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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 22 October 2018 

by K Ford  MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 12 November 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/G3110/W/18/3205246 

468 Cowley Road, Oxford OX4 2DP 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Manzoor Begum against the decision of Oxford City Council. 

 The application Ref 17/02716/FUL, dated 11 October 2017, was refused by notice dated 

14 December 2017. 

 The development proposed is change of use from C3 to C4. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. Since determination of the planning application the revised National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 24 July 2018, replacing the version 

published in March 2012. The revised NPPF is applicable to planning decisions 
from the date of publication and is a material consideration in the 
determination of this appeal. The main parties have been provided with an 

opportunity to comment on the revised NPPF and its relevance to the 
determination of the appeal.  

3. The application seeks retrospective planning permission having already been 
converted into a House in Multiple Occupation (HMO). I have dealt with the 
appeal on that basis.  

Main Issues 

4. The main issues are: 

 Whether the development would result in an overconcentration of HMO’s 
within the locality. 

 Whether the proposal would make adequate provision for off-street car 
parking. 

Reasons 

Concentration of HMOs 

5. The appeal site is a semi-detached property in a residential area. The property 

is set back from the road behind a shallow front driveway and garden within 
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which a tree is planted. The property is bounded by a partially demolished brick 

wall and the gap created by the demolished wall is served by a dropped kerb. 

6. Policy HP7 of the Oxford City Council Sites and Housing Plan (SHP) seeks to 

ensure the proportion of buildings used as HMOs does not exceed 20% within 
100 metres of street length either side of the application site. The purpose of 
this, alongside Policy CS23 of the Oxford Core Strategy (Core Strategy) is to 

secure a balanced mix of housing. 

7. There is some dispute between the parties regarding how many of the 63 

buildings within 100 metres either side of the appeal site are a HMO, in part 
due to expired licenses at some of the properties. However, whether the 
current number is 13 or 14 dwellings it would still exceed the 20%, albeit 

marginally. I note that the figure is likely to be higher than the minimum given 
delays in renewing licenses. Even if as the appellant suggests the 20% has 

already been exceeded, this does not justify exacerbating the situation further. 

8. The proposal would conflict with Policy CS23 of the Core Strategy and Policy 
HP7 of the SHP which seeks to avoid an overconcentration of HMOs and an 

unacceptable unbalancing in the mix of housing in the locality. 

Car Parking Provision 

9. Policy HP16 of the SHP requires 2 off street car parking spaces for HMOs with 5 
bedrooms. On the basis of my observations from the site visit I consider that 
the location of the tree and front boundary wall would make it difficult to 

manoeuvre and park 2 vehicles. This is even with the separate provision of 
bicycle and recycle storage which would avoid their obstruction on the 

driveway. The inadequate provision would necessitate on street parking, 
increasing the risk to highway safety. 

10. The appellant has identified that the driveway at the appeal site is larger than 

the neighbouring property which is also a HMO. Be that as it may, the 
neighbouring property is different in that whilst only part of the kerb is 

dropped, the full extent of the driveway is exposed facilitating easier access 
and egress. In any event, I do not know the circumstances in which the 
neighbouring property was granted planning permission for a HMO and 

moreover each case is determined on its own merits. My assessment of the 
case has been based on the evidence before me. 

11. The appellant has identified a willingness to make amendments to the driveway 
and kerb to facilitate adequate parking provision for 2 vehicles. However, I am 
only able to consider the scheme that is before me. 

12. I conclude therefore that the appeal proposal would fail to make adequate 
provision for off-street parking. It would conflict with Policy HP16 of the SHP, 

the requirements of which are noted above. It would also conflict with saved 
Policy CP1 of the Oxford Local Plan 2001-2016, the relevant part of which only 

supports new development that is acceptable with regards car parking. 

Other Matters 

13. I note the personal circumstances of the appellant. However, I have been 

provided with little evidence to substantiate that a HMO use represents the 
only means of generating an income from the property or that the size of the 

property renders it too expensive to be let as a family home.  
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14. Whilst the appellant identifies a risk of the property being let unlawfully, there 

is separate legislation available to address this. 

Conclusion 

15. For the reasons identified, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

K Ford 

INSPECTOR 
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