Section 62A Non Major Planning Inspectorate
19/05/2024

PLANNING APPLICATION S62A/2024/0039
Change of use of dwelling to House in Multiple Occupation for up to 6 persons 396 Hotwell Road,
Bristol, BS8 4NU

Dear Sir / Madam,

We would like to thank you for the opportunity to respond to the follow up comments made by DE
Planning LTD.

The applicant states that the dwelling (396 Hotwell Road), a renovated 5 bedroom family home is
still on the market after several months, unable to sell with the reasons given / feedback received
not relating to price. However, in their original application it is mentioned that ‘offers received have
been well below the asking price’ which is a direct contradiction to the argument in their response
letter.

The response refers to sandwiching of HMOs as merely a supplementary guideline inferring that it
does not need to be considered. ||| NGNS
I e would like to point out that guidance drawn up in the document has been considered
relevant whether in the supplementary or main document and should therefore be respected as
such.

The applicants state that the main issue is whether the change of use is reasonably likely to result in
excessive noise or a harmful concentration of small HMOs in a very specific area. They go on to state
that the representations received made no reference to existing problems associated with current
local small HMOs. We would like to object to this statement on two grounds:

Firstly, excessive noise and disruption is not the only reason to reject further HMOs as document
DM2, section: “Residential Sub-divisions, Shared and Specialist Housing — General Criteria” states
that Proposals for: (...) the intensification of existing houses in multiple occupation; (...) will not be
permitted where: (...) Reducing the choice of homes in the area by changing the housing mix”. The
addition of this HMO will change the housing mix of this area.

Secondly, with regards to the applicants stating that the representations received made no
reference to existing problems associated with the current local small HMOs. We have clearly stated
in our letter that the transient nature of the residents of HMOs has led to a lack of care with regards
to recycling and waste disposal meaning that rubbish bags are frequently torn open due to and
resulting in a vermin problem in the area. This argument was also made in C. Shea’s email dated May
5™ In addition, with regards to their argument that no-one has complained specifically about
excessive noise, there is a very real concern that a building with six or more transient residents, year
on year on year, will exponentially increase the risk of excessive noise as opposed to a single family
unit. We chose however not to speculate about noise in any future situation that is completely



different from the current level of noise (from an empty home) and to focus on concrete facts, JJj

No clarification has been given in the applicant’s response as to where they will place bike and bin
storage facilities. The applicants previously have argued that the stairs leading to the property are
too steep for a pram, meaning that this property is not suitable for use as a family home. Given that
these same stairs will need to be accessed to take a bike or bin up to the front or rear garden how do
the applicants plan to tackle this problem given that a bike or bin is unlikely to be lighter than a
pram. The pavement directly in front of the property is not wide enough for bike or bin storage.

Finally, the applicant also refers to the dwelling as a small HMO of ‘up to’ 6 people. It is our
understanding that this proposal will fulfil the criteria for a large HMO which are stated as the
following:
Your property is defined as a large HMO if all of the following apply:

e jtisrentedto 5 or more people who form more than 1 household

e some or all tenants share toilet, bathroom or kitchen facilities

e gt least 1 tenant pays rent (or their employer pays it for them).
https://www.gov.uk/find-licences/house-in-multiple-occupation-licence

The change of housing mix and legitimate concerns for excessive disruption are stated in the DM2
policy document as a reason to reject a HMO, this in combination of the sandwiching of 394 Hotwell

Road should give sufficient weight to reject of this application.

Yours,

Mr J Deen and Dr M Pippias






