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INTRODUCTION
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1.1

On 9th March 2011 Nottingham City Council made a direction (reference:
Art 4/HMO/CW/01) under article 4(1) of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 as amended.

1.2

The direction relates to development consisting of a change of the use of a
building to a use falling within Class C4 (houses in multiple occupation) of
the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987
from a use falling within Class C3 (dwellinghouses) of that Schedule, and
removes permitted development rights for this type of development from
the date when the direction comes into force.

1.3

The article 4 direction applies to the whole of the Nottingham City Council
area. If confirmed by the City Council, the article 4 direction will come into
force on 11th March 2012 and express planning permission will thereafter
be required for change of use to Class C4 from Class C3.

1.4

Notification of the making of the article 4 direction was undertaken on 11th
March 2011 and marked the commencement of a consultation period that
ran initially until 27th April 2011, but was further extended until 31st May
2011.

1.5

The notification was undertaken by press notice, site notices and through
individual letters to a wide range of stakeholders, and details were
published on the Council’s website. Notification was also undertaken in
respect of Crown Land and Statutory Undertakers. The Secretary of State
has been notified and confirmed he has no comments to make.

1.6

There has been a high volume of response from a wide range of interested
parties, and individual comments have been submitted by 258 separate
respondents. Section 2 of this report sets out details of the representations
in the form of an individual summary which is presented in alphabetical
order by name of respondent in tabular format. Organisations, groups and
elected representatives have been entered at the beginning of the table,
immediately followed by individual respondents whose interest is also
indicated where this has been possible to identify (e.g. landlord, student,
resident).

1.7

Just over half of the representations have been identified as comprising
one of four standard text letters/submissions, although in some cases these
are supplemented by further points that are individual to the respondent. To
avoid excessive repetition, standard text comments are identified in the
table and cross referenced to one of a series of corresponding summaries
that are included as appendices 1 to 4 of this report. Three of the standard
text submissions represent objections, two of which are most frequently
submitted by objecting landlords/letting agents, and the third one by
students. The fourth submission represents support for the proposals and is
mainly submitted by residents.
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1.8

An abbreviated version of one of the standard objection letters has
additionally been identified, as well as a supplementary objection sheet. A
shortened summary has therefore been included in the appendix to reflect
this and a bullet point summary of the supplementary sheet.

1.9

Section 3 of the report provides an overview of the responses, including
consolidated summaries of the main points, and a brief synopsis of the
number of submissions in support/against the proposal across the range of
interested parties that participated in the consultation.

1.10

Best endeavours have been made to accurately reflect the content of the
responses, but reference should be made to the original representations for
the complete details.

1.11

It should be noted that the report does not seek to provide a response to
the comments raised during the consultation process, nor does it attempt to
appraise the validity of the comments received. However, the
representations received will be taken into account in the determining
whether or not to confirm the article 4 direction.
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2. SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL REPRESENTATIONS BY
RESPONDENT
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Summary of Responses to Consultation

Ref:

Respondent
(Organisation/Group/
Elected
Representative)

Support/Object/
Other Comment

Summary of Main Points

001

A.M.S. Property
(Andy Sykes)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1- See Appendix 1
• In those areas with a high concentration of existing HMOs like Lenton & the
Arboretum the proposal will blight the property values of those owners who want to
sell. The market for owner occupiers in these areas is now very limited & as a result
the owners will have to sell their property at below the market value, unfairly
penalising them.
• The proposal has prompted me to refuse to let a property to a family in view of
potential restriction on future HMO use – surely this will skew the market.
• Historically have rented properties to students in New Basford, Carrington,
Sherwood Rise, St Anns, Sherwood, Hyson Green & Radford but have been forced
to follow the market & sell all but one property. Students have largely determined the
current concentration of rented property available as the investor has just followed
the market.
• Imposing this restriction on areas surrounding already existing high concentrations of
students in Lenton, which would include Wollaton Park & the Park Estate, would
protect these areas from overspill of students & would actually be a positive. It will of
course have the knock on effect of restricting the supply of available rented property
to other groups than students & who might not be deemed a negative.

002

Belvoir Nottingham
Central
(Nigel Parry - landlord)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

003

Buxton Properties
(John Buxton - landlord)

Comment

• As an established landlord (properties in the City include 37 student properties & 1
family let – mostly Lenton Triangle, but also Dunkirk & the Meadows), there will be
some benefits to me. The proposal would prevent further competition in the market
by restricting or preventing any increase in the number of HMOs in the areas in
which my properties are largely situated. I assume that the asset value of my
portfolio would substantially increase as anyone wishing to move into the student
accommodation market would only be able to buy established HMOs (such as those
in my ownership), to which a premium would be attached.
• Over time as some existing HMOs fall back into C3 usage & no new ones can be
established, the number of available student properties will decrease, which will
mean more competition for the good quality properties in the areas that students
wish to live & an increase in rental prices due to the stronger competition.
• This will be detrimental to the student population who will be forced to live either
further away from the University (in a City where the transport infrastructure is far
from satisfactory) or pay higher rentals to live in the limited supply of properties
within walking/cycling distance of the university.
• Whilst there is currently an oversupply of student accommodation in Nottingham,
much of this is in purpose built blocks & students have made it clear time & again in
various pieces of research carried out in the City & nationwide that after their first
year they do not wish to live in these blocks but prefer instead to live in private
rented sector accommodation.
• The direction will have a negative effect on the family owned properties in the areas
where planning restrictions will apply as the market they can sell to is severely
reduced if buy-to-let investors are removed. In addition, would question how many
families are going to want to buy on a road where 80% of the properties are already
HMOs.
• Cannot see that the direction will “re-balance” communities. Foresee that established
investors will benefit & local residents in non HMOs will see their properties
devalued. Rather than improve the community it is likely that in a few years time
there will be empty boarded up properties in areas where planning restrictions for C3
to C4 change of use are applied as properties fail to sell & are left empty or
alternatively landlords choose to leave properties empty rather than risk losing their
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HMO status.
• As the average age of a first time buyer is now 37 it is likely that Nottingham’s
graduates will choose to live in shared rented accommodation for the first few years.
This group will also be adversely affected by the proposal as the supply of HMOs is
restricted & landlords with existing HMOs will not want to let to less than three
unrelated people for fear of the property losing its HMO status.
• As a landlord I employ a large number of local tradesmen when buying properties &
refurbishing them. The type of property I usually buy is in a run down, derelict state &
requires work to bring it up to the same high quality as the rest of my portfolio. The
direction would mean that properties such as these would be likely to remain as
eyesores & employment opportunities for local tradesmen would not be available.
004

Cavendish Lettings
(Ali Baylav)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

005

Duff Property
(S. Creely)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix 1

006

East Midlands Property
Owners

Object

• Have major concerns about the likely impact of the city-wide direction on the private
rented sector & on the City’s housing stock in general.
• Believe that the Council has not fully considered the impact of the direction on non
student communities including existing C3 family dwellings/owner occupiers. In its
desire to ‘reshape’ student housing in the City the Council will harm the private
rented sector as a whole and will make it unnecessarily very difficult, if not
impossible, for a wide variety of tenants to move around freely in the housing
market, to have access to affordable housing & to allow further investment in the
only section of the housing market that has & is still showing growth. This is at a
time when the role of the private rented sector will be even more crucial as
dependency on the sector increases significantly.
• The direction provides those people who are the victims of ‘studentification’ with
false hopes that the problems they face are going to be resolved. (‘Studentification’
is where there is a large concentration of student HMOs in a particular area & there
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•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

has been an impact on the visual aesthetics of that area or an impact on the
infrastructure of that area causing problems like anti social behaviour, waste
management & parking problems.)
The expansion of the higher education system over the past 2 decades is over but
existing HMOs will not disappear. Successive Councils have failed to address the
issue of increasing numbers of students coming into the City, in particular areas like
Lenton & the Arboretum. There has been a huge neglect of this situation in regards
to both housing & planning policy.
Believe that the Council & other agencies have significant powers to deal with the
effects of ‘studentification’. A number of problem areas have already been
addressed through the mandatory licensing scheme introduced in 2006.
Believe that the problem properties, both in relation to management & impact on
local community, are the larger HMOs and not the ones containing 3 or 4
individuals. Believe the greatest issue that arises from shared houses are from
those containing 5 or 6 residents. It is the change of the larger houses - with
perceived problems of constrained parking spaces & rubbish accumulation - that
causes the greatest concerns within communities. There is a limited difference
between a ‘typical’ family occupying a property & 4 unrelated sharers doing likewise.
Believe that the Council has not fully considered the impact of the direction outside
of ‘studentification’ issues.
Feel that the direction will do nothing to re-balance communities where there is an
excessive numbers of HMOs.
The planning system has failed to deliver, in conjunction with housing departments,
appropriate and affordable housing for an evolving housing market.
If the direction is not tenure specific then the legislation will impact upon owner
occupiers. It is not uncommon for 3 or more unrelated people to share a mortgage.
This would be a problem under the direction & would mean that potential
homeowners would have to gain planning permission before they could apply for a
mortgage.
A tenure specific direction would tread new ground in planning law, allowing the
Council to restrict access to housing in certain areas and change the population of
an area. Migrants & the economically less well-off are heavy users of shared
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•

