Ms Jennifer Jennings
Planning Development Central/East
Room 4/86-102
County Hall
Durham City
DH1 5UL

City of Durham Parish Council
Office 3 D4.01d
Clayport Library
8 Millennium Place
Durham City
DH1 1WA

13 February 2021
Dear Ms Jennings
DM/21/00101/FPA: Proposed Extension and Conversion to 2No Apartments, 9 Station Lane,
Gilesgate, Durham DH1 1LJ
The City of Durham Parish Council Planning Committee considered the above planning application
at its Zoom meeting held on 5 February 2021 and resolved to object on the following grounds
drawn from the policies of the County Durham Plan and Durham City Neighbourhood Plan.
The proposal is to sub-divide and extend a one-bedroom residential property (C3) to form two
apartments each with two bedrooms (C3). The accompanying drawings show the formation of two
bedrooms on the ground floor and a shower room within the lounge/kitchen/diner. There is a
separate room without any identification; it may be that the intention is for this to be a shower
room. No toilets are indicated in either of the two apartments. The County Council’s officers will
need to determine whether the application as submitted satisfied Building Regulations.
In July 2020 an application from the same applicant was refused on the grounds that:
“1. The proposed change of use of the existing dwelling to C4 HMO is unacceptable due to
being located in an area already identified as exceeding the threshold set out in the Interim
Policy on Student Accommodation. The proposals would therefore result in further imbalance to
the detriment of achieving mixed and balanced communities and have a detrimental impact on
surrounding residential amenity in contravention of Policy H9 and H13 of the City of Durham
Local Plan, the Interim Policy on Student Accommodation and paragraph 127 (f) of the National
Planning Policy Framework.
2. The proposed alterations to the property are considered to be insensitive and harmful to the
historic character and appearance of the Non-Designated Heritage Asset, which is deemed to
have rarity value. The proposals would therefore adversely impact upon this identified feature
of historic interest in this part of Durham City, which in turn would negatively impact on the
character of the Conservation Area. As such, the proposals are considered to fail to preserve or
enhance the character and appearance of the Durham (City Centre) Conservation Area,

contrary to Policies E6, E21 and E22 of the City of Durham Local Plan 2004, Part 12 and 16 of
the National Planning Policy Framework and Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.”
The current application is an attempt to get round the first ground, but does nothing to address
the second ground, as Policies E6, E21 and E22 of the City of Durham Local Plan 2004 have now
been superseded by Policies 29 and 44 of the new County Durham Plan which provide equivalent
or better protection, and is also now subject to Neighbourhood Plan Policies D4 and H2.
The applicant is now describing his scheme as two-bedroom C3 residential instead of threebedroom C4 HMO. It is noteworthy that the property immediately to the rear of 9 Station Lane is
64 Gilesgate, which the same applicant is seeking to convert from a three-bedroom home into two
flats with a total of four bedrooms described as C3 but would function as a House in Multiple
Occupation (C4).
The Nationally Described Space Standard (NDSS) standard requires that a dwelling with two or
more bed-spaces has at least one double (or twin) bedroom and that in order to provide two bedspaces a double (or twin bedroom) must have a floor area of at least 11.5m2. This proposal is for
two bedrooms in each apartment and so should have a double or twin bedroom of at least 11.5 m2
in each apartment. The ground floor bedrooms appear to be 9.37m2 and 7.53 m2 respectively, and
the first floor bedrooms 9.89 m2 and 8.99m2 respectively. Thus both apartments fail to achieve the
minimum floorspace required by the National Standard.
The applicant seems to be aware that his proposals do not comply with the NDSS. His Planning
Statement says:
4.9 It is noted that the proposed residential units are modest in size, however, the units provide
all the necessary facilities for day-to-day living and are intended to provide affordable rental
accommodation for (but not limited to) young people seeking such accommodation in close
proximity Durham City Centre. The size of the units is also comparable to similar forms of
accommodation approved elsewhere in the City. It is noted that Policy 29 of the adopted County
Durham Plan confirms that new residential development will be required to comply with the
Nationally Described Space Standards However, in order to allow for an appropriate transition
period, Policy 29 confirms that the NDSS will only be applied to outline or full applications
approved one year after the Plan is adopted and, given this transition period has not yet ended,
any concerns in relation to the size of the individual units would not form a reasonable basis for
the refusal of planning permission
However, what the NDSS does is to add an extra layer, and quantify the standards. But Policy 29
begins:
“All development proposals will be required to achieve well designed buildings and places
having regard to supplementary planning documents and other local guidance
documents where relevant, and: […]
e.
provide high standards of amenity and privacy, and minimise the impact of
development upon the occupants of existing adjacent and nearby properties;…”

