


The applicant’s case depends entirely on asserting that the circumstances have materially changed 
since the previous refusal. 
 
However: 
• The housing stock has not changed. 
• The physical layout of the street has not changed. 
• The number and distribution of HMOs in actual use has not changed. (increased if anything as 
unlicensed landlords are evidenced to be active in the area). 
• No HMOs have been visibly reverted to family use. 
• Student letting demand in the area is unchanged or higher. 
• Active HMO use is evidenced independently of the licence register. 
 
Therefore, the policy environment and neighbourhood character remain the same as at the time of the 
refused application and dismissed appeal, and the original reasoning remains applicable. 
 

⸻ 

 
Conclusion 
 
Under the Bristol HMO SPD, I understand it that the proposal fails on two decisive counts: 
• It breaches the 10% HMO concentration threshold, even under conservative assumptions. 
• It fails the sandwiching test, as No. 22 remains actively used as a HMO. 
 
There is no credible material change in circumstances since the previous refusal, and the application 
should again be refused for the same reasons. 
 
I thank you for your time in considering this email. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

 
Here are the 2 live adverts for number 22 and 54 
 
https://www.rightmove.co.uk/properties/169720988#/?channel=STU LET 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 