•

•

•
•

•
•

accommodation & there are major concerns that the direction will provide scope for
social engineering.
Concerned that the direction seems to have been developed separately from the
Council’s overall housing strategy & any assessment of future housing need. HMOs
are portrayed as presenting problems without a full assessment being made of their
importance in housing the future citizens of Nottingham. The legislation is static but
the housing market is not.
There is a lack of clarity, both nationally and locally, as to what constitutes a
material change of use. The Council should provide guidance as to what constitutes
a material change of use as the lack of clarity is & will continue to impact upon
landlords’ willingness to invest in communities.
The private rented sector is satisfying a large part of the household need in the City
& has delivered a large percentage of all household growth over the last 5 to 10
years. It continues to be an important & vital part of the housing market in
Nottingham, providing housing for several categories of occupier. The direction will
create a market that has no flexibility, with a 2 to 3 month wait for planning
permission where 3 or more people want to live together.
The average age of a first time buyer is now 37 years. The private rented sector is
providing an essential service, supplying homes for people who cannot afford to
buy, or access social housing.
The private rented sector is providing an increasingly vital role in the housing market
as primary source of new households, flexible tenure helping the housing & labour
market function better, affordable tenure, & is an improving sector in terms of quality
& satisfaction.
With challenges in the owner occupation & social renting sectors, & current rates of
construction in respect of new homes, it is sensible to question whether the private
rented sector can continue to take up the slack.
Vehemently opposed to the introduction of the direction across the City, & confused
by the city-wide designation. The Council has failed to make its case so far, on the
evidence put forward. The proposed city-wide coverage is far too extensive & goes
beyond what is contemplated under the relevant rules & guidance.
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• With the exception of 3 or 4 areas, the City does not have large concentrations of
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

HMOs & certainly not the number that would justify this designation.
The basis on which the Council has made the direction is far from clear.
The following reasons have regularly been given by the Council: anti-social
behaviour, noise & nuisance, imbalanced & unsustainable communities, negative
impacts on the physical environment & streetscape, increased crime, growth in the
private rented sector at the expense of owner occupation, & lack of family housing.
These are general issues which may arise from multiple occupancy, but it has to be
demonstrated that they do actually arise.
Planning law has nothing to do with the state & condition of smaller HMOs. There is
already legislation to deal with this. The Housing Act deals with larger properties,
where there are 5 or more tenants over 3 floors, through mandatory licensing. It also
contains ample powers to address problems in HMOs whether they need a licence
or not.
If a direction is made, local plans will have to say where smaller HMOs are
encouraged, if they are to be banned or restricted in certain areas, in order to meet
need. This raises concerns about the growth in numbers of small HMOs in adjacent
areas. Policies must be developed in conjunction with stakeholders such as local
private rented sector landlords/agents. Clearly, numbers cannot be restricted
regardless of need & demand.
In areas where there are already large numbers of HMOs – Lenton, the Arboretum,
Hyson Green & parts of Sneinton, instead of trying to reintroduce families, or to
‘rebalance’ the community, it would be much more beneficial to allow development
to continue.
The quality of schools is a reason why families & young couples choose to live
outside inner city Nottingham, & the private rented sector should not be expected to
take responsibility for people choosing to live elsewhere. By imposing restrictions on
HMOs, this problem will not be addressed.
A key component of the private rented sector is flexibility. Under the proposal,
planning permission will be required before switching between family & HMO
tenancies. Should landlords be unable to secure tenancies on existing HMOs for
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•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

groups of 3 or more, they will not want to lose their existing HMO status, & so the
only alternative will be not to rent to less than 3 people & not to rent to families. This
will mean that properties are left empty.
In some cases, the proposal may encourage landlords to be dishonest & fail to
declare the correct status of their property.
Existing HMOs will become more valuable if restrictions are being put on new ones.
Landlords may therefore raise their rents, with some tenants being pushed into
poorer areas where there are rogue landlords operating.
In the short period between April & October 2010, it became clear that the proposed
direction would mean two adjoining properties having significantly different values,
with a property that could only be used as a single dwelling being worth 40% less
than a similar adjoining one which could be used as an HMO. The restriction would
mean investors would not be interested in properties in those areas where planning
permission for HMO use was unlikely to be gained, & families would also not be
interested in moving into those areas. Property owners & letting agents have
evidence to this effect.
Restrictive covenants placed on former Council owned properties limiting
occupancy to families only have also resulting in reduced values & problems with
selling. The direction will have the same effect as the covenant.
Homeowners are not aware of this implication of the direction & the Council has
done nothing to bring this to the public’s attention.
The likely outcome of the direction is that the City will have properties that cannot
sell. A handful of families may take advantage of a property being 30% to 40%
cheaper & as a result get on the property ladder, but further down the line will be
faced by being unable to find a buyer when they want to sell.
There is no reference in national planning guidance to avoiding situations where
communities are becoming unbalanced. Planning law is not about this kind of social
engineering. At which point does a community become ‘unbalanced’?
In considering small HMOs, it is necessary to consider small HMOs of all kinds
irrespective of who lives in them.
Government changes increasing the age at which a benefits claimant is only entitled
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•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

to the equivalent of a single room in a shared house from 25 years to 35 years will
mean more pressures for this accommodation in some areas. The Council must
consider this, so that there is sufficient HMO accommodation available to meet this
increased demand.
Spreading HMOs across Nottingham will impact upon the environment & transport.
At the moment, they tend to be located close to the universities & the hospital, and
to other places of work. If HMOs are located further out, there will be an increasing
demand for travel by car.
The City overall, major commercial employers & the hospitals & universities, rely
heavily on key workers that in turn rely on shared housing. Why would it be
desirable to put impose restrictions that would have an adverse impact on those
wishing to occupy shared housing, & may deter them from coming to the City?
Workers, including graduates from Nottingham, will be restricted from sharing as
tenants or purchasers, & estate agents & sellers will be faced with a wait of 8 to 12
weeks to find out whether planning permission is obtained.
In the desire to deal with ‘unbalanced communities’, problematic HMOs &
‘studentification issues’, the direction will have unintended consequences that will hit
other tenants in the private rented sector far more than it will students.
Small businesses that have set up in areas of shared housing will be affected by
reductions in numbers & lack of growth in these areas.
Nottingham needs a flexible rental market so that employers & employees are able
to benefit from the advantages of workers who move around regularly.
The direction does not sit well with any aspiration for Nottingham to be an exciting,
entrepreneurial & expanding city. The direction is all about control & restriction &
banning HMOs irrespective of the need or demand for them.
Nottingham’s major universities bring the City a huge amount of wealth. This would
not have happened if a direction had been applied previously.
The universities are major employers & their former students provide underlying
strength to the economy. The universities have not had the available finance to
provide their own accommodation & many students would not have wanted to live in
institutionalised accommodation even if it had been provided. Without the private
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rented sector, the universities would not have flourished in the way that they have.
• Concerned that no consultation was carried out before the direction was made, and
that the whole process is tainted by predetermination.
• The Council is in breach of its statutory duties in relation to equality. It has failed to
amass any evidence of the impact of the direction on the various groups that can be
accommodated in C4 HMOs, & has not made any impact assessment.
• The Council has not provided justification for the direction in line with Government
guidance, & the requirements of the guidance have not been met.
• The Council has failed to consider obligations under PPS3.
• The direction will stop people from getting mortgages.
• The direction will discriminate against students & force them to live where they do
not want to & possibly have to pay higher rents.
• The direction will put a huge strain on the resources of the Council & have huge
financial implications for the Council.
• Accept that there are some issues in areas where there are large concentrations of
HMOs, namely Lenton, the Arboretum, Hyson Green, Radford & Bobbers Mill.
However, believe that planning legislation should not be used to deal with the
problems.
• Organisations should be encouraged to work together with the support of the
Council, & Action Weeks & other local initiatives should continue. Accreditation
schemes for landlords should continue. Initiatives that promote & support the
universities & the private rented sector & their contribution to the City should be
encouraged & supported.
007

Lillian Greenwood M.P.

Support

• Strongly backed planning legislation introduced in April 2010, which enabled
councils to control the spread of HMOs & protect communities in Nottingham &
across the country.
• There is an undeniable need for councils to have the power to use planning
legislation to control the proliferation of HMOs – particularly in an area like my
constituency that has two world class universities & is home to over 50,000 students.
• Deeply concerned that action taken by the current Government will make it more
difficult for neighbourhoods across Nottingham South to resist the indiscriminate
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conversion of family homes into HMOs. In certain areas, there are already over 50%
of HMOs, irrevocably changing the identity and make up of communities. In Lenton,
one primary school has been forced to close due to changing population
demographics & many local shops have disappeared. In the Wollaton Park area of
the city an increasing number of properties, predominantly bungalows, are being
converted into homes for 5 or 6 students. This quiet residential area is totally
unsuitable for large multiple occupancy households, causing particular problems with
noise and parking.
• Support a city-wide direction to make sure that the Council can respond quickly to
the build up of HMOs without having to wait 12 months for the legislation to become
effective, & to stop conversions to HMOs taking place in streets just outside an area
with a direction in place.
• Wish to see confirmation of the direction without any modifications to the present
proposals.
• Have been contacted by a large number of constituents who support action to tackle
the spread of HMOs.
008

Harveys Nottingham
(Trevor Wright)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

009

John Hofton & Son
(J.P Robinson)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1- see Appendix 1

010

JHL Estates Ltd
(J.D. Lacey)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix1

011

Lancaster Project
Management

Object

• The proposal is a non-mandatory action which is going to involve the Council in
significant costs that will need to be met from reduced budgets or by council tax &
business rate payers.
• Can’t see how the cost of the proposal can be justified, especially since research
has not been done to gather evidence to show that it is necessary or will work.
• The process is flawed. Those being consulted need to have evidence of where the
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direction will need to be applied, how it would be done & what the anticipated effects
would be. Some idea of the costs associated with the implementation is also
required. Once this information is available, consultation with stakeholders can be
then be undertaken.
• In implementing the direction, there is a grave danger that house prices will be
significantly affected, particularly in specific areas of the City where HMOS or
properties suitable for HMOS are prevalent. Many individual property owners in
those areas will not be aware of this & without the research being shown to them,
they are unlikely to respond to the consultation. As a result, they will be
disadvantaged.
• Without the evidence, the Council is using an excessively strong measure to
address an unproven problem.
• If the Council can justify the costs & expense of implementing the proposals, the
consultation should take place after the research has been completed & made
available to all stakeholders. The consequential delay in the plans would be better
than rushing into a consultation that cannot possibly be properly informed, just to
meet a March 2012 deadline.
012

013

Leadale Properties
(Alan G. Wright)

Object

Chris Leslie M.P.