It is our view that this application does not provide high standards of amenity and privacy. The
apparent lack of toilets fails the amenity test. The fact that the occupants of the ground floor
apartment will have to shower in the kitchen/diner/lounge fails the privacy test.
Durham City Neighbourhood Plan D4: Building Housing to the Highest Standards states that:
“All new housing, and extensions and other alterations to existing housing, should be of high
quality design relating to: a) the character and appearance of the local area; and b) aesthetic
qualities; and c) external and internal form and layout; and d) functionality; and e)
adaptability; and f) resilience; and g) the improvement of energy efficiency and the reduction
of carbon dioxide emissions. New residential development should meet the Building for Life
12 standards provided for in County Durham Building for Life Supplementary Planning
Document (2019).”
The internal form and layout, and the functionality of the proposed alterations, are all substandard and fail parts (c) and (d) of Neighbourhood Plan Policy D4.
Turning to the external appearance of the proposals, the Parish Council agrees with the County
Council’s Design and Conservation Officer that 9 Station Lane “meets the criteria as a nondesignated heritage asset (NDHA) for its historic and evidential interest, rarity value to the local
area, while it has a degree of aesthetic merits associated with its historic constriction and original
use. Further significance is drawn from it positively contributing to the surrounding conservation
area. The two-storey extension would have a major adverse effect on the building’s historic
character. The proposal would obliterate the full original elevation and therefore result in the loss
of the historic/evidential value embedded in the fabric roof including a flat valley in-fill. The above
would totally transform the original character of the building to such an extent that the existing
and proposed elevations bear little resemblance appearing as two different buildings thus harming
its significance as a NDHA. The severity of the harm would therefore be deemed high.”
Accordingly, the proposal is considered to fail County Durham Policy 44 which states:
“Development will be expected to sustain the significance of designated and non-designated
heritage assets, including any contribution made by their setting. Development proposals
should contribute positively to the built and historic environment and should seek opportunities
to enhance and, where appropriate, better reveal the significance and understanding of
heritage assets whilst improving access where appropriate.”
It also fails Durham City Neighbourhood Plan Policy H2 which states:
“Development proposals within or affecting the setting of the Durham City Conservation Area
should sustain and enhance its special interest and significance as identified within the
Conservation Area Appraisals. Development proposals within and affecting the Durham City
Conservation Area should take into account, and meet where relevant, the following
requirements, by:
a) sustaining and enhancing the historic and architectural qualities of buildings,
d) avoiding demolition of assets of historic and/or architectural interest which contribute to the
character and appearance of the area; and
e) avoiding loss of, or harm to, an element of an asset which makes a positive contribution to its
individual significance and that of the surrounding area.”

In conclusion, the Parish Planning Committee urges that this application should be refused as
contrary to County Durham Plan Policies 29 and 44 and Durham City Neighbourhood Plan Policy
D4 and H2.
We trust that you will agree with our objection but if you conclude that you are minded to approve
then the Parish Council wishes that the application be referred to the County Council’s Planning
Committee so that we may put our case to Members.
Yours sincerely,
Adam Shanley
Clerk to the City of Durham Parish Council

