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UNIVERSITY OF EXETER RELATED ISSUES AND MONITORING REPORT
	1.0
	PURPOSE OF REPORT



	1.1
	The purpose of this report is to respond to recent representations on University related issues and to summarise progress on recent developments.  Planning Member Working Group agreed in October 2008 that an annual report would be presented on University related issues.

	
	

	2.0
	RECENT REPRESENTATIONS


	2.1
	A petition was received on 13 May 2009 co-ordinated by Thornton Hill and West Avenue, Powderham Crescent, Bury Meadow and Edgerton Park residents’ associations that is signed by nearly 350 persons in their areas and Horseguards that signatories: 
“…..are concerned about the growing number of homes in multiple occupation in the ward.  We formally propose that the whole of St James ward should be declared an area of planning restraint, in order both to protect us against a further increase in the number of HMOs and to maintain a balanced community.”

	
	

	2.2
	A copy of the petition can be inspected in Planning Services.

	
	

	2.3
	Three letters have also been recently received.  
· from the managing agents of Horseguards regarding increasing problems of multiple occupation properties, which are contrary to restrictive covenants, putting additional strain on maintenance of communal areas;

· from a resident supporting a freeze on HMOs in St James and a reduction in the present threshold of 25% where a restriction applies;
· from a resident of Clevedon Close in Pennsylvania seeking an extension of restrictions on student accommodation north of Union Road and a threshold of 10%.

	
	

	2.4
	There were 795 mandatory licensed registered HMOs in Exeter at May 2009 (these are HMOs of 3 storeys or more and housing 5 or more people).  There are 1,657 properties exempt from Council Tax due to entire occupation by students (Class N).  At 2008, 72% of the HMOs appeared on the list of exempt properties indicating that in Exeter the issue of HMOs is largely synonymous with students (for example 60 of 72 exempt properties in Victoria Street are also licensed HMOs).  

	
	

	3.0
	EXISTING POLICY


	3.1
	The existing adopted SPG on student accommodation in residential areas was agreed by Planning Member Working Group in January 2008 and Executive in February 2008.  The SPG adopted an approach restricting further student related development (where planning permission was required) based upon a threshold of 25% of properties exempt from Council Tax due to entire student accommodation.  The report to Executive on the draft in July 2007 specifically addressed the issue of whether a fine grained approach should be taken to the application of any restriction, based upon individual streets, or a wider approach such as based on wards:  
“Communities also operate at various levels from individual streets up to larger neighbourhoods.  A more localised analysis by street will provide a finer grained analysis of impact upon localised communities than a more broad brush approach based upon large areas.” 

	
	

	3.2
	The Council’s SPG has so far been used as a material planning consideration in relatively few planning determinations and appeals so it is difficult to test its effectiveness.  It has featured in two appeal decisions.  At 77 Monks Road a loft conversion that would have increased the potential student occupation of a property was dismissed by the Inspector who did not consider there would be conflict with the policy due to the small numbers involved. The second case was at 30 Pinhoe Road were an Inspector considered the subdivision of a dwelling into two flats did not conflict with the policy.  Two other proposals for extensions at 90 Mount Pleasant Road and 35 Victoria Street have been refused on grounds of conflict with the SPG, but not yet been subject to any appeals.

	
	

	3.3
	The plan at Map 1 shows the areas subject to the existing policy restriction and the boundaries of St James Ward.  Data on exemptions by street is at 
Appendix 1 (Comparative data on changes in main streets is in Appendix 5).  The number of and proportion of student exempt dwellings at May 2009 in St James as a whole is 585, about 26.7% of the total stock. However there are significant variations. Appendix 1 shows that in Areas 1-3, that are subject to the restrictions, the proportions of student properties are 56.5%, 37.3% and 26.1% respectively, all above the policy threshold.  The remainder of the ward can be divided into six areas for the purpose of analysis.  The proportion of exemptions is much lower from 3.6% to 11.0%.

	
	

	3.4
	The total number of exempt properties in Exeter continues to gradually increase.  The most significant increases in 2007 and 2009 were in part due to a more comprehensive counting process.  


	
	2000 – 1040

2001 –   981

2002 – 1019

2003 – 1158

2004 – 1212

2005 – 1195

2006 – 1184

2007 – 1422

2008 – 1526

2009 – 1657
(DCLG requires figures at 31 May)

	
	

	3.5
	Four other English local planning authorities are known to apply planning policies seeking to restrict the student population in residential areas.  


	
	Leeds

	3.6
	Leeds has over 40,000 full time students at two universities.  The Council’s Unitary Development Plan identifies a large area to the north west of the city centre (Headingley, Hyde Park, Burley and Woodhouse) where a policy on an ‘Area of Housing Mix’ seeks to ensure that housing intended for students meets a number of criteria including not unacceptably reducing the stock of accommodation available for family occupation and having no unacceptable cumulative impact upon residential amenity.  The Headingley ward, the area of the highest concentration of students, has 54% of resident population in full time adult education at the 2001 Census (St James Ward, Exeter is 7.43% dated information and different definition).  The policy area includes a buffer area around the existing concentration.  A more restrictive policy (ASHORE – Area of Student Housing Restraint) was rejected by the Inspector who conducted the UDP inquiry, as having insufficient special justification.  The Inspector commented that it was almost inconceivable that the Council would take the same restrictive policy approach to other population groups such as elderly people and households on low incomes.  The Inspector noted that there was an argument for encouraging additional purpose-built student accommodation within the Area of Housing Mix through the enlargement of the stock of good quality accommodation which might in turn lead to a more general raising of standards in student housing.  The Inspector also commented there was a need for a pro-active approach identifying particular areas well suited to student housing.  The Leeds UDP also identified two much smaller areas (circa 80-200 dwellings) of concentrations of non-student HMOs where a further criteria based policy is applied.  