Support

• Standard Comments OBJ2 & Standard Objection Summary – see Appendices 2 &
2(a)
• Fully supported the introduction of HMO planning legislation in April last year, which
empowered local communities & allowed them to have a say in the development of
their neighbourhood. Dismayed to see this legislation removed so quickly. Continue
to believe that the Council needs the power to use planning legislation to control the
spread of HMOs throughout the city, so that neighbourhoods do not find themselves
swamped by too many such properties & the quality of life of the residents negatively
affected.
• In my role as the MP for Nottingham East, I have spoken to many people who have
expressed concerns about the recent changes to the law which will give them no
means of limiting HMO expansion in their neighbourhood, & to others who are
suffering with the problems of having too many HMOs in their neighbourhood
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already, with the social problems such as excessive noise, poor waste management,
& the loss of social cohesion this can create. The Council needs to have the powers
necessary to stop such problems spreading further, & to alleviate the concerns of
residents in vulnerable areas throughout the City.
• The direction must be implemented on a city-wide basis, so that the Council can
respond rapidly to the build-up of HMOs, & so that the introduction of the direction in
one area does not shift the problem of unregulated HMO expansion in even greater
magnitudes to other neighbourhoods.
• Support the introduction of the direction with no modifications to the present
proposals, & would like to see it implemented as quickly as possible.
014

Lilac Properties
(Irfan Ahmed)

Object

• Object to the article 4 direction, by way of the reasons submitted by East Midlands
Property Owners.
• Query why the registered providers & the City sold properties in those affected areas
as they were deemed not appropriate for family housing.
• Query why the registered providers & the City sold properties in those affected areas
due to the fact that meeting decent homes standard was not cost effective – hence
leaving to the private sector to do so.
• Consider the consultation to be inappropriately carried out in that the Housing
Strategic Partnership has not been made aware of the proposals.
• Challenge the proposal due to the recent welfare reforms & the impact on those less
than 35 years of age & on benefits that will only be able to live in HMOs.
• Challenge the proposal as a restraint on human freedom, social mobilisation &
restriction of choice on where people 'WISH' to live not where they are forced to live.

015

Livingstone Homes
(Andrew Paris)

Object

• Our company operates HMOs in Nottingham City, providing affordable, high quality
serviced accommodation for working professional people.
• The HMOs that we manage are totally different to the general image of an HMO as
either a student house, or a type of LHA hostel. They are situated in residential
areas & are quality properties, well managed & well maintained.
• Our tenants are typically 25-30 year olds working in Nottingham; many are “key
workers” in the city.
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• Our properties definitely do not cause the “environmental nuisance” or
neighbourhood problems associated with other types of HMO & yet will be caught up
in the proposed direction.
• The direction will restrict the operations of good as well as bad landlords.
• The proposed city-wide direction is unjustified & totally the wrong approach to
improve the housing stock of the city.
• The direction will do nothing to improve existing HMOs which may be poorly
managed or maintained & which may cause nuisance to local residents because
they will not be affected under the proposals. It will do nothing to improve or tidy up
areas of “studentification”.
• The direction can be effectively ignored. A landlord can set up an HMO &, until a
planning enforcement notice is served, the landlord is not committing an offence.
The enforcement of the direction is going to be heavy on manpower, time consuming
& expensive. Once the enforcement notice has been served, the landlord can
continue to operate the HMO pending appeal (which will take perhaps a year) & the
City Council will face the additional costs of such an appeal (including the landlord’s
costs if the appeal is won). The scheme will become unworkable.
• A far more effective and powerful approach would be to introduce compulsory HMO
licensing in “problem” areas. Environmental Health has greater powers to improve
existing properties, & additionally the penalties for ignoring licensing requirements
are far greater.
• The problems associated with HMOs are difficult to define; the areas affected (&
likely to be affected) are difficult to define; & the evidence to support the proposed
direction has simply not been gathered.
• The city-wide direction is inappropriate. Is the whole City of such special quality that
it justifies a direction to protect it? The direction is not supported by Government
guidelines on restricting permitted development. Implementing a city-wide direction
is in effect claiming that the whole of Nottingham is under a ‘real & specific threat’
from HMOs & that all HMOs will be to the detriment of any location.
• The proposal is not justified by Nottingham City Council’s current planning policies &
is not supported by detailed & specific evidence in terms of the “issues” regarding
HMOs or the areas affected by HMOs/studentification.
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• There must be policies in place in the current Local Plan or Local Development
Framework to give a policy context by which the resulting applications would then be
determined. The Council currently has no such policies relating specifically to HMOs
to guide either the planners or applicants & there is an absence of up to date policy
guidance in Nottingham City’s Local Plan to justify widening the scope of use of
directions to deal with HMOs.
• The purpose of the current consultation regarding the implementation of the direction
is to seek evidence that it will meet policy requirements. As there is a lack of HMO
policies, what can “the evidence” be assessed against? How can relevant comment
be made when there are no policies in place for consideration if permitted
development rights are removed? Without comprehensive policies regarding HMOs,
it is impossible to gauge the effect that the proposed direction will have. Without
knowing how & in what ways planning will apply specifically to HMOs in future &
without policy yardsticks to assess the proposal against it is hard to see how
meaningful consultation can take place.
• Urge the Council to either abandon the plans for the direction, or at least restrict its
application to very limited areas.
016

Councillor Eileen Morley

Support

• Concerned about having to wait until 2012 & developers rushing to convert before
that date.

017

National Landlords
Association

Object

• Any additional regulation of the private rented sector should balance the desire to
ensure secure & sustainable communities with the increasing need for good quality
housing.
• Additional regulatory burdens must focus on engaging with private landlords in order
to improve professionalism & in turn standards, while reducing opportunities for
rogue landlords to blight the sector. It should be the shared objectives of all parties
involved to facilitate the best possible outcomes for landlords & tenants. As a result
good practice should be recognised & encouraged in addition to the required focus
on enforcement activity.
• In light of the current economic climate, the last thing good landlords need is to be
further penalised by new regulations; particularly where there appears to be limited
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direct & immediate benefit to landlords or tenants.
• A direction is undoubtedly a powerful tool for local authorities when used
appropriately. However it should be considered as an option of last resort, rather
than a tool to be applied liberally. Remain unconvinced that the Council has explored
all potential avenues prior to this direction.
• The introduction of the C4 Use Class was unnecessary & served only to create
greater confusion & bureaucracy for the private rented sector.
• The establishment of a small HMO (as defined by the recent regulations) does not
represent a substantial change of use in terms of the burden imposed on local
infrastructure.
• Do not believe there is sufficient justification put forward by the Council for
introducing further demarcation into existing housing stock for the purpose of
controlling the legitimate use of property.
• The trends in future UK housing demographics & in the future growth of higher
education, along with the current state of housing finance & supply of affordable
housing, point to a greater need for shared housing/HMO type housing in
Nottingham. The flexibility and affordability that HMOs & shared housing provide are
critical for many who either cannot afford or do not want the liabilities involved in
owning their own home.
• While accurate statistics do not exist in this area, it is likely that the majority of
renters (of whom 20 to 29 year olds form the majority according to Government
commissioned research) occupy shared housing.
• For obvious economic reasons & for flexibility, shared housing is an important
source of housing for young professionals, migrants & students that make up an
important part of the shared housing market across England in general &
Nottingham in particular. However, demand is not static. Recent research suggests
that emigration out of the UK by economic migrants is increasing & current
projections for student numbers point to the majority of future student growth over
the next couple of decades being amongst post-graduates & part-time
undergraduates.
• The overwhelming characteristic between these groups is that they are necessarily
transient. HMOs & shared housing are popular amongst these socio-economic
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groups precisely because they provide a fluid housing option.
• The changes to the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) which take effect this April, will
only allow LHA to be paid at a room rate for single people under the age of 35.
Limiting the number of HMOs is highly likely to have a significant & long-lasting
effect on the provision of good quality, affordable accommodation for those young
people on low-incomes.
• In common with all types of rented or leasehold tenure, rights & responsibilities
associated with a private rented tenancy lie both on the landlord & on the tenant. As
with any other household, those in shared housing are required to behave in a
socially acceptable way. Where reality does not match up to these expectations,
both the landlord & the local authority have powers that can be used to tackle
unacceptable behaviour.
• Where a particular issue related to shared housing concentration has been
identified, local authorities & enforcement agencies have extensive existing
statutory powers to deal with such issues. These powers require local residents to
identify particular cases of unacceptable behaviour so that they can be dealt with.
Landlords can neither continually monitor the behaviour of their tenants, nor do
anything that may constitute harassment. Too often local residents fall into the
fallacy that it is the house itself rather than the household which causes an issue.
They build up a ‘general feeling’ about areas of particularly dense shared housing,
without looking to see whether particular problems have been dealt with. This
aggregation of issues, particularly grievances and ‘general feelings’ about a
community can quickly make residents feel that a ‘tipping point’ has been reached.
This problem is compounded where residents are not made aware of any specific
action taken by a landlord or local authority against a particular household & so are
ignorant of any work being done to tackle issues important to them.
• Some landlords, most often due to ignorance rather than roguish intent, do not use
their powers to manage their properties effectively. Rather than a direction, a more
appropriate & efficient response would be to identify issues & assist landlords to
develop the required knowledge and skills to improve the sector.
• A problem encompassing a few poorly managed and/or maintained properties
would not be appropriately tackled by a direction & in such situations local
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authorities should consider Enforcement Notices & Management Orders. These
measures represent a targeted approach to specific issues, rather than a blanket
scheme that has the potential to adversely affect the professional landlords, whilst
still leaving the rogues able to operate under the radar.
Where local authorities have come together with other community stakeholders,
including local landlords, to tackle particular problems or issues, then there have
been successes. However these initiatives do require active engagement by local
authorities.
Accreditation plays a vital role in educating and improving the professionalism of the
private rented sector. Accreditation educates landlords on their obligations &
responsibilities towards their tenants, the community & the local authority.
Development-based accreditation can change the behaviour of landlords in a way
that a direction would not. Believe the aims of the Council can be better achieved
through accreditation than a direction.
Nottingham faces a shortage of housing with high levels of demand across tenure
including a considerable need for rented accommodation. As providers of private
residential accommodation, landlords base their business plans on existing
population & expected future demand. Resultantly, they are well placed to react to
changes in demand with greater flexibility than social housing providers or the
market for owner-occupied property.
The proposed direction is likely to erode the ability of landlords to react to changing
circumstances & the needs of the local community. It will act as a distorting
influence on the housing market as property with implied permission through
existing use will be regarded as premium investment assets by landlords offering
shared housing. While the presence, or lack of, C4 designated properties in certain
localities will diminish the stability of property values according to consumer
demand.
A direction should not be used as a check-box or census exercise to identify
landlords operating in the local authority area. Should a direction be introduced
would want to see the Council using the information gained to engage with landlords
in order to encourage them to participate in whatever other measures the Council &
its partners have enacted to improve the quality of the local private rented sector.
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018

