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City of Durham Parish Council 
Office 3 D4.01d 
Clayport Library  

8 Millennium Place 
Durham City 

DH1 1WA 
 

5 May 2020 
 

Dear Ms Jennings, 

 

DM/20/00930/FPA: Single storey rear extension to existing C4 property, 

3 Juniper Way, Durham DH1 4GZ 

 

The City of Durham Parish Council’s Planning Committee considered this application at its 

on-line meeting on 1 May 2020 and decided to object on the following grounds.   

 

The proposal is to extend an existing 3 bedroom C4 HMO into a 6 bedroom C4 HMO.  This 

property was in C3 residential use until approval was given under delegated powers in 

August 2019 for a change of use from C3 residential to C4 HMO.   This is regrettable as 

Juniper Way is part of the redevelopment of the Byland Lodge site which was conceived and 

promoted as being for residential occupation.  Indeed, local residents sought conditions or 

covenants to be imposed at the time to prevent subsequent changes of use to student 

HMOs and were assured that there was no need as the houses have been designed so as not 

to be suitable for student occupation. 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 8b describes the key social objective 

of the planning system as being to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities; 

paragraph 62 sets the objective of creating mixed and balanced communities, and paragraph 

192 seeks sustainable communities.   Communities are people, not buildings, but planning 

policies have to deal with physical development.  An extension as proposed here which 

doubles the number of student bedrooms from 3 to 6 is equal to the creation of a second 3 

bedroom student HMO and is equally harmful to the balance and mix of the community.  

Accordingly, the County Council’s Interim Policy on Student Accommodation rightly opposes 

extensions to existing HMOs. 

 

 The Interim Policy states in the relevant section: 

“In order to promote the creation of sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities and  

maintain an appropriate housing mix, applications for new build Houses in Multiple 



 

Occupation (both C4 and sui generis), extensions that result in additional bed-spaces, 

and changes of use from any use to: 

 a Class C4 (House in Multiple Occupation), where planning permission is required; 

or 

 a House in Multiple Occupation in a sui generis use (more than six people 

sharing) 

will not be permitted if more than 10% of the total number of properties within 

100 metres of the application site are already in use as HMOs or student 

accommodation exempt from council tax charges……..” 

 

In the case of 3 Juniper Way, within a 100 metre radius about 60% of properties are student 

HMO properties.  Clearly there are already well in excess of the 10% proportion of student 

HMO properties allowed under the Interim Policy, and therefore the application is contrary 

to the Interim Policy.   

 

We note that the County Council has now proposed a Main Modification to Policy 16.3 of 

the Submitted and Examined County Durham Plan, to add the words that have been 

underlined in this extract: 

“In order to promote create and preserve inclusive, mixed and balanced communities and 

to protect residential amenity, applications for new build Houses in Multiple Occupation 

(both Use Class C4 and sui generis), extensions that result in specified or potential 

additional bedspaces and changes of use from any use to:  ………….” 

 

The following strong justification has been added to the supporting text: 

“...it is recognised that an extension to an HMO which results in additional bed spaces 

and therefore accommodates more students would introduce further students into an 

area where there are already concerns about the impact of the student population on the 

residential amenity of non-student residents. For this reason, extensions to HMOs to 

accommodate bed spaces where the 10% tipping point is exceeded will not be supported. 

This policy would apply to extensions to an HMO to provide for additional bedspaces, but 

also to extensions which result in additional floorspace which means the property could 

be reconfigured to accommodate additional bedroom space. In this context, even if the 

extended part of the property is not intended to accommodate a bedroom or bedrooms, 

if a proposed extension would enable an internal reconfiguration of the property with the 

result of the creation of additional bedroom or bedrooms then the policy would apply. In 

determining whether an extension is of a scale such that a property may be reconfigured 

to accommodate additional bedspaces, the council will have regard to evidence such as 

the Nationally Described Space Standard which sets out bedroom sizes and which 

provides a guide to the interpretation of this policy.” 

 



 

This confirms that the approach of the Interim Policy has now been re-affirmed by the 

County Council and will be applied by planning officers, following a period when regrettably 

the County Council had ceased to apply the extensions element of the Interim Policy 

because of a few lost appeals.    

 

The proposed attic bedrooms 5 and 6 do not meet the mandatory space standards since 

part of the ceilings are below 2.14m in height. The relevant regulation, which has been 

incorporated into the County Council's own space standards, reads: 

“All habitable rooms, kitchens, bathrooms and water closet compartments shall have a 

minimum floor to ceiling height of 2.14 m (7’0”), except in the case of existing attic 

rooms, which shall have a minimum height of 2.14 m over an area of the floor equal to 

not less than half of the area of the room, measured on a plane 1.5 m (5’0”) above the 

floor.” 

Bedrooms 5 and 6 are new rooms and cannot benefit from the exemption that states 

"except in the case of existing attic rooms..."  

 

It is regrettable that the conversion from C3 to C4 was approved nine months ago and it is 

now being proposed to double the number of bedrooms.  This is exactly the process of 

continual relentless erosion of balanced and mixed communities that the NPPF enjoins local 

planning authorities to resist. 

 

The applicant’s Planning Statements, which presumably mistakenly is dated 31st January 

2012, claims that the proposed extension will sit comfortably with its neighbours and provide 

a cohesive rear street scene matching five other similar extensions: 

“There have been a number of rear extensions approved to this terrace at Nos 1, 7, 8, 9 

and 11 and these have all been single storey and as such there is a planning precedent for 

expansion at ground floor level only.  This previously approved design approach creates 

some cohesiveness and rhythm to the publicly visible rear streetscape and should set the 

language for further extensions…..The extension will sit comfortably with its neighbours 

and provide a cohesive rear street scene.” 

This is simply wrong, as the photograph (taken on 3 May 2020) overleaf shows; only two of 

the eleven houses in Juniper Way have extensions.   Terms such as “cohesiveness” and 

“rhythm” are inapplicable here.   Further, as can be seen, the design of the two existing 

extensions features a pitched roof whereas the proposed extension at number 3 is a mono-

pitched roof. 



 

 
 

 The photograph incidentally also shows that the undertakings given in management plans 

about wheelie bins being returned to within the curtilage of the property by the student 

tenants or, in their absence, by the managing agents are evidently not honoured. 

 

Saved Policy H9 of the City of Durham Local Plan 2004 states that:  

“The sub-division or conversion of houses for flats, bedsits or for multiple occupation, 

or proposals to extend or alter properties already in such use will be permitted 

provided that: 

1. Adequate parking (in accordance with policy T10), privacy and amenity areas are  

provided or are already in existence; ………….” 

 

There is no parking provision, indeed the proposal removes the existing off-street parking 

space that number 3 has in its rear yard, and thus the application fails to meet the 

requirements of Saved Policy H9. 

 

In conclusion, the Parish Planning Committee urges that this application should be refused 

as contrary to the Interim Policy on Student Accommodation, the proposed Main 

Modification to Examined Policy 16.3 of the County Durham Plan, Saved Policy H9 of the City 

of Durham Local Plan 2004, and the fact that the attic bedrooms do not meet the 

mandatory space standards. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

ADAM SHANLEY 

Clerk to the City of Durham Parish Council 