	
	

	
	Sheffield

	3.7
	Sheffield City Council investigated a policy based upon restricting HMOs where licensed HMOs constituted more than 20% of properties using a fine grained approach looking at aggregations of streets exceeding this threshold.  The Council decided that areas subject to student housing pressures were likely to change over the life of its Core Strategy to 2026, so it has instead adopted a Core Strategy policy that is based upon whether licensed HMOs within 200 metres of the site exceed 20% of properties.  20% was chosen as a threshold because there appeared to be a gap between areas significantly over and under 20% and few locations close to this proportion.  

	
	

	
	Nottingham

	3.8
	Nottingham has about 39,700 full time university students and about 23,400 units of purpose built accommodation.  The Nottingham Local Plan includes a policy that planning permission for student accommodation will be granted where development or maintenance of balanced communities is not prejudiced and other criteria are set.  An SPD accompanying the plan explains that concentrations will be measured using Council Tax exemptions data for the Census Output Area within which a proposal lies and adjoining Output Areas (c600-700 properties).  Proposals are resisted where concentrations of students exceed 25% of properties.  This threshold was chosen to reflect public opinion on the proportion of exemptions in areas where the public perceived that there was a problem.  

	
	

	
	Loughborough

	3.9
	Charnwood Borough Council adopted an SPD in December 2005 that amplifies the interpretation of a local planning policy applying a criterion regarding avoiding concentrations of hostels and cluster flats.  It is based upon analysing Census Output Areas within which planning applications are made and adjoining Census Output Areas, typically aggregations of 600-700 properties.  It also takes into consideration halls of residence within the area for analysis.  Three policy bands are identified.  Where student households exceed 20%, any proposal increasing the number of students is resisted.  There are no restrictions below 10%.  Between 10 and 20% only large proposals are resisted. The threshold of 10% and 20% were identified following a consultation survey that identified that 68% of residents considered communities became imbalanced above 20% and about half of residents considered they were imbalanced above 10%.


	3.10
	Analysis 

The four authorities represent a variety of approaches from fine grained assessments based upon properties within a 200 metre radius, up to substantial areas with buffer zones.  Thresholds of 20% or 25% of properties are used to trigger restrictions.  Exeter’s current approach is fine grained as are most and uses the same threshold of 25% as Nottingham.



	3.11
	The impact of students can be considered at a number of levels:  City wide, students compete in the housing market however at about  11-12 % of the total population, they contribute to the overall diversity and vitality of the City.  Over certain parts of the City, such as St James Ward, student households comprise a significant proportion of properties (26.7%).  However, at this level, this does not appear to lead to any significant problems such as undue pressure on services or lack of requirement for services such as low school rolls.  It is considered that most of the impacts student occupation have on communities are experienced at a more local level of streets such as imbalanced communities, disturbance and creation of ‘ghost towns’ during the summer vacation.  Because the main implications are at a local level, officers consider that this remains the appropriate level for any policy control.

	
	

	
	Pennsylvania

	3.12
	An analysis of Council Tax exemptions has also been undertaken of the area to the north of Union Road and east of the University, extending northwards to Beech Avenue and east to Rosebarn Crescent/Lane.  This area includes Clevedon Close.  Whilst there are three very localised concentrations of exempt properties in individual terraces (4, 5 and 6 exempt properties), the overall proportion in the area is 9.6%, similar to other areas where a restriction is considered inappropriate (see Map 1).

	
	

	3.13
	The existing policy is relatively ‘new’ and has been subject to little testing at appeal.  Executive was informed that it was intended that experience of its application would inform any future policy to be included in the LDF Development Control Policies DPD.  Officers therefore strongly recommend that it not be amended at the present time but its operation continue to be monitored on an annual basis.



	3.14
	It is proposed that a copy of this report and the Minute of the Planning Member Group Meeting be sent to the co-ordinator of the petition and the writers of the three recent letters, with a letter outlining the Council’s response.  

	
	

	4.0
	DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONSULTATION ON POSSIBLE PLANNING RESPONSE TO HOUSES IN MULTIPLE OCCUPATION

	
	

	4.1
	Planning Member Working Group was informed in October 2008 that DCLG had published a study it commissioned from consultants ECOTEC reviewing the problems caused by high concentrations of houses in multiple occupation, particularly students.  

	
	

	4.2
	ECOTEC concluded that there was a range of good practice in existence dealing with the symptoms arising from high concentrations of HMO properties and certain social groups, however, these have limited impact on the longer term issues.  The report recommended undertaking a further consultation on proposed amendments to the Use Classes Order with consideration to providing a definition similar to the wider one in the Housing Act 2004.

	
	

	4.3
	DCLG published a consultation paper giving effect to this recommendation on 13 May 2009.  The existing effect of the Use Classes Order is summarised in paragraphs 23-27:  



	
	23.
	To relieve the planning system of unnecessary planning applications, the legislation excludes from the definition of development any change where both the existing and the proposed use falls within the same clause in the Use Classes Order.