Nottingham Action
Group on HMOs

Support

• During the seven years since its formation, the NAG has seen a year-on-year
increase in the number, spread & concentration of HMOs. The impact has been
two-fold: (i) In neighbourhoods where HMOs were already presenting difficulties in
2004, the effect has been to increase the concentration to the point at which more
than 90% of properties in some streets are now privately-rented HMOs. (ii) HMOs
have continued to spread into other neighbourhoods where concentrations are
building up. Indeed, now some of these neighbourhoods have more than 45-50% of
properties converted into privately rented HMOs.
• Concomitant with these developments have been increasing numbers of reports by
residents of problems generated by HMOs (their owners/agents & the largely highly
transient tenant population).
• Welcomed & continue to support the Council’s implementation of the provisions of
the Housing Act 2004 in respect of HMOs licensing and inspection.
• Having been instrumental in introducing Unipol Student Homes to Nottingham,
continue to support the work of that organisation & its formal partners in producing &
administering the Unipol-DASH Code of accreditation.
• Believe that HMO licensing & accreditation taken together, will improve the quality
of landlords & agents operating in the HMO market, & alongside other activities
such as education and information, will help to reduce the day-to-day impact of
HMOs on established residents & their neighbourhoods & communities, whilst also
going some way towards reversing the dominance of HMOs over other housing
types in our neighbourhoods.
• The experiences of the last seven years have highlighted the difficulties associated
with trying to address the effects of HMOs on the sustainability & balance of local
communities. Primarily, this has centred on the inability of the Council to produce &,
just as importantly, enforce planning strategies aimed at managing the
concentration & spread of HMOs in a way that, whilst continuing to give access to
this type of accommodation, would protect neighbourhoods from instability & loss of
viability.
• Welcomed the April 2010 amendments to the Use Classes Order. For the first time
not only did they recognise that HMOs (Use Class C4) are a distinctly different use
from that of family homes (Use Class C3), but also, by requiring planning
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permission to be sought for conversion to an HMO, brought these developments
under the control of the local planning authority. Was very disappointed when the
October 2010 amendments made conversion to an HMO permitted development, &
small HMOs were effectively removed from planning control once again.
Fully support the Council’s decision to make a direction removing HMO permitted
development rights.
It is illogical & nonsensical that HMOs should continue to be the only form of
housing development that is not subject to control.
It has been shown that uncontrolled HMO development damages existing
communities, their balance & sustainability.
HMOs remove from the housing market those types of houses (family homes with
three & more bed rooms & good size gardens) which are in short supply.
At a time of local (as well as national) housing shortage HMOs do not increase the
housing supply, but merely transfer stock from owner-occupation/social renting to
the private rented sector.
Rental income from HMOs is substantially higher than what can be expected if the
same property is rented out to a family, thus removing these properties from the
family-renting market as well.
By providing controls, the direction will enable the Council to develop medium &
long-term housing strategies that cater for the city’s needs to provide good-quality
family housing alongside accommodation for those who, for whatever reason,
require the sort of short-term accommodation that HMOs provide.
Fully support the Council’s decision to make the direction city-wide.
The city-wide direction will strengthen the Council’s ability to develop housing
strategies for the whole of the city. This is likely to become more & more significant
as demand & competition for all types of housing increases. Control over HMO
development gives the Council the ability to give permission for an HMO
development to take place as well as giving it the right to refuse permission for that
development. What is important is that having the ability to control the development
of HMOs allied to robust planning & housing strategies brings the sort of clear
guidance & transparency that should be appreciated by & be of benefit to
developers, tenants & communities alike.
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• The city-wide direction will enable the Council to react relatively quickly to a part of
the private rented sector that is particularly flexible & mobile, thereby avoiding overconcentration of HMOs in areas where hitherto this has not been an issue.
Implementing a new direction to cover such an area would involve too much delay
(12 months at a minimum) & take up too much of the Council’s limited resources.
• The city-wide direction will prevent conversions to HMOs taking place without
planning permission in neighbourhoods contiguous with ones where article 4
direction controls exist, but which themselves are not subject to those controls.
019

Nottingham City Homes

Support

• Proposal will permit local residents & other interested parties to have their views
taken into account through the planning process when change of use from Class C3
to Class C4 is proposed. It is right that local people, which will include tenants &
leaseholders that NCH provides services for, should have that opportunity.
• NCH manages & maintains a substantial number of homes across the City. In
some neighbourhoods our tenants & leaseholders can live close to or adjacent to
private sector HMO properties, & from time to time are in touch with NCH about
issues (including anti social behaviour) that concern those properties. Where such
properties (HMOs) are in large concentrations those problems seem to be more
prevalent. Requiring planning approval before such conversions would,
presumably, allow such matters to be considered in accordance with overall
planning policies as well as permitting interested parties to comment, support or
object to applications.
• There are well documented problems in the city with poorly managed & maintained
HMOs. Such properties have a disproportionately negative effect on the streets &
neighbourhoods where they are located. Nuisance & problems from such
properties can result in people seeking to move away from the neighbourhood,
which reduces demand for housing in the area (with an effect on other housing, both
privately rented, socially rented & owner occupied). In extreme cases this can
ultimately require costly intervention from various bodies to resolve the problems
that then result.
• Requiring planning approval may have some part to play in assisting to drive up
general standards in the sector, which is in line with objectives set out in
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Nottingham’s Housing Strategy. Nottingham City Homes, through its work as a
partner in the city’s Housing Strategic Partnership, supports these objectives.
Nottingham City Council & its partners have a responsibility to help create balanced
neighbourhoods that are desirable places for people to live. That objective is set
out in the City’s Sustainable Community Strategy. The proposal would make a
positive contribution to achieving this, as concentrations of HMOs lead to
unbalanced neighbourhoods. Without the ability to use reasonable planning
powers, the Local Planning Authority cannot contribute fully to achieving this
objective.
NCH does not believe that the obligation to apply for planning permission is
especially onerous, & is more than balanced by the wider benefits to the community
at large that will come from this proposal.
Agrees that the direction should be city-wide. It makes sense for the proposal to
cover the whole city to avoid problems occurring just outside of a designated area,
which then requires a further declaration to address at some future point.
Furthermore, if the proposal applies to the whole city then it helps avoid confusion
over whether an application is or is not required when proposing to convert a
property into an HMO.
Urge confirmation of the direction without modification. This is so that it can come
into effect without further delay. The present 12-month delay, whilst understandable,
is unfortunate since it will enable developers to take advantage of the lack of
controls & convert properties into HMOs which, if a direction had become effective
immediately, might well have been subject to refusal of planning permission. It
would be undesirable to extend the period before the direction becomes effective by
introducing modifications that will of necessity become the subject of new
consultation processes & further delays.
Although not precisely within the remit of this response, also wish to highlight the
urgent need for further research into the feasibility & desirability of using additional
article 4 directions to control developments that have the potential to increase the
number of tenants in any one HMO property &, therefore, to further destabilise a
neighbourhood.
A holistic approach to housing is vital. As would have been the case if the earlier
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planning legislation had remained in place, it is essential that the direction is rooted
in a sound, robust local planning strategy which, in turn, needs to be aligned to &
compliment/be complimented by an equally sound & robust housing strategy.
• Understand that the Coalition Government, through the Minister for Housing, has
not only acknowledged that HMOs can & do cause problems for other residents &
can & do change the character of a neighbourhood, but also that Local Planning
Authorities should have the power to control the spread & concentration of HMOs in
these cases. Furthermore, Government wishes Local Planning Authorities to use
article 4 directions to exercise control over the spread & concentration of HMOs.
Therefore, in making the direction, the Council is using the planning mechanism
supported by Government. It is also responding to the concerns of local residents
who believe that the concentration & spread of HMOs need to be managed
effectively and efficiently if our communities are to be both balanced & sustainable
in the future.
020

Nottingham Civic Society Support

• Currently concerned that so many streets have been denuded of families & that the
floating student population militates against the formation of stable neighbourhood
communities.
• The current situation can also mean that there is a shortage of affordable housing in
certain areas as properties can in all probability achieve higher selling figures to
landlords planning HMOs than to young individual families. The necessity to get
planning permission may well help to ameliorate this situation.
• Have concerns about the appearance of the exterior of some HMOs & streets,
where the floating population is not so likely to wish to maintain the cleanliness &
attractiveness of the streetscene - or indeed the appearance of the frontage of the
property.
• Feel that the proposal may encourage more students to take up University
accommodation, & hope that more property may be retained for family occupation,
& that possibly some property may eventually be returned to this use.

