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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 24 June 2019 

by J M Tweddle  BSc(Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 26th July 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/D1835/W/19/3226145 

23 Bozward Street, Worcester WR2 5DE 

• 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 Panesar against the decision of Worcester City Council. 

• The application Ref P18K0466, dated 15 October 2018, was refused by notice dated  
21 February 2019. 

• The development proposed is the erection of a single storey side and rear extension to a 
5 bedroom House in Multiple Occupation to form a 6 bedroom House in Multiple 
Occupation. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. The original description of development, as provided on the application form, 

was for a ‘single storey rear extension’. However, from the evidence before me 

it is clear that the proposal amounts to a single storey side and rear extension 
to an existing House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) in order to provide an 

additional bedroom. Therefore, for clarity, I have amended the description of 

development in my banner heading accordingly.  

3. The site address stated on the application form was incomplete and therefore I 

have adopted the address provided by the appellant on the appeal form.  

Main Issue 

4. The main issue in this case is the effect of the proposed development on the 

living conditions of nearby residents, with particular regard to parking 
arrangements.  

Reasons 

5. Bozward Street comprises a mix of mostly terraced and semi-detached two 

storey properties located within a predominantly residential area of the city of 
Worcester. The appeal property is a mid-terrace HMO with five bedrooms.  

6. The properties along Bozward Street are characterised by narrow frontages 

with shallow garden areas. Almost all the properties have had their front 

boundaries removed and paved their front gardens to provide off-street parking 

with dropped kerbs to aid access to the highway. While the street does not 
have any formal parking restrictions, the development of ad-hoc off-street 

parking provision to the front of properties has significantly reduced the  
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on-street parking capacity of the street as much of the previous roadside 

parking would now block access to off-street provision.  

7. The Council’s adopted Houses in Multiple Occupation Supplementary Planning 

Document (adopted October 2014) (the SPD) suggests that, in this part of the 

city, 2 parking spaces are required to serve a 6 bedroom HMO, whereas the 
Local Highway Authority have advised that the Worcestershire County Council 

Streetscape Design Guide (the SDG) has a requirement of 3 parking spaces. It 

appears to me that at least 2 spaces would be required, as a minimum, to 
serve the proposed development. However, I note that HMOs are generally 

occupied by unrelated individuals with differing lifestyles and working or study 

patterns and therefore the demand for parking provision to serve future 

occupants is likely to well exceed this minimum requirement. It is not 
unreasonable to expect that at least half of the 6 future occupants would own a 

car and require parking provision. It is also likely that the property would 

experience a greater number of visitors coming to visit the unrelated occupiers.  

8. The narrow width and shallow depth of the paved forecourt to the front of the 

property is such that it does not meet the minimum size standards for parking 
spaces as set out in the SDG. I could see at my site visit that a car parked in 

this area would overhang the pavement and cause an unacceptable obstruction 

for users of the pavement. This would be particularly problematic for vulnerable 
pedestrians or those with pushchairs or prams. Furthermore, should two 

vehicles be parked on the forecourt it would block pedestrian access to the 

entrance of the property and displace refuse storage onto the highway 

cluttering the street.  

9. It is clear that the current off-street parking arrangement is deficient and 
cannot contribute towards the required provision. As such, there is no  

off-street parking provision provided with the existing HMO nor is any provision 

offered as part of the proposal. It follows, therefore, that the proposal would 

not make suitable provision for the parking of vehicles and subsequently all 
cars associated with the HMO would be required to park on the street. Whilst 

there were limited parking spaces available at the time of my site visit, I could 

see that the street was heavily parked with limited capacity. Moreover, I visited 
the site during the day and I am mindful that demand for parking in this area is 

likely to be greatest in the evening and at weekends.  

10. The proposal would increase the pressure for on-street parking and exacerbate 

the inconvenience faced by local residents when trying to find a parking space 

on the street. The increased demand may also lead to indiscriminate parking 
that could block driveways and further add to the parking difficulties faced by 

residents. These problems are further amplified due to the existence of the 

neighbouring 6 bedroom HMO at 21 Bozward Street which also appears to have 
the same parking deficiencies as the appeal property. 

11. Consequently, the proposal would significantly harm the living conditions of 

nearby residents due to a lack of parking provision in an area of high parking 

demand. This is contrary to policy SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire 

Development Plan (adopted February 2016) and the National Planning Policy 
Framework which together seek to ensure that developments will function well, 

add to the overall quality of an area and provide acceptable levels of residential 

amenity for all existing and future occupiers. The proposal would also conflict 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/D1835/W/19/3226145 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          3 

with the advice set out by the SPD and SDG which, amongst other things, 

require suitable standards of parking provision.  

Other matters  

12. The appellant suggests that the Council cannot retrospectively apply the 

provisions of the SPD to reduce the number of HMOs where they already exist, 

the inference being that this is what the Council has attempted to do by 

refusing planning permission. However, the Council’s decision would not 
prevent the property continuing to be used as a 5 bedroom HMO. Moreover, 

bullet point 4 of paragraph 6.2 of the SPD makes it clear that ‘Planning Officers 

will use this Supplementary Planning Document to provide informal pre-
application advice and determine applications for: …Proposals to intensify an 

existing HMO use (only criteria c and d of the policy guidance)’ (my emphasis). 

In refusing the application, the Council has correctly applied the advice in their 
SPD and I see no issue with them doing so.   

13. The appellant has argued that they could extend the property to the rear and 

provide an additional bedroom by exercising their permitted development 

rights. However, I have no substantive evidence to suggest that a comparable 

alternative scheme could be implemented or is indeed a probable prospect in 

the event that this appeal is dismissed, especially as it would not enable the 
property to be extended in the same way. This limits the weight that I can 

attach to it as a fallback position, and does not provide a compelling ground on 

which to allow the appeal.   

14. I note the appellant’s desire to provide improved living standards for his 

tenants by creating larger communal areas, but this does not outweigh the 
harm I have found as a result of insufficient parking provision.  

Conclusion  

15. For the reasons I have set out, and having considered all other matters raised, 

the appeal is dismissed.   

Jeff Tweddle  

INSPECTOR 
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