	
	24.
	The Use Classes Order defines use Class C3 as a dwelling house (whether or not as a sole or main residence) (a) by a single person or people living together as a family or (b) by not more than six residents living together as a single household (including a household where care is provided for residents).  

	
	25.
	Planning legislation defines neither ‘multiple occupation’ nor HMOs as such but relies on both the concept of a ‘single household’ and ‘family’ in making distinctions for land-use purposes.  HMOs are unclassified by the Use Classes Order and are therefore sui generis (effectively, in a class of their own).  Therefore as a general rule planning permission will be needed before a dwelling house could undergo a material change of use to an HMO.

	
	26.
	However it doesn’t necessarily follow that a use change not authorised by the Order must constitute development and require planning permission.  Planning permission will only be required if there is a material change of use, which will depend upon the circumstances of each particular case.  

	
	27.
	Where a local authority has decided, on a fact and degree basis that the occupants do not live as a family or single house-hold, then a change of use has occurred.  

	
	

	4.4
	DCLG is consulting on three options:



	
	1
No change in the Use Classes Order, local authorities continue to rely on local management of any problems.

	
	2 (i)
Amend the Use Classes Order to reduce the threshold for residents living together as a single household from six to three residents., or 

   (ii)
provide a specific definition of HMOs similar to that in the Housing Act (basically 3 or more people sharing bathroom/kitchen 

	
	3
Amend the Use Classes Order and also make the change from a dwellinghouse to HMO ‘Permitted Development’ so that planning permission is only required where a local planning authority makes an Article 4 Direction taking away Permitted Development rights.  

	
	

	4.5
	Option 2 has the consequence of making all HMOs subject to planning control even in areas where they are not an issue.  They could be removed from planning control in such areas by making Local Development Orders granting permitted development rights to HMOs in areas where a Council did not want additional planning control.  While Option 3 enables the imposition of additional planning control to be limited to areas where there is a problem, it would mean the loss of any control over those HMOs currently subject to planning control outside of these areas.  Article 4 Directions also give rise to the potential to pay compensation if they give rise to the need to apply for planning permission, which is then refused or granted subject to conditions.  This might be avoided under changes contained in the Planning Act 2008 if 12 months prior notice is given of the Council’s intention to make a Direction. 

	
	

	4.6
	Officers favour Option 2(ii) with the provision of additional control over HMOs through a definition of a separate Use Class reflecting that in the Housing Act. 

	
	

	4.7
	DCLG poses 16 consultation questions.  Planning Member Working Group is asked to endorse the officers’ proposed response to those questions at Appendix 2.

	
	

	5.0
	PROJECTS

	
	

	5.1
	There has been significant activity with regard to major projects since the last report to Planning Member Working Group in October 2008:

	
	

	
	School of Business & Economics

	
	A building for a £12m expansion of the school was approved in January 2009 (ref 08/2335/03).

	
	

	
	The Forum

	
	A planning application for this £48m scheme to create a new focus for the campus has been submitted (ref 09/0736/03) and is likely to be considered by Planning Committee on 27 July.  Planning Member Working Group received a presentation on the scheme in April 2009.

	
	

	
	Student Accommodation

	
	The following schemes have progressed and, if all agreed, will yield about 2,000 additional bedspaces over the next three years:



	
	Exeter Trust House – Scheme for 123 bedspaces by Unite now under construction, due to open September 2009.



	
	Rowancroft – Scheme for 219 bedspaces by Signpost Homes under construction, due to open September 2009.



	
	Birks – Planning permission granted on 27 April 2009 for an additional 832 bedspaces (ref 09/0279/03).  Supersedes earlier consent for 224 bedspaces.



	
	Duryard – Planning permissions now granted for total redevelopment with 707 bedspaces, replacing 451 units demolished at the end of 2008 (refs 07/2179/03 and 09/0278/03).



	
	Lafrowda – Current planning application for demolition of 359 bedspaces and erection of 918 bedspaces (ref 09/0782/03) due to be determined by Planning Committee in July.



	
	Bradfords – Full application for 219 bedspaces due to be determined by Planning Committee in June 2009 (ref 09/0404/03).

	
	

	5.2
	The proposed Masterplan to guide future development of Streatham Campus is now also making good progress and is likely to be subject to a further report to PMWG later in the summer. 

	
	

	5.3
	A more comprehensive list of additional student bedspaces to be provided is attached at Appendix 3.

	
	

	6.0
	THE 75% CRITERION

	
	

	6.1
	The Council’s University of Exeter SPG adopted in June 2007 sets a challenging requirement that 75% of any growth in student number should be accommodated in purpose built accommodation.  This compares with about 33% of students in purpose built accommodation at 2006/7, the academic year when the policy was adopted.

	
	

	6.2
	The policy does not specify exactly how performance is to be measured.  It is proposed to do this from a base of 2006/7 and to look at University expansion plans as a whole rather than individual projects that can be difficult to relate to specific changes in student numbers.  It is proposed to monitor total full time students, not full time equivalents, since virtually all part time students live at home and are members of the wider community.  It should be noted that about 8-14% full time students also live at home, therefore if the policy is complied with, only 11-17% of additional full time students will compete in the private housing market.  