021

Nottingham Park
Residents’ Association

• Supported proposals to require HMOs to need planning permission & responded in
detail to the Government consultation on that issue in 2009, providing detailed views

Support
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Residential Landlords
Association

Object

about HMOs & the problems associated with some of them that have been drawn to
the Association’s attention by residents (anti-social behaviour & environmental
problems, crime, visual/amenity impact, destabilising communities/undermining
community cohesion, undermining balanced communities, health, neglect of
housing stock/property fabric.)
Believes that HMOs of whatever size can have a significant impact on the local
community. It is therefore right that members of the wider community should have
an opportunity to comment on & participate in the process of conversion of a
property into an HMO.
Favours a city-wide direction. One of the areas with very high concentrations of
HMOs is Lenton, which is immediately adjacent to the Park. Were the proposals
only to cover certain areas (like Lenton) there would be major concerns about the
impact on an area just outside the boundary. It would inevitably create a situation
where HMO conversions would be undertaken close to, but just outside the area of
the direction. This would be of major concern to residents of the Park given its
proximity to Lenton.
A city-wide direction would also avoid any confusion from property owners about
whether the property was covered by the direction.
Would like to see confirmation of the direction without any modification to the
present proposals.
Would like to see the proposals implemented as soon as possible.

• The Council will need to determine a planning policy for dealing with any application
for a change of use.
• In our experience, little or no detailed work has been undertaken by planning
authorities to determine the need/demand for small, shared houses.
• By making a direction, it is the Council’s intention to restrict the number of small
HMOS within the area covered by it.
• Implicit in the making of the direction is the Council’s view that there is an on-going
need/demand for small HMOS.
• PPS3 requires the Council to make sure that the ongoing need/demand for shared
housing is provided for within its area. Numbers cannot be restricted with a view to
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the demand/need not being met. If numbers are restricted in certain areas then the
need/demand will need to be met within other areas within the local authority
boundary.
Shared accommodation & bedsits are generally occupied by single people, often
younger people, students, young professionals, young working people, nurses,
trainees & the like. In our experience, with the exception of students most local
planning authorities have not regarded accommodation of this kind as being a
special case. However, as part of its planning policy for housing, the Council is
required to consider the accommodation requirements of specific groups, including
single persons of the kind who are likely to occupy small HMOS. The Council must
also carry out a Strategic Housing Market Assessment.
Policies must be developed in conjunction with stakeholders such as the local
private rented sector landlords/agents.
Appreciate that local interest groups & residents may have some legitimate
concerns, we believe that these issues (e.g. any problems associated with low level
anti-social behaviour etc) can be addressed by other means.
Presumably it will be part of the Council’s policy of pursuing balanced communities
to ensure that a number of small HMOS are introduced in long established
owner/occupied areas e.g. in the suburbs. No doubt local residents would be
consulted on this & the Council would have to consider compatibility with transport
policies targeted towards reducing carbon emissions & the likelihood of increased
need to travel & greater car usage.
PPS3 requires Councils to adopt an evidence based approach & to take account of
market information when forming policies.
The national population is rising & successive surveys provide evidence of
increasing numbers of smaller households & single person households.
Policies must not be overly restrictive that effectively preclude HMOs in some areas
& impose blanket parking restrictions.
Seek clarification about how adoption of policy is to be approached, what evidence
base is held/will be gathered & how will PPS requirements for collaborative working
be fulfilled.
Seek clarification on consultation associated with proposed policies & timetable for
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consultation & preparation.
• Do not believe that the proposed direction is the best way to deal with any problems
which may surround small HMOs.
• The direction will not produce any instant solution & it could slash the value of
properties in the affected area.
• Other powers should be used & local authorities should work in conjunction with
landlords & other stakeholders.
023

Rohan Properties
(Raj Beri)

Object

024

Shields & Company /
Shields Student Homes
- Lenton Branch
(Tom Kite)
Trevor Parr Associates
Ltd.
(Dominic Parr)

Object

025

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• There will be a negative impact on house prices.
• The proposal is seeking to reduce shared accommodation at a time when there will
be an increased requirement for rooms in shared housing due to benefit changes for
people under 35.
No comments.

• This is an attack on the elderly. By interfering in the free market, the Council would
lead to a slashing of property prices & other unforeseen consequences detrimental
to permanent, local residents. For example, residents would be unable to sell their
houses for anything like market value because landlords would not risk buying a
house that had no history of multiple occupation & families would not want to move
to an area perceived to have anti-social behaviour problems associated with
students (however false these perceptions may be). Most victims will be vulnerable,
elderly people who have worked hard all their lives. Very few of them understand
what this law will do to them.
• Dereliction has been identified as a side effect of such a proposal as houses that fail
to sell fall into disrepair & believe that this is a serious possibility.
• Will not achieve the purpose it is set out to do namely redressing the balance of
communities back towards a mixed residency. For good or ill, housing in areas such
as Lenton are already predominantly owned by student landlords & this law would do
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026

Unipol

Comment:
Few issues with
acquisition of
enabling powers.
Oppose if
detailed
consultation on

nothing positive to encourage landlords to sell houses back into owner occupied
status. It will not cause to be rebuilt the schools, libraries or local shops that have
closed down because of studentification. Such a law would have been great 15
years ago but is pointless now when the damage is already done.
Market forces are already redressing the balance of housing by themselves. In
Nottingham there is now a significant oversupply of Victorian house type student
accommodation in the Arboretum & Lenton due to the enormous amount of purpose
built housing being developed by Derwent, Unite and Opal etc. & student numbers
tailing off. There are therefore increasing numbers of empty rooms & established
landlords no longer want to expand their portfolios. A re-balancing of the community
is therefore already on its way but in a gradual & therefore controlled manner which
does not lead to a catastrophic fall in prices. As prices tail off, the houses will
gradually become more attractive to families & this revolution will happen again but
only if market forces are allowed to act.
It would lead to higher rents as it will create an artificial supply constriction causing
the value of property with HMO status to increase in value & this will be especially
harmful to a group of people, mostly younger & on lower pay, which rely most on the
affordable prices shared houses offer.
There are other implications to local business, crime & appearance of local areas.
The proposal is a knee jerk reaction that will not sort out the issues it is intended to,
will penalise local residents savagely by slashing the value of their homes & create a
dangerous precedent by interfering with the law of market forces.

• Views the proposal as a precondition for setting specific planning policies relating to
HMO throughout the City & has few issues with the acquisition of these enabling
powers.
• More interested in the mechanisms & consultation that will be undertaken by the
Council in connection with the development of local planning policies appropriate to
each area of Nottingham, if the direction is implemented.
• At a time of diminishing funding, the Council, in proposing this directive, are deciding
to put significant additional resources into this planning area. Would assume that the
Council has carried out an assessment of the likely costs & benefits from this
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specific policies
relating to HMO
was not
committed to.
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increased policy & administrative burden. Additional resources will be needed to
both form area planning policies and process applications.
At present, no fee can be charged for applications, although there has been debate
about allowing councils to make charges. The Council would be wise to base its
assumptions on the present system of no charging continuing.
Hope that, if this directive is approved, then the Council will undertake a number of
widely based consultations (in which Unipol will be invited to participate) involving
residents, property suppliers & those involved in housing & income support
strategies, to shape the planning policies within designated areas of the City.
Without a commitment to this level of consultation Unipol would oppose the enabling
powers of the direction. The subsequent consultation periods should be realistic with
any policies coming into operation by mid 2012. Unipol would strongly oppose any
"interim policies" that were enacted without consultation.
There will need to be very different policies to cover what are very different housing
uses & areas within the proposed city-wide area.
Main concern is that the direction, its aims & likely impact, seem to have been
developed without a full assessment of future housing need in the City.
HMOs are portrayed as presenting problems without a full assessment being made
of their importance in housing the future citizens in Nottingham. It is important to
stress both the societal changes & future demographics that are driving a set of
changes in housing need within inner City areas which are: more young people in
their 20s living with their parents, due to limited economic opportunity & high
property prices; more affluent younger people living alone in single units (& sharing
in HMOs or smaller flats); an increase in single households because of a rise in the
overall separation & divorce rate; an increase in cohabiting couples requiring flexible
housing tenure; increased mobility connected with employment needs; high entry &
exit costs associated with owner occupation; more people living alone at the end of
their lives; increased economic migration from Europe in tourism and catering - both
industries that will continue to grow in Nottingham.
These trends will be underscored by the need for affordable housing. Private renting
will increase as a proportion of housing supply. Affordability will mean (through
changes to both the benefits system & through lower pay & higher housing costs)
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that many of these single people & cohabiting couples will turn to HMOS.
• HMOs are currently the only area of significant growth & investment within the
housing stock. Whilst they bring problems related to density of occupation (& those
problems need managing) HMOs will form an increasingly important part of the City's
housing stock in the next two decades & care will need to be taken not to block
development & investment in this sector.
• Concerned that under the direction an unmarried couple with a lodger would be
classified as an HMO (three unrelated persons) & seek clarification as to whether
those houses would require planning permission. This issue could be resolved by
raising the barrier from 3 occupants to 4.
• This direction is not primarily about students, nor should the student housing agenda
drive this wider agenda. It would be a mistake for the Council to allow the rapid
expansion of HMOs in Lenton & Dunkirk to act as a driver for other areas of
Nottingham where housing issues are very different & policies relating to student
areas would be inappropriate & restrictive.
• In terms of the student areas, these proposals would not affect existing HMOs. Both
Universities are not expanding (& are unlikely to do so in the foreseeable future
under any scenario), the number of purpose built student buildings is significant &
will, as economic pressures change, continue to increase. Student numbers at
Nottingham Trent University are set to decrease by 1200 over the next 3 years.
• Taking into account the number of bedspaces in the off-street student rental sector,
increasing purpose built development & falling student numbers, it is inevitable that
properties in less desirable areas such as Radford & Hyson Green will be left vacant
or under occupied & may need to move into other areas of the property market. The
demographic & economic influences highlighted above means it is unlikely that this
will be family occupation. It will be important that subsequent planning policies
assist, & do not act as a brake on the ability of this property market to transform into
a more sustainable form of housing tenure.
• The Council should consult with care on local policies & note that if it gets future
single person housing needs wrong this could affect the ability of younger people,
not students but those aged 25-37 (the average age for house purchase) to live in
Nottingham. Graduate retention in the City could be discouraged. There are plenty of
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housing markets outside of Nottingham that will take on those people with West
Bridgford & Beeston both becoming commuting areas for the vibrant Nottingham job
market.
• The need for property owners to seek permission when there is a change between
C3 and C4 is overly restrictive & will make it difficult for landlords to adapt their
property to changing markets - consideration should be given to allowing landlords to
retain the permitted occupancy level of their property over a 3 year span, enabling a
change of usage within this time.
027

