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14 July 2020 
 

Dear Ms Morina, 

 

DM/20/01571/FPA: Erection of a single storey extension at rear, internal alterations and 

enlargement of window also to rear of an existing HMO (use class C4), 

 60 Whinney Hill, Durham City DH1 3BD 

 

The City of Durham Parish Council’s Planning Committee considered this application to extend an 

existing 4 bedroom C4 HMO into a 5 bedroom C4 HMO at its meeting on 10 July 2020 and agreed 

to object.   

 

The Parish Council is aware that the Submitted County Durham Plan policy for HMOs sought to 

drop control over extensions to existing HMOs, and as a result officers have been giving approvals 

under delegated powers to such extensions.  However, the County Council has now formally 

reversed that temporary stance and has re-instated its policy to resist extensions to C4 and Sui 

Generis HMOs.  Accordingly, the application must be determined by the Interim Policy and by the 

Saved Policies of the City of Durham Local Plan 2004, also taking into account the Main 

Modifications that the County Council has submitted for the County Durham Local Plan. 

 

The applicant’s Planning Statement in paragraph 3.6 claims that the emerging County Durham 

Local Plan has only reached the stage of a Pre-Submission Plan in January 2019 for public 

consultations.   Clearly this assertion is hopelessly out-of-date.  Those consultations ended in 

March 2019.  The Plan was then submitted for an Examination in Public which took place from 

October 2019 to February 2020.  The Inspector then required Main Modifications to be made for 

the Plan to be found Sound.  The County Council's consultation on its proposed Main Modifications 

closes on 21 July, before the deadline for commenting on this application. These Main 

Modifications include re-establishing the controls of extensions to existing HMOs.  Accordingly, the 

County Council is absolutely rightly once again applying its formally adopted policy on extensions. 

 



 

At Paragraph 4.9 the applicant claims a precedent for allowing extensions to existing C4 HMOs in 

what he describes as “a recent appeal decision”.  That appeal decision was three and a half years 

ago and hugely precedes the County Plan’s Examination and Main Modifications.      

 

National Planning Policy Framework 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.  The extension proposed here increases the number of student bedrooms 

from 4 to 5 and the applicant states that this is just one extra student.  However, this is 

contradicted in paragraph 4.8 of his Planning Statement that says “any effects arising from three 

additional occupants at an established HMO in a high density HMO area would be negligible.”  

Perhaps significantly, the space standards for between 1 and 5 occupants are quoted as requiring 

one bathroom; this application proposes two bathrooms as if there will be more than 5 occupants.  

Whatever the truth of the matter, this is an application to extend an existing HMO contrary to the 

Council’s Interim Policy as set out below. 

 

The County Council’s Interim Policy on Student Accommodation states in the relevant section: 

“HMO 

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 60 Whinney Hill, within a 100 metre radius some 50% 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.   

 

Furthermore, the application drawings quote space standards that specify “10 square metres of 

floorspace per person unless there is a separate living room.”  In this application there is no 

separate living room indicated but only two of the five bedrooms are over 10 square metres.  The 

County Council’s HMO Officer points out that each bedroom/study is required to be a minimum of 

6.51 square metres, but this is in cases where there is a separate living room. The applicant may 

respond that these standards are not within the Council’s planning policies, but they do appear to 

render the scheme sub-standard unless it transpires that the drawings intended to show a 

separate living room. 



 

 

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;  

2. It will not adversely affect the amenities of nearby residents ………….” 

 

The application makes no parking provision and increases the number of students, who typically 

have a very different life-style to permanent residents and which adversely affects their amenities.   

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 it is 

contrary to the Interim Policy for Student Accommodation: Saved Policy H9; and the Examined 

County Durham Local Plan Policy 16.3 as proposed in the County Council’s Main Modifications.   

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

ADAM SHANLEY 

Clerk to the City of Durham Parish Council 

 