	
	

	6.3
	Appendix 4 shows that there was a major increase in full time student numbers in 2008/9.  The average increase over the period 2006/7 to 2015/16 is 550 per annum.  This requires new student bedspaces to come on stream at 412 per annum to satisfy the 75% criterion.  While there is an element of time lag while new accommodation proposals are developed, current proposals (if all approved) would satisfy the requirement in relation to University expansion prior to the end of 2012/13.  There will be a need to bring forward further sites beyond that period.  Such sites may include options such as land at St David’s Station which is allocated for mixed use development including student housing in the Adopted Local Plan.  

	
	

	7.0
	CONCLUSIONS

	
	

	7.1
	Developments relating to the University of Exeter are a major factor in the economy of the City and have so far been largely unaffected by the recession. 
The University and the Council have recently delivered planning permissions for significant new investment in the city and for a substantial increase in purpose built student accommodation.

	
	

	7.2
	New student accommodation also appears to count towards the Government’s National Indicator NI159 (New Homes Provided).  They formed about 40% of total completions in Exeter in 2008/9.  These student housing completions are likely to contribute over £50,000 to the Council’s award of Housing and Planning Delivery Grant for 2009/10 and more in 2010/11.

	
	

	8.0
	ADVICE SOUGHT

	
	

	8.1
	That Planning Member Working Group note:



	
	(i)
that it is not proposed to make any further change to the student accommodation SPG in response to the representations.  The approach will be reviewed as part of the LDF process in due course;



	
	(ii)
the officers’ proposed response to the consultation in relation to planning controls on houses in multiple occupation;


	
	(iii)
general progress on issues related to development by the University of Exeter.

	
	


RICHARD SHORT
HEAD OF PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL
ECONOMY AND DEVELOPMENT DIRECTORATE
 Appendix 1
[Data on total dwellings is provisional from a number of sources]

	Street
	Total dwgs at May 09
	Dwgs exempt Council Tax
	Percent exempt dwgs

	Area 1
	
	
	

	Culverland Rd 1-27A odds only, 2-50 evens only
	57
	38
	

	Old Tiverton Rd, Wrentham Estate 1-15
	15
	9
	

	Prospect Park 1-51
	63
	15
	

	Rosewood Terrace 1-16
	16
	3
	

	South View Terrace 1-13
	13
	       3
	

	Springfield Road 1-58
	54
	38
	

	Union Road 1-25 odds only
	13
	9
	

	Victoria Rd 2-10 evens only, 1-17 odds only
	14
	9
	

	Victoria Street 1-97
	102
	72
	

	Total
	347
	196
	56.5%

	
	
	
	

	Area 2
	
	
	

	Blackall Road 1-33
	33
	12
	

	Brook Green Terrace 3-11
	12
	1
	

	Clarence Place 4-8
	5
	-
	

	Danes Road 1-61 odds only, 2-68 evens only
	65
	46
	

	Edgerton Park Road 1-19, 27-33
	26
	16
	

	Hillsborough Avenue 1-21
	25
	16
	

	Hoopern St 1-81, 2-90, Mews 1-14
	95
	33
	

	Howell Road 27-38, 64-82
	46
	12
	

	Leighton Terrace 2-11, Leighton House
	21
	6
	

	Longbrook Street 33-93, 52-86, 97-109 
	60
	23
	

	Mowbray Avenue 2-16
	17
	12
	

	Old Park Road 1-14
	15
	10
	

	Oxford Road 1-74, Cambridge Terrace 1-4
	88
	29
	

	Pennsylvania Rd 17-43, 2-82
	59
	30
	

	Powderham Crescent 1-48
	108
	12
	

	Queens Crescent 1-18
	32
	12
	

	St James Close 1-10
	10
	2
	

	St James Road 3A-15
	15
	4
	

	St James Terrace 1-9
	9
	2
	

	St Sidwells Avenue 1-31, 2-28, Bethany House
	30
	-
	

	Trafalgar Place 1-4
	4
	3
	

	Well Street 1-48, 
	45
	22
	

	York Road 14-17, 6-7, St Hildas, York Cott 1-3, 
	6
	3
	

	York Terrace 1-5
	9
	6
	

	Total
	835
	312
	37.3%

	
	
	
	

	Area 3
	
	
	