University of Nottingham
(Registrar)

Support - in
principle

• Supports the proposal in principle.
• Aware that concentrations of HMOs have been associated with, among other things:
parking congestion, anti-social behaviour, poor standards of property maintenance,
accumulations of waste & rubbish, proliferation of certain retail outlets.
• The University has worked closely with the Council & other stakeholders to establish
best practice solutions to address these problems where they have occurred in
neighbourhoods with large numbers of HMOs occupied by students & we will
continue to invest in this area.
• The University understands that one of the key issues the direction may be used to
address is a concern over community balance. The concept of community balance is
clearly important for Nottingham & the University is aware of a perception that this is
lacking in certain parts of the city due to concentrations of HMOs.
• Given that perception, it is important that all partners are working towards the same
understanding of the concept of community balance. The University is firm in its view
that students have a stake in the local community & should not be overlooked in this
regard. As such, the University would welcome further clarity on the Council’s
definition of ‘community balance’ to allow a full understanding of what the Council is
seeking to achieve through the direction.

028

University of Nottingham
Students’ Union &
Nottingham Trent
University Students’

Object

• Electronic petition with 3819 entries.
• The implementation of the direction will effectively discriminate against students by
reducing their choice in accommodation.
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Union (Teddy Smith,
Sarah Mason, Oliver
Kasper)

• Concern that arises from existing policies/documents (the Council’s Housing
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Strategy & the Building Balanced Communities SPD) is that any planning
application for an HMO within any of the areas that students currently chose to live
in would be refused, meaning that in effect, the number of HMOs in those areas will
be capped at their current level. As there is currently an over-surplus of student
housing available, it is possible to suppose this will not have a great impact on the
student body. However, housing benefit changes are likely to increase the demand
for HMOs & these increased pressures on the housing market are likely to reduce
this surplus. If as a result the demand for housing available to students did rise, the
proposed direction would mean that the Council would have the power & the
inclination to refuse planning permission in areas that are popular with students. In
response to any future demand for student housing, the Council will only allow
HMOs in areas that are not traditionally favoured by the student population, or not at
all, thereby promoting the Council’s overall aim of ensuring that students live in
purpose built accommodation.
Object to the Council dictating where students can live. Students should have the
right to decide where they want to live.
In addition to the positive cultural & economic impact that students have on the City,
the University of Nottingham Students’ Union also actively encourages its students
to have a positive impact on their local communities through volunteering. Currently
there are 2084 students registered as volunteering on a regular placement
contributing an estimated minimum of 125,040 hours each academic year to the
community, with other one-off sessions contributing even further.
The Council do not appear to have sought consultation with students about their
policy aim to divert students from the general housing market (Building Balanced
Communities SPD).
Question whether there is any evidence to suggest that students want to live in
purpose built accommodation. Most students would rather live in an HMO than
purpose built accommodation.
For many students learning to live as part of a community is a vital part of the
student experience, & most respond well to this as responsible & sensitive
neighbours.
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• Whilst acknowledge that there are some problems within communities that are often
identified as having a larger population of students, those issues cannot be dealt
with by planning legislation, in what appears to be an attempt at social engineering.
• Purpose built accommodation is often far more expensive & unaffordable for many
students. The average cost of purpose built accommodation in Nottingham is £100£110 per week, whereas the average cost of living in a shared house is £75 per
week. At a time when students are facing tuition fees of up to £9000, it is
unreasonable to add to students’ costs.
• Any purpose built accommodation likely to be built will not be permitted in areas
where there is currently a high student population – which are the areas close to &
convenient for the University & necessary amenities. This means students are likely
to be pushed further away from the areas that they want to live in, which will result
in higher costs of public transport, or may lead to more students running a car.
• To fall in line with the Council’s aim for a ‘balanced community’ HMOs conversions
would need to take place in areas where students don’t currently live in order to
resolve accommodation needs that can’t be met by purpose built accommodation.
Again, this means students are likely to be pushed further away from the areas that
they want to live in, which will increase feelings of isolation in an already vulnerable
group, & result in higher costs of public transport & increased car use. There will
also be a negative impact on poorer students that have previously chosen to live in
‘non-student’ areas where costs are lower.
• A high concentration of students does not necessarily equate to an imbalanced
community. Students represent a diverse & varied group. Students should not be
generalised & the actions of the few that cause problems should be dealt with in the
same way as any other sector of the community.
• The aim of creating & maintaining a ‘balanced’ community only appears to apply to
areas with a high concentration of HMOs & not to other areas.
• Communities should develop naturally & planning law is an inappropriate tool with
which to control community ‘balance’.
• The proposed direction will not ameliorate the negative impacts of a high
concentration of HMOs or drive up the standard of HMO accommodation in terms of
appearance & function.
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• As the direction will not be retrospective, fail to see how it will deal with the issues
that are currently presented by a high concentration of HMOs.
• Planning law is an inappropriate method of acting upon common complaints in
areas of high student concentrations. Noise, litter, crime & lack of civil engagement
all fall outside the remit of local planning authorities. Issues such as noise litter &
crime should be dealt with by better policing, & more responsibility should be taken
by landlords to manage their property. The Council should be working with the
Universities, Students Unions, & Unipol to promote, for example, Unipol’s DASH
code, which puts the onus on landlords to ensure that their tenants are acting as
responsible members of their communities, & to promote good community relations
throughout their communities. The University of Nottingham has a Behavioural
Code of Conduct that students are required to sign – this states that disciplinary
action will be taken when students behave in a way that can be seen as damaging
to the reputation of the University, both on & off campus. The Council could perhaps
deal with issues relating to a high concentration of students in a particular area in
the future by working more closely with the University to ensure that the Behavioural
Code of Conduct is implemented and effective. Simply attempting to remove
students from the equation is not the answer to these problems & will not resolve
the issues. Students themselves can be as affected by these problems, along with
other residents.
• As the Council intends to provide no additional resources to support the
implementation of the current proposal, this additional workload will fall upon the
current Planning and Development team. With further cuts to council budgets
expected, adding a further layer of regulatory activity onto already overstretched
authorities is not a workable solution.
• The proposed direction is unlikely to meet the demand for more housing for families.
There is currently an over-surplus of student housing in Nottingham, which a
landlord may consider letting to a family group at the moment – but if in future there
is no guarantee that future letting as an HMO (where a higher profit can be made)
will be permitted they may leave property empty rather than letting to a family. By
reducing the autonomy with which a landlord can respond to market pressures this
legislation, rather than increasing the availability of housing stock for families, could,
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•

•

•
•

in fact, reduce the options available to families looking to rent a property, & serve to
stagnate the housing market.
For families looking to buy a property the implementation may also have negative
impacts, as the Council’s intention to refuse planning permission for HMOs in the
areas of the city where there is currently a high concentration of students will force
students further a field in their search for accommodation. Forcing students into
previously ‘non-student’ areas may serve to drive up the housing costs in those
areas, which may mean that housing will become unaffordable for families in the
areas that they previously could have afforded to live.
The direction is far from the effective partnership work & strategies essential to
creating better communities for all residents. It will not address the issues that arise
from a high concentration of HMOs nor improve the standard of HMOs in terms of
appearance or function.
The proposal is flawed in principle & unworkable in practice.
Urge the Council to work in partnership with the Universities, Students’ Unions, local
community groups & local charities to find ways to tackle the problems associated
with a high volume of HMOS that are in the interests of all constituents, rather than
implement the direction.

029

C.P. Walker & Son
(Dan Walker)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix1
• Don’t think measures will drive up standards. Introducing a monopoly in areas like
Lenton & Arboretum will do the opposite.
• Professional rental properties can flick in & out of HMO use - see the proposal as
being completely unworkable from the perspective of professional lets.

030

Walker & Beeston
Investments Ltd

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix1

031

Weffers Estates Ltd
(Maria Anthony)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
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Westerman
(Nigel Glenister)
Woodland Property (UK)
Ltd.
(Rebecca Long)
Respondent
(Individual - resident,
landlord, student ( if
if indicated))

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

034

Kousar Abbas

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2– see Appendix 2

035

Mr Ahmed

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2– see Appendix 2

036

Harry Alexander
(student)

Object

• Outrageous that a scheme to control where a select group of individuals live is even
being considered.
• Generalised views about student behaviour & problems are based on the actions of
only a small minority of students. If the generalisations were true, then it would be
illogical to spread problems to other areas.
• All communities must be treated in the same way. Why are other communities with
problems attributed to them not moved towards purpose built accommodation?
• Student halls are important for first year students. After their first year the vast
majority of students want to live in a house with friends. This is an important
learning experience and part of growing up.
• Students commonly experience poor standards of rented accommodation that the
Council does not adequately address.

037

Shad Ali

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

038

Aruthy Ar

Object

032
033

No comments.
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039

Malgorzata Asghar

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2– see Appendix 2

040

M. Aslam

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2– see Appendix 2

041

Resham Aujla

Object

• Whilst the intentions behind it may be good, think that it will be a major barrier to
further investment in this sector in the future.
• Doubt whether it will address re-balancing of communities & it will certainly not help
address problems caused by high concentrations of HMOs.

