraph 135 seeks to ensure that the significance of a non-heritage asset is taken into account when determining applications having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. 
8.9. The public house is identified as a Locally Significant Asset within the Conservation Area Appraisal for Sibford Gower and Burdrop and is therefore a non-designated heritage asset within the Conservation Area. The Bishop Blaize Public House is a significant building within the vernacular tradition of the area. It is also a visually significant building being located on the lip of the valley. This significance is enhanced by its slight physical separation from the neighbouring buildings.
8.10. The Council’s Conservation Officer has expressed a number of concerns regarding the proposed new dwelling. In particular the proposed building due to its siting, relationship and external detailing is not considered to respect the vernacular tradition of the area. The physical form of the building and siting would result in a prominent building within the street scene which does not replicate that of an historic ancillary building. The proposed openings are alien in their location and their size, and do not relate to the site’s historic context. The presence of an additional building in this location is considered to sit uncomfortably with the adjacent former bottle store, now holiday let, due to its siting and scale in relation to the existing building. Furthermore, the proposal also ties back the public house to the settlement and therefore degrades the significance of the main building by destroying the visual interest of the original complex which sits physically detached from the village due to its separation and lower ground level. 
8.11. I agree with the Conservation Officer’s assessment, and that the result is degradation of the significance of the appearance and character of the streetscape and therefore that of the non-designated heritage asset and the conservation area. The proposal is therefore considered not to conserve the character and appearance of the non-designated heritage asset and that of the conservation area and is considered to be contrary to Local Plan policy ESD15 and paragraph 135 of the NPPF.
8.12. With regard to the shed, I am satisfied that this is of a scale and appearance and is sited so as not to cause undue harm to the setting or significance of heritage assets, and so is acceptable in this regard.
Viability of the public house and impact of trading potential
8.13. Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states that planning should seek to avoid new development from giving rise to conflicts with existing businesses, to the extent that unreasonable restrictions on the operation of the business may result. Saved Policy S29 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996 seeks the retention of existing community facilities and services. 

8.14. The existing public house is a licenced premises which opens for lunch on Sundays. It is considered that a single independent unit of residential accommodation in this location is unacceptable due to the implications that such a unit could have on the running of the public house and its viability. It was the conclusion of the previous Inspector that ‘Were the proposed building to be occupied as a separate dwelling, its occupants would expect a greater level of amenity than would holiday occupiers, particularly in relation to matters such as noise and disturbance and privacy. The intimate relationship of the two buildings, in particular the close proximity to the main pub car park….would have the potential, it seems to me, to result in a conflict of interest at times. In turn that could have implications for the trading practices of the public house and its on-going viability, contrary to one of the main trusts of the Framework, namely that of supporting a prosperous rural economy.’ I have no reason to disagree with the inspector’s conclusions on this matter, and this current proposal also sits immediately adjacent to the public house car park and would have implications for the trading practices of the public house and its on-going viability, contrary to saved Local Plan policy S29 and paragraph 123 of the NPPF. 

8.15. In support of this application the applicant has provided additional information which presents a scheme for the use of the proposed building as providing additional rooms for letting accommodation for holiday makers and people working in the local area. This proposed use is to support the existing public house business by creating additional income. However, the application is not supported by detailed information to illustrate that a further unit of accommodation is required at the site to ensure the continuation of the public house business, or that it would itself be a viable enterprise. Furthermore, there is no detailed financial information to illustrate the level of income that a unit of rental accommodation would generate and how this could support the existing business. It is therefore my conclusion that whilst the applicant intends to use the proposed building for letting accommodation the application has not been supported by sufficient marketing and economic viability information to demonstrate that there is a need for this additional unit of accommodation and furthermore that additional letting accommodation would positively support the existing business. Therefore, there is insufficient information to demonstrate that the proposed development offers economic gains which would outweigh the harm identified earlier in relation to the impact on the character and appearance of the conservation area and heritage assets. 
Residential amenity
8.16. The proposed unit of accommodation is located within the planning unit of The Pheasant Pluckers Inn and lies immediately adjacent to the existing public house car park. It is considered that due to the siting of the proposal immediately adjacent to the car park that any permanent residential accommodation in this location would be unacceptable as the amenity of the future occupiers would be unacceptably harmed by noise and disturbance from the activities at the adjacent public house.
8.17. The applicant has stated within additional information which supports the application, that the proposed unit of accommodation is to be used for holiday lets and short term lets for people working in the area. The building is located immediately adjacent to the existing public house and car park, however, were the building to be occupied for short terms lets, rather than on a permanent basis, its occupants would not be considered to expect the same high level of amenity as would be expected on a short term basis. Therefore, if it was considered that a unit of holiday accommodation was acceptable in this location it is considered that it could be tied to the existing public house by the use of appropriate conditions to ensure its use and occupation remains linked to the pub. This type of use would be considered to provide suitable accommodation with an acceptable level of residential amenity.
9. CONCLUSION
9.1 The proposed two storey dwelling, by reason of its siting, scale and appearance is considered to be inappropriate infilling, which will appear as an incongruous feature within the street scene causing undue harm to the character and appearance of this non-designated heritage asset, this part of the village and of the Conservation Area and the surrounding countryside. Furthermore, the proposed dwelling could give rise to conflicts between the amenity of future occupiers and the continued use of the public house, and the application is not supported by detailed economic viability or marketing information which supports the need for a further unit of accommodation in this location and no information to illustrate how such a unit of accommodation will support the existing business. Therefore it is concluded that there are no other material considerations identified which outweigh the harm caused to the character and appearance of the historic environment and surrounding countryside. The proposed development is considered to be contrary to Policy ESD15 and Policy Villages 1 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1, saved policies C28, C30, C33 and S29 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996, and relevant guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework.
	10. RECOMMENDATION: Refuse, for the following reason:
1. The proposed two storey dwelling, by reason of its prominent siting, scale and unsympathetic appearance is considered to be inappropriate infilling, which will appear as an incongruous feature within the street scene causing undue harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, the setting of the public house (a non-designated heritage asset), and the surrounding countryside. No public benefits have been demonstrated to outweigh this harm. Therefore the proposed development is contrary to Policy ESD15 and Policy Villages 1 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1, saved policies C28, C30 and C33 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996, and relevant guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework.
2. The proposed two storey dwelling, by reason of its siting and close relationship to the public house and car park, could give rise to conflicts between the amenity of future occupiers and the continued use of the public house. No detailed economic or marketing information has been submitted to demonstrate that its use as short-term holiday let would be viable and would support the existing public house business, such that any conflict could be minimised to an acceptable extent. The proposed development is therefore considered to be contrary to Policy ESD15 and Policy Villages 1 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1, saved policies S29 and C30 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996, and relevant guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework.
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