	Abbey Road, 1-17 odds only
	18
	1
	

	Abbots Road, 1-19 odds only, 2-20 evens only
	20
	6
	

	Albion Place 1-18
	18
	1
	

	Clinton Avenue, 1-17 odds only, 2-18 evens only
	18
	6
	

	Elmside 3-62, Elmside House
	70
	23
	

	Elton Road 1-23 odds only, 2-22 evens only
	23
	2
	

	Herschell Road 1-37 odds only, 2-20 evens only
	33
	7
	

	Iddesleigh Road 1-27
	27
	8
	

	Jubilee Road 1-25
	27
	6
	

	Kings Road 1-23 odds only, 2-22 evens only
	24
	9
	

	Lucas Avenue 12-34 evens only, 1-33 odds only
	30
	5
	

	Mansfield Road 6-45
	40
	11
	

	Manston Road 1-61
	72
	10
	

	May Street 1-35 odds only, 2-38 evens only
	41
	10
	

	Monks Road 1-95 odds only, 2-86 evens only
	93
	41
	

	Monkswell Road 1-39 odds only, 2-20 evens only
	41
	17
	

	Morley Road 1-19
	20
	8
	

	Mount Pleasant Rd 1-44, 79-112, Exon Mews 1-4
	82
	29
	

	Old Tiverton Road 56-124
	66
	14
	

	Park Road 1-95 odds only, 2-118 evens only
	110
	25
	

	Pinhoe Road 1-73, 4-92, Watermere Court 1-24
	70
	21
	

	Polsloe Road 1-35
	35
	5
	

	Priory Road 1-89 odds only, 2-72 evens only
	83
	32
	

	Rosebery Road 1-55 odds only, 2-46 evens only
	54
	14
	

	Salisbury Road 1-41 odds only, 2-42 evens only
	41
	11
	

	St Annes Road 1-60
	60
	9
	

	St Johns Road 1-52
	56
	16
	

	Thurlow Road 1-8
	10
	2
	

	Toronto Road 2-46 evens only, 1-59 odds only
	53
	5
	

	Total
	1355
	354
	26.1%

	
	
	
	

	Area 4
	
	
	

	Castle Mount 1-37, Danes House 1-4
	41
	1
	

	Elm Grove Road 1-11, Elm Grove Cottage
	15
	1
	

	Howell Road 1-25, 85-92, 96-99, Fire Brigade Hse
	37
	-
	

	New North Road 1-29, etc
	37
	4
	

	Velwell Road 2-74, Thornlea Cottage
	38
	-
	

	Total
	168
	6
	3.6%

	
	
	
	

	Area 5
	
	
	

	Addington Court 
	44
	9
	

	Highcross Road 4-16
	13
	2
	

	Hillside Avenue 1-15 odds only, 2-14 evens only
	15
	1
	

	Hoopern Lane, Two Hoots
	1
	-
	

	Horseguards 1-38
	40
	6
	

	Howell Road 39
	1
	-
	

	King Stephen Close 1-49
	49
	1
	

	Lower St Germans Road, Hillsborough Lodge
	1
	1
	

	Montague Rise 1-6
	6
	-
	

	Pennsylvania Crescent 1-5
	5
	1
	

	Pennsylvania Road 1, 13-15, 45-47 odds only, Bishop Blackall Centre, Norwood House
	28
	1
	

	Prince of Wales Road, Glenhayes, Hope Court 1-12, Hope Lodge, Trees
	14
	9
	

	The Quadrangle 1-28
	28
	-
	

	Thornton Hill 1-61 odds only, 2-44 evens only
	53
	1
	

	Waverley Avenue 1-19 odds only, 2-18 evens only
	19
	2
	

	West Avenue 1-41 odds only, 2-32 evens only
	37
	-
	

	Total
	354
	34
	9.6%

	
	
	
	

	Area 6
	
	
	

	Acland Road 1-7, Crown House. Eveleighs Court 1-31. Porchester Heights 1-12, William Court 1-8
	64
	-
	

	Howell Road 62
	1
	-
	

	King William Street 7-26, King William House 1-6
	50
	4
	

	Longbrook Street 23-31 odds only, 26-42 evens only, Portland House
	4
	1
	

	Longbrook Terrace 1-10, 16-25, Camilla House 1-22, Rockfield House 1-17
	58
	1
	

	New North Road 36-54, Longbrook House, Prospects House, The Courtyard 1-3
	15
	1
	

	Sidwell Street 1-73., St Sidwell Centre 1-18
	1
	1
	

	York Road 18, 3-6
	3
	3
	

	Total
	196
	11
	5.6%

	
	
	
	

	Area 7
	
	
	

	Lucombe Court 1-23
	23
	-
	

	Old Tiverton Road 5-11, 18-37
	30
	4
	

	Sidwell Street 83, 89-90, Inglewood House 1-12
	17
	1
	

	Total
	70
	5
	7.1%

	
	
	
	

	Area 8
	
	
	

	Devonshire Place 1-48
	36
	9
	

	Pennsylvania Road, Kingsgate Flats 2 to 312
	60
	-
	

	Well St 49-52, Bridge Cottages 1-9, New Buildings 2-8
	20
	-
	

	Willow Walk 1-33
	33
	3
	

	Total
	149
	13
	8.7%

	
	
	
	

	Area 9
	
	
	

	Culverland Close 1-26
	24
	3
	

	Culverland Road 33-55 odds
	12
	-
	

	Old Tiverton Road 40-55
	16
	-
	

	Union road 27-71
	21
	5
	

	Total
	73
	8
	11.0%


Appendix 2
CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
Q1. Do you experience problems/effects which you attribute to high

concentrations of HMOs ?
Yes, Exeter has 795 mandatory licensed HMOs and 1,657 properties exempt from Council Tax due to entire occupancy by students.  About 70-75% of the HMOs are also exempt from Council Tax.  Student properties are geographically highly concentrated.  There are 585 (26.7% of stock) in one electoral ward and, for example, 72 of 102 (70.6%) in one particular street. Areas of high numbers of student properties experience problems of community imbalance and the issues identified in paragraph 7.  Non student HMOs are more widely distributed around the City. 
Q2. Do you consider the current planning framework to be a

barrier to effective management of HMOs by local planning

authorities?
Yes, the University of Exeter continues to expand, and there is continued growth and concentration of student HMOs in certain residential areas surrounding the campus.  There are examples of a ‘domino’ effect where a student landlord provider purchases one property and then extends along the street.  The existing Use Classes Order does not allow the Council to control HMOs effectively due to the wide terms of Class C3.
Q3. Could promotion of best practice measures as opposed to