042

Emily Auton (student)

Object

• Proposal represents a plan to isolate students to expensive halls of residence, for
example I pay £100 per week as opposed to £30 per week I can pay for living in a
house with my friends, which I plan to do next year.
• The method used to implement this is likely to make it harder for landlords to offer
decent housing in suitable areas like Forest Fields.
• It appears that the Council aims to segregate the community & isolate students into
undesirable areas of the City, dictated by the Council.
• Cannot understand any reasoning behind this outrageous attack upon students, &
beg to ask if this was another social group based on race or economic background
then would it have been judged discriminatory?
• Students are a valuable part of Nottingham's society. As 1 in 8 people within
Nottingham are students, they make up a huge part of the community & the good
community spirit.
• Economically students make up a large part of Nottingham's work force & support
Nottingham's economy in terms of living needs, clothing & entertainment which
would suffer incredibly if they were not in Nottingham. They also provide jobs for
people directly working for the universities & indirectly such as caterers.
• This discriminatory proposal should be quashed.

043

L. Bae (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1- see Appendix 3

044

Sera Baker (student)

Support

• Some students may well ‘love’ Lenton & other neighbourhoods occupied by
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students, but anyone (students included) would be hard pressed to say that they
love the substandard living accommodation & the lax attitudes of some landlords
towards rental properties.
• The Housing Act 2004 is basically unknown to students who occupy a property
during term-time only, & enforcing housing law against poor landlords is extremely
limited unless an individual takes court action or involves their already overburdened
Council. Both avenues are limited with a transient population such as students, &
therefore the cycle continues leaving neighbourhoods to degrade.
• As a full-time postgraduate student living in Nottingham 12 months of the year, I
resent the problems that student housing & HMO properties bring. Not all students
want to live in substandard accommodation with limited tenancy assurance, not to
mention the neighbourhood problems caused by properties that are neglected by
landlords & unoccupied for several months of the year leading to increases in crime
& poor maintenance, not to mention the rubbish, noise and wheelie bins.
• These types of properties price Nottingham graduates out of the market for renting
or buying a small property or flat when they enter the job market.
045

P.F. Base

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

046

Mr Brian & Mrs Mavis
Beadling (resident)

Support

• Welcomed the introduction of the April 2010 planning legislation & disappointed
when it was overturned.
• There is a definite need for the Council to be able to use planning legislation to
control the change of homes into HMOs as part of a wider housing policy. Vulnerable
neighbourhoods like ours (Lenton) need protection from the problems caused by
HMOs, especially when there are too many of them.
• Feel the direction needs to be city-wide to make sure that the Council can respond
quickly to the build up of HMOs without having to wait 12 months for legislation to
become effective & to stop conversions to HMOs taking place in streets just outside
an area with a direction in place.
• Wish to see confirmation of the direction without any modifications to the present
proposals.
• Understand why the Council is not bringing in an immediate direction, but feel that
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too much time has already been lost & will continue to be lost for the next 12
months. Changes at this stage will mean implementation could be delayed even
further.
047

Suman Beri
(Rohan Properties)

Object

048

Izzy. Bickford (student)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2– see Appendix 2
• Students should be able to live where they like if they have the money to pay the
rent or mortgage on an available house. Not allowing people to live in certain areas,
the Council is trying to control & even take away this right. The regulation of the
number of students in each area is ridiculous.
• Students help make the city dynamic and diverse.
• Students may contribute to some problems such as those relating to drink related
anti-social behaviour but other issues such as gun crime are attributable to different
communities. Where there are problems they need to be addressed for the sake of
all constituents, including students who are as likely to be affected as any other
resident.
• Students’ positive contributions to local communities through a variety of volunteer
initiatives are overlooked, and should not be.
• It is true that we don’t need more HMOs.
• It is important that the Council & other stakeholders work collectively to ensure that
they are fit for purpose.
• The proposal will have negligible impact on the student areas that exist through the
unregulated expansion of the higher education sector in the 1990s - the very areas
the Council would like to target.
• The proposal will prevent or slow down the creation of HMO housing where it is
needed.
• Landlords will need to reapply for permission where property switches between
being used by families and non-families, reducing their ability to react to market
pressures.
• Students do not drain resources any more than a normal family. Lenton & other
student areas have a community harmony to those students which it would be unfair
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to disrupt. A perk of Nottingham University is that there is a student area in town.
• The consultation period should not have ended during the Easter holidays.
049

William Bickford Smith
(student - Education
Officer, University of
Nottingham Students’
Union)

Object

• Dismayed at planned proposals to discriminate against students by trying to
eliminate the choice students have about where they live.
• The Council has for too long regarded students as a problem rather than recognised
the huge economic boost they have on the local economy, particularly in the retail,
social and leisure sectors.
• Students contribute positively to local communities through a variety of volunteer
initiatives.
• Where there are problems, they need to be addressed for the sake of all
constituents, including students who are just as likely to be affected as any other
resident.
• Why should there be a preference for students’ rent money to be paid to corporate
developers rather than local landlords?

050

Ivan Bleakley (landlord)

Object

• The proposals will reduce flexibility to let to whom ever it may be necessary in order
to produce an income to live on.
• There will be a fee for making any necessary planning application.
• Planning permission may not be granted for HMO use & any investor purchaser
would be constrained by the same letting restrictions.
• The value of houses in my ownership will be severely reduced by the proposals
because investors won’t be interested.
• Experienced difficulties letting in recent years (due to extra bed spaces in
accommodation blocks being developed in the last decade) & tried letting to families
with no success, ultimately succeeding in letting through late student bookings.
• Competitive letting pressure can only increase with tuition fee rises.
• Landlords in the very popular student areas will always have a steady market & be
able to charge what they like, while peripheral student areas like mine will die.
• Young professionals will have difficulty finding accommodation.
• Landlords will try to avoid letting to families & so the family rental market is bound to
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shrink, with properties being held empty.
• Where will the resources come from to process & monitor an increase in planning
applications or to deal with a growing number of empty properties?
• Is it not more logical to focus resources on policing areas that have problems
created by HMOs & their landlords & tenants more vigorously?
051

D. Bourne (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

052

V.A. Bowyer (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1- see Appendix 3

053

A.J. Bradbury

Object

• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on the provision of shared
housing.
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on wider economic &
community life.
• The direction will represent a wasteful and inappropriate use of planning resources.
• The direction will waste resources that could otherwise be used to target rogue
landlords.
• The direction will not remove existing HMOs.
• There is no evidence to suggest that families would move back into areas if
permission for HMOs was refused.
• Homes that the direction is aimed at protecting will lose value.
• The introduction of Use Class changes last year had a detrimental impact on
properties in areas where there were already a significant number of HMOs including
Lenton & the Arboretum. In some cases prices dropped by up to 30%.
• Families are not keen to move back to these areas as the prominent characteristics
of these areas is the fact that they are high density HMO areas. To attempt to
change them to an arbitrary density of 30% HMOs is unrealistic.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when all indicators are
that the need for shared housing is going to increase considerably.
• The private rented sector is being asked to take on tenants from the social housing
sector as well as tenants from Council lists.
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• The recent Welfare Bill reform will have a profound impact on the need for shared
housing. The private rented sector needs to grow to accommodate the local housing
needs of the City, but the Council wants to put restrictions in place to limit & control
the development of that very sector.
• Businesses that rely heavily on shared housing’s tenants will suffer. Larger
businesses like Boots, Experian & Capital One all rely heavily on key workers, the
majority of whom live in shared housing. Restaurants, bars & nightclubs also rely on
the same. The University Hospital attracts doctors/nurses, post graduates & students
from all over the world. They all rely on rented accommodation. Why does the
Council think it will be a good idea to complicate their housing needs?
• Students rely hugely on shared housing. No city or university can house its students
without the private rented sector.
• Students have repeatedly expressed their desire to continue to live in local
communities.
• Rents will be pushed up, forcing students towards ‘rogue’ landlords who tend to
operate outside of the main city areas.
• Students will be pushed into student ghettos in areas that are seriously deprived & in
need of serious investment.
• Nottingham has an excellent reputation for graduate retention. Any restriction on
graduate housing needs may seriously impact this.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need and
which the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to groups of
sharing tenants or families, according to demand, without the need for planning
permission each time.
• If Nottingham Councillors feel problems are being created by large numbers of
HMOs then these problems could be addressed through other means and not
planning legislation.
• It is social engineering and would create ‘no go HMO zones’.
• It raises a very serious question of denying sections of society the freedom to live
where they choose.
• There have already been huge improvements with the accreditation scheme & there
has been a huge amount of self regulation & work with landlords through landlord
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associations. This has to be supported & must continue.
• The demographics of our City have naturally evolved over decades. It is totally
unrealistic to think all of this can be overturned by legislation like this overnight.
• Have the owner/occupiers in the main areas intended to be targeted been
consulted? Has it been made clear to them that their property values will be
substantially eroded? Based on last year a C3 dwelling will achieve 30% less value.
Have personally asked three house owners in the Arboretum who live adjacent to
HMOs & although it may not always be ideal for them they each would prefer their
home values to be retained.
054

Bev Braddock (resident)

Support

• In favour of the direction for the reasons outlined in the executive paper leading up
to the decision.
• Also, unless control is exercised on the density or concentration of HMOs,
Nottingham runs an increasing risk of losing control of the City.
• During 35 years of living adjacent to the main University, have been saddened by
the uncontrolled rise in HMOs against the wishes of local residents & the resultant
decline in standards of neighbourhoods. The directive could lead to a start in
addressing the imbalance.

055

M. Brailsford (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

056

S. Brandreth

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 & Standard Objections Summary – see Appendices 2 &
2a

057

Gawain Briars

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 & Standard Objections Summary – see Appendices 2 &
2a

058

Steve & Ann Brown

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

059

Miss B.L. Bruce

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
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060

C.H. Burns (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

061

Colin D. Campbell
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

062

E. Chappell (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

063

Glyn Chilton

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

064

C.H. Chow (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

065

Stewart Clare

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

066

Andrew Clark / Sara
Gadzik (resident)

Support

• Living in an area of the city heavily populated by students (Lenton), feel that the
area suffers as a result of the imbalance of the population – primarily from antisocial behaviour & the negative impact on the physical environment from litter &
poorly maintained properties.
• Quality of life for traditional families & residents has suffered enormously in recent
years from the influx of students & as a result families choose not to live in our
community.
• Welcome students as part of a balanced community (of all ages) & feel that the
proposals may help to begin to restore the balance.