changes in the planning framework sufficiently deal with the

problems associated with HMOs, in particular those problems

often associated with high concentrations of HMOs with

student occupants?
No.  The University makes best endeavours to manage impacts, however, there remain environmental problems in student areas and it is very difficult to deter students from bringing cars that they base outside of restricted zones.  
Q4. If planning legislation is seen as a barrier to the effective

management of HMOs in an area how should planning

legislation be amended – along the lines of option 2

(introduce a definition along the lines of the Housing Act 2004)

or option 3?
Option 2 – Introduce a definition along the lines of the Housing Act 2004.  This would give a consistent approach to regulation.  
Q5. Do practitioners have a preference for one approach listed as

part of option 2 over the other?
Favour a new specific Use Class for HMOs. Authorities without a problem are by their very nature unlikely to experience a significant increase in planning applications as a result of this change.  However, if such authorities consider they need to make LDOs, this is considered preferable to those authorities having a problem needing to make Article 4 Directions.
Q6. What effect would a change to the Use Classes Order as

described in option 2 have on those local planning authorities

that do not encounter problems with high concentrations of

HMOs?
As stated in response to Q5, such authorities are unlikely to experience a significant increase in applications. Moreover, any such applications are presumably unlikely to be contentious.

Q7. Would a change to the Use Class Order as described in option 2

or 3 have an impact on the homeless and other vulnerable

groups?
HMOs continue to fulfil a valuable function in the housing market but it is essential that they provide an appropriate quality of accommodation.  Since additional planning restrictions would limit the concentration of HMOs, rather than overall supply, the wider implications should be negligible. However, it might lead to some reductions in the supply of non-student HMOs where landlords in areas adjoining restrictions switch to more profitable student lets.  In addition, bringing the definition in planning legislation into line with that in the Housing Act would enable closer liaison between planning and housing standards officers within local authorities, ensuring that less HMOs escaped regulation.

Q8. Would a change to the Use Classes Order as described in option

2 or 3 have any unintended consequences, for example an

impact on small scale care homes or children’s homes, which are

currently classed a C3 dwelling houses?
No. Applications for such homes would be considered on their own merits, the considerations being very different from those applying to HMOs. The benefits of option 2 far outweigh the consequences.
Q9. Would a change to the Use Classes Order as described in option

2 or 3 impact unfairly – directly or indirectly – on any equality

strands?
No. Balanced communities are consistent with equality objectives. The likelihood is that HMO standards would gradually increase due to better regulation, for the reasons set out in the response to Q7.  
Q10. Would a change to the Use Classes order reduce the supply of

HMO accommodation in your area?

No, in the longer term it may effect a wider distribution avoiding problems of excessive concentrations and lead to some reduction in non-student HMOs.
Q11. If amendments are made to the Use Classes Order, should a

property that has obtained planning permission for use as an

HMO require planning permission to revert back to a C3

dwelling house?
No, this could be a permitted change. 

Q12. Would a change to the Use Classes Order as described in option

3 place a new burden on local planning authorities?
A minimal burden on those authorities where HMOs are not an issue, but a major benefit to those where it is. 

Q13. Under option 3, would the removal of the current requirement

for HMOs to seek planning permission pose a problem for

practitioners in managing land use impacts in their area?
While we favour the introduction for a definition of HMO corresponding to that in the Housing Act, we do not favour permitted development rights for a change from dwellinghouse to HMO. It is desirable to retain full control over this change for the reasons set out in response to earlier questions. 
Q14. Should the compensation provisions included in Section 189

of the Planning Act 2008 be applied to change of use between

C3 dwelling house and an HMO if option 3 were to be

implemented?
Yes.  However, this is still unsatisfactory, as it would be likely to encourage a surge in HMO conversions in the year between the giving of notice and the making of the Article 4 Direction.

Q15. How important would the risk of compensation be in the

decision to use Article 4 directions under option 3?
Very important, the Council would be likely to give 12 months notice, giving rise to the risk described in response to Q14.  

Q16. Would the extra certainty of greater control bring benefits that

outweigh the burdens placed by the need to process more

planning applications?
Yes, the additional benefits in areas where HMOs are a problem greatly exceed the limited additional burden in other areas. 
Appendix 3
ADDITIONAL STUDENT ACCOMMODATION
	Year of Provision
	Bedspaces

(units)
	Address
	Operator
	Planning 

Status
	Notes

	2007/08
	
	
	
	
	

	Sept 2007
	(20 beds and

14 flats)
	Hoopern Mews,

Hoopern Street
	Sold to investors
	06/1521
	Not counted  conventional flats, all occupied by students

	Sept 2007
	46

(8 cluster flats)
	Molly Hayes,

41A New North Road
	Clubeasy
	06/1392
	

	Sept 2007
Sept 2008
	202+18
	Northernhay House,

New North Road
	Unite
	99/0727
	Previously occupied by University of Plymouth students.  Last 18 rooms transferred by UoE in 2007/8

	Year Total
	266
	
	
	
	

	2008/09
	
	
	
	
	

	Sept 2008
	71 
(cluster flats)
	Bishops Move Warehouse,

58-64 Longbrook Street
	CRM
	06/1941
	

	Sept 2008
	190

(74 studios/
116 cluster flats)
	Elmfield Nursery, 

(now Northfield)

New North Road
	Unite
	05/0551
on appeal
	

	Sept 2008
	(46)
(12 cluster flats)
	Sunningdale,

Prince of Wales Road
	Motionarch
	07/0463
	Now occupied by 

St Loyes Trust

(not counted)

	Sept/Dec

2008
	242 

(21 studios/

38 cluster flats)
	Consignia Court,

Bonhay Road
	Signpost Homes
	06/2630
	

	Year Total
	503
	
	
	
	

	2009/10
	
	
	
	
	

	Sept 2009
Under construction
	219

(15 studios/warden/

32 cluster flats)
	Rowancroft, 

Fore Street, Heavitree
	Signpost Homes
	07/0424
	

	Sept 2009

Under Construction

	123

(11 studios/

24 cluster flats)
	Exeter Trust House,

Blackboy Road
	Unite
	07/2502
	

	Year Total
	342
	
	
	
	

	2010/11
	
	
	
	
	

	Sept 2010
	18
	Rowe House
	UPP
	-
	Conversion of lounge areas.  Planning permission not required.

	Sept 2010
	517 (+24)

493 demolitions
	Duryard,

Lower Argyll Road
	INTO
	07/2179/03
	Starts July

	Sept 2010
	272
	Birks Halls Phase I
Buildings A1/B1
	UPP
	09/0279/03
	Supersedes permission for 224 units ref 03/1314/03

	Sept 2010
	219

(107 studios

23 cluster flats)
	Bradfords Yard,
Cowley Bridge Road
	Opal Group
	09/0404/03
	Application to be determined June 2009

	Year Total
	533
	
	
	
	

	2011/12
	561
	Birks Phase 2

Other blocks
	UPP
	09/0279/03
	Supersedes permission for 224 units ref 03/1314/03

	
	124
(832 cluster rooms and 86 studios
	Lafrowda Phase 1 
	UPP
	09/0782/03
	507-383 demolitions

359+24 St Germans House. Application to be determined

	Year Total
	685
	
	
	
	

	2012/13
	194
	Duryard Halls PH 2

May be earlier
	UPP
	09/0278/03
	Approved May 2009

	
	411
	Lafrowda Phase 2
	
	09/0782/03
	TBD

	Year Total
	605
	
	
	
	


Appendix 4
ADDITIONAL STUDENT NUMBERS AND BEDSPACES (THE 75% CRITERION)

	Year


	Total students FTEs
	Total part time students
	Total full time students
	Annual increase in full time students

Cumulative
	Accomdtn required at 75%
Cumulative
	New bed
spaces
	New bedspaces 
Cumulative


	Progress against requirement (+ ahead)

	2006/7
	10923
	625
	10298
	-
	-
	
	
	

	2007/8
	11535
	568
	10967
	669
	502
	266
	266
	-236

	2008/9
	12971
	617
	12354
	2056
	1542
	503
	769
	-773

	2009/10
	13618
	648
	12970
	2672
	2004
	342
	1111
	-893

	2010/11
	14236
	677
	13559
	3261
	2446
	533
	1644
	-802

	2011/12
	14647
	697
	13950
	3652
	2739
	685
	2329
	-410

	2012/13
	14888
	708
	14180
	3882
	2911
	605
	2934
	+23

	2013/14
	15241
	725
	14516
	4218
	3163
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	2014/15
	15613
	743
	14870
	4572
	3429
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	2015/16
	16008
	761
	15247
	4949
	3712
	TBD
	TBD
	TBD


Appendix 5
	ROAD
	Total dwgs at August 2008
	Dwgs exempt Council Tax
	Percent exempt dwgs
	Dwgs exempt Council Tax
	Percent exempt dwgs
	Dwgs exempt Council Tax
	Percent exempt dwgs

	 
	 