067

Emma Clark (student)

Object

• It is unethical & not right to say that certain people are not allowed to live in certain
areas.
• It is a generalisation to categorise all students as being loud. Families as well as the
elderly are just as capable of disturbing residential areas & the idea of the direction
seems to be an act of age discrimination by the Council. Loud residents should be
dealt with through education, spreading awareness of consideration for fellow
residents & taking action against those which make a disturbance. It is incorrect to
assume it is the students in certain areas creating a disturbance & thus restricting
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them from living there.
• To claim that students drain resources from the community & disrupt community
harmony is ridiculous. Nottingham University currently has 2084 students registered
as volunteering on a regular placement, contributing an estimated 125,040 hours
each academic year to the community.
068

Daniel Cooper (student)

Object

• Agree that the high concentration of HMOs in areas such as Lenton can be
problematic but given that the legislation is not retrospective fail to see how this is
going to tackle ‘studentification’ of such areas.
• The proposal would be clear discrimination against students.
• The policy would force students into overpriced private sector student
accommodation. I shall be paying ₤51 per week to live in a four bedroom house in
Dunkirk next year. In contrast Riverside Point run by Unite currently charges ₤112
per week. While not an exact comparison it is clear this policy will price people out
of attending Nottingham at a time when tuition fees have been trebled.
• I lived in Broadgate Park in my first year & having served on the committee
responsible for putting on its social calendar of events I was often on the frontline of
resident complaints about noise & parking.
• £9,000 fees should reduce the demand for HMOs in Nottingham.

069

Mr A. Costello

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

070

Miss A.J. Cox (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

071

Mrs Pat Creswell

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

072

Shaun Paul Croft
(student)

Object

• It does not seem logical for a Council facing cuts to be segregating the people that
must supply a large proportion of income. Nottingham is a student city and there's
no doubt that students bring a lot of wealth to the areas surrounding student
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•

•

•

•

•
073

Adrian Crowley

Object

occupancy. Several small local businesses in the areas of Lenton & Radford, as
well as major retailers in the city centre, must benefit hugely from student sales.
In the face of raised tuition fees, there are thousands of students in the City in a dire
financial situation. I'm currently residing in Lenton, but in my first year I lived in
Broadgate Park student accommodation. The prices charged, along with every
other private accommodation company, are scandalous. My loan didn't even cover
the amount I was paying in rent that year & with other living cost most students are
very worried by the prospect of having to live in student halls for the duration of their
course.
What student would want to study in a City that pushes them into crowded, noisy,
dirty & often uncomfortable accommodation that costs more to stay in than a quiet,
comfortable & nicely furnished house? Many students move out of student halls in
their second year purely because it is impossible to focus on your studies while
surrounded by so much noise. Implementing the direction will risk losing income. If
students do not come to Nottingham then the local businesses will inevitably close,
big businesses in the city will suffer & unemployment will rise.
Crime levels, one of the reasons why the direction is being considered, will not fall.
Burglaries will not decrease, they will merely happen in a different place. Placing all
students in one area will provide a concentrated target for burglaries (myself
included, as I have been burgled twice in the last two years) in a single, easily
accessible area & most local home owners who I have discussed this matter with
have agreed with my sentiments.
Last year I worked at the Grove hotel, a pub on Lenton Boulevard, where I
befriended many local residents. None of these individuals seemed to mind that
there were students living amongst them &, with a few exceptions, there appears to
be very little problem between students & residents. It seems that you are pandering
to the whim of a few disgruntled individuals & ignoring the majority.
Segregation has almost universally been regarded as a bad idea in the past & this
should be remembered.

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
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ever be area specific and not city-wide.
074

Mrs Kate Curran
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

075

Mr Ian Daffern

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

076

Harjit Daffy

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

077

Marcia David

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

078

Andrew Davidson- Hogg
(landlord)

Object

• It is a time consuming and costly exercise for the Council, landlords & ultimately
tenants (who will end up paying for it through increased rent).
• The Council is trying to socially engineer where people live & it should have no
business to do so. It is an infringement of liberty.
• The uncertainty of the planning process will deter new landlords, but Nottingham
needs private landlords, because the Council is incapable of providing housing for
everyone.
• Central Government is trying to simplify planning requirements while the direction
would complicate it. The direction will result in a drop in private sector investment in
Nottingham.

079

Juvy Davidson-Hogg

Object

•
•
•
•

080

Mr R.F. Davies

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

The proposal will deter private landlords from investing in Nottingham.
The direction will create uncertainty.
Rents will be driven up in those places that do become HMOs.
Landlords will not risk buying property that does not have an HMO status leading to
many large derelict properties.
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• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

(landlord)

081

Jonathan Detheridge
(landlord)

Object

• The introduction of the direction will be detrimental to the provision of shared
housing in the City & will push already vulnerable tenants onto the ‘black market’
which you already appear to struggle to police.
• Do not believe the directive will remove existing HMOs, if anything it will just
discourage normal landlords to move further away from this already overly regulated
market pushing further areas of the City into slum conditions. The belief that families
will move back into these areas is severely misguided, & the effect of the direction in
some cases could well be that properties will actually lose value & fall into disrepair.
• The direction will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when more
& more young people are struggling to buy their own property & the population of
sharers is on the rise.
• The private rented sector is becoming increasingly important to DSS tenants across
the City, yet the Council are planning to reduce the choice available to them. This
will inevitably force up prices, which doesn’t make any sense.
• The City’s growing student population relies heavily on shared accommodation.
Many businesses in turn rely on the students & post graduates that stay in the city
for trade & for employment. Whilst the elderly may enjoy deserted streets outside of
term time I believe the increased number of students helps to create a more vibrant
& diverse city.
• Forcing students into over-priced purpose built villages may tick a lot of Council
boxes & please certain pressure groups that the Council funds but it does nothing to
help prepare students for the real world & also removes from them the choice to
share a house with friends which has been part of student life for generations.
• Private landlords need flexibility to adapt property to suit changes in circumstance.
The direction will remove the ability to switch between sharers & families without first
obtaining planning permission.
• What business is it of the Council to police who lives in privately rented properties as
long as they are managed properly & the property meets all the safety criteria
required?
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• Introducing the direction appears to be principally another Council job creation
scheme with the only benefit being to Council employees rather than tenants or the
tax-payer.
082

Atma S. Dhillon

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

083

Mrs Jasminder Dhillon

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2

084

Rupert Dillow

Object

• A large proportion of tenants in the private rented sector are under the age of 35.
Policies that restrict the growth of HMOs could eventually be regarded as age
discrimination, as they may disproportionately restrict younger people’s access to
housing.
• The two Universities make Nottingham a thriving student city. Students are as much
a part of it as anyone else & preventing them from choosing where they wish to live
would be morally & ethically wrong.

085

Katie Dixon (student)

Object

• It is unfair to stipulate where someone can live.
• There is not enough ‘halls style’ accommodation & some people are not suited to it.

086

Paul Dougherty

Object

087

Janet Dudley (landlord)

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

088

William Duncan
(student)

Object

• It is unfair for the Council to be able to determine where students can live. People
should be able to live where they want & the Council should not have any influence
in the matter.
• It is a clear example of age discrimination.
• This treatment of students is inappropriate, especially considering the contribution of
students & the University to the economy.

No comments.
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089

Laura Dunn (student)

Object

• The proposal amounts to discrimination against students & is unacceptable.
• Stand by Student Union’s statement.

090

Richard Exton

Object

• Standard Comments 0BJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

091

Dr J. Family

Object

• The proposal would place unnecessary constraints on the operation of the rental
market, particularly in areas where there are not presently high concentrations of
HMOs.
• It is very hard to predict who will rent a property on each occasion that a property
becomes empty. Sometimes it will be a family, other times it will be a group of
friends sharing.
• It is not practical to submit a planning application as & when a group of friends are
interested in renting a house formerly occupied by a family. Owners would either be
faced with rejecting the interest (i.e. creating a two tier market) or proceeding &
risking enforcement action.
• Any restraints should be concentrated on those areas where increasing HMO use is
likely to impact upon amenity.
• There needs to be further dialogue & discussion about the areas that are deemed as
being unsuitable for further HMO use.
• If a property is located in an area where there is predominantly family use, would an
application for HMO use be suitable? If there is 100% family use, would one HMO
impact upon the amenity of that area? If not, what is the point in placing restrictions
on the movement between use classes in that area?
• If a property is located in an area where there is currently a high concentration of
HMOs, does this make the property suitable for family use or would it be more
appropriate to designate the area as an HMO area?
• Is the aim to homogenise the distribution of HMOs throughout the City or is it
accepted that there is likely to be more HMOs in some areas than others? The
“student areas” are a case in point. With very little facilities & amenities for families,
is it more appropriate to designate these as student areas rather than to try & buck
the market & attempt to force families back into areas that may no longer be suitable
for that type of use? If you increase the supply of family housing in these areas, it
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does not necessarily follow that you will improve demand for that housing,
particularly if the area lacks the facilities that families are looking for (e.g. access to
decent schooling).
092

Kyle Farmer (student)

Object

• Although see some apparent benefits, it is a discriminatory act - selecting a single
group within a society & removing their rights to live where they please.
• In order to reduce crime, remove criminals & not the objects attracting them.
• Issues including untidy properties, litter, noise, disturbance & anti-social behaviour
are created by people other than students
• To solve problems with parking, issue less permits & enforce against those from any
part of the community that park illegally.
• The basis of the proposal comes down to a lack of enforcement of already placed
laws.
• Rather then waste the time & money to enforce a discriminatory act against
students, the money, time & effort could be better spent on other things.

093

E.A. Fish (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1- see Appendix 3

094

J. Fish (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1- see Appendix 3

095

Dr. & Mrs J.R. Fletcher