	Apr 07
	May 08
	May 09

	Victoria Street
	102
	67
	65.7
	76
	74.5
	72
	70.5

	Monks Road
	250
	56
	22.4
	55
	22.0
	61
	 24.4

	Danes Road
	65
	40
	61.5
	46
	70.8
	46
	 70.7

	New North Road   *
	485
	17
	3.5
	45
	9.3
	64
	 13.2

	Springfield Road
	54
	32
	59.3
	37
	68.5
	38
	 70.4

	Old Tiverton Road
	205
	30
	14.6
	34
	16.6
	37
	 18.0

	Culverland Road
	57
	33
	57.9
	34
	59.6
	38
	 66.6

	Pennsylvania Road
	311
	33
	10.6
	33
	10.6
	37
	 11.9

	Hoopern Street   **
	81
	17
	21.0
	32
	39.5
	33
	 40.7

	Priory Road
	83
	30
	36.1
	31
	37.3
	32
	 38.5

	Pinhoe Road
	437
	32
	7.3
	30
	6.9
	35
	 8.0

	Mount Pleasant Rd
	158
	30
	19.0
	30
	19.0
	31
	 19.6

	Oxford Road
	88
	22
	25.0
	24
	27.3
	25
	 28.4

	Union Road
	121
	21
	17.4
	23
	19.0
	26
	 21.5

	Park Road
	110
	24
	21.8
	21
	19.1
	25
	 22.7

	Longbrook Street
	83
	22
	26.5
	21
	25.3
	23
	 27.7

	Howell Road
	102
	13
	12.7
	21
	20.6
	21
	 20.6

	Well Street
	87
	21
	24.1
	20
	23.0
	22
	 25.3

	Portland Street
	111
	20
	18.0
	20
	18.0
	24
	 21.6

	Elmside
	70
	20
	28.6
	20
	28.6
	23
	 32.9

	Richmond/Windsor Ct
	84
	5
	6.0
	19
	22.6
	26
	 30.9

	St Johns Road
	56
	18
	32.1
	17
	30.4
	16
	 28.6

	Rosebery Road
	54
	13
	24.1
	16
	29.6
	14
	 25.9

	Monkswell Road
	41
	16
	39.0
	16
	39.0
	17
	 41.5

	Edgerton Pk Road
	26
	14
	53.8
	16
	61.5
	16
	 61.5

	Prospect Park
	63
	13
	20.6
	15
	23.8
	15
	 23.8

	Hillsborough Ave
	25
	15
	60.0
	15
	60.0
	16
	 64.0

	Bovemoors Lane
	137
	25
	18.2
	15
	10.9
	15
	 10.9

	Lower North Street
	63
	14
	22.2
	13
	20.6
	16
	 25.4

	Haldon Road
	128
	10
	7.8
	13
	10.2
	10
	 7.8

	Bonhay Road
	144
	15
	10.4
	13
	9.0
	10
	 6.9

	Powderham Crescent
	108
	11
	10.2
	12
	11.1
	12
	 11.1

	Polsloe Road
	169
	14
	8.3
	12
	7.1
	13
	 7.7

	Mowbray Avenue
	17
	11
	64.7
	12
	70.6
	12
	 70.6

	Blackall Road
	90
	14
	15.6
	12
	13.3
	12
	 13.3

	St Annes Road
	60
	7
	11.7
	11
	18.3
	9
	 15.0

	Queens Crescent
	32
	10
	31.3
	11
	34.4
	12
	 37.5

	Sylvan Road
	83
	10
	12.0
	10
	12.0
	13
	 15.6

	Herschell Road
	33
	6
	18.2
	10
	30.3
	7
	 21.2

	Blackboy Road 
	173
	7
	4.0
	10
	5.8
	12
	 6.9

	Wrentham Estate
	15
	8
	53.3
	9
	60.0
	9
	 60.0

	Manston Road
	72
	10
	13.9
	9
	12.5
	10
	 13.9

	Mansfield Road
	40
	11
	27.5
	9
	22.5
	11
	 27.5

	Iddesleigh Road
	27
	9
	33.3
	9
	33.3
	8
	 29.6

	Toronto Road
	53
	8
	15.1
	8
	15.1
	5
	 9.4

	Salisbury Road
	41
	6
	14.6
	8
	19.5
	11
	 26.8

	Old Park Road
	15
	6
	40.0
	8
	53.3
	10
	 66.7

	Morley Road
	20
	8
	40.0
	8
	40.0
	8
	 40.0

	Magdalen Road
	188
	9
	4.8
	8
	4.3
	11
	 5.8

	Kings Road
	24
	7
	29.2
	8
	33.3
	9
	 37.5

	Addington Court
	45
	4
	8.9
	8
	17.8
	9
	 20.0

	Victoria Road
	68
	5
	7.4
	7
	10.3
	9
	 13.2

	Sandford Walk
	67
	6
	9.0
	7
	10.4
	8
	 11.9

	Monterey Gardens
	35
	5
	14.3
	7
	20.0
	3
	 6.9

	King William Street
	43
	6
	14.0
	7
	16.3
	4
	 9.3

	Horseguards
	40
	6
	15.0
	7
	17.5
	6
	 15.0

	Devonshire Place
	68
	6
	8.8
	7
	10.3
	9
	 13.2

	May Street
	41
	7
	17.1
	6
	14.6
	10
	 24.3

	Clinton Avenue
	18
	6
	33.3
	6
	33.3
	6
	 33.3

	Bystock Terrace
	27
	5
	18.5
	6
	22.2
	3
	 11.1

	York Terrace
	9
	4
	44.4
	5
	55.6
	6
	 66.6

	Water Lane
	168
	2
	1.2
	5
	3.0
	2
	 1.2

	Lucas Avenue
	30
	4
	13.3
	5
	16.7
	5
	 16.6

	Leighton Terrace
	21
	5
	23.8
	5
	23.8
	6
	 28.5

	Jubilee Road
	27
	5
	18.5
	5
	18.5
	6
	 22.2

	Eldertree Gardens
	20
	4
	20.0
	5
	25.0
	6
	 30.0

	Acland Road
	50
	4
	8.0
	5
	10.0
	0
	 -

	Woodbine Terrace
	12
	4
	33.3
	4
	33.3
	4
	 33.3

	St Davids Hill
	279
	11
	3.9
	4
	1.4
	10
	 3.5

	Bedford Street
	74
	4
	12.5
	4
	5.4
	7
	 9.4

	Abbots Road
	20
	7
	35
	4
	20.0
	6
	 30.0

	St James Road
	28
	4
	14.3
	3
	10.7
	4
	 14.2

	St James Close
	10
	4
	40
	3
	30.0
	2
	20.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*   Includes 8 cluster flats at Molly Hayes apartments in 2008 and 41 flats at Isca Place

	** Includes 14 flats at Hoopern Mews in 2008


	

	44 roads show an increase in 2008 to 2009
	
	
	

	16 roads show a decrease
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13 roads stay the same
	
	
	
	
	
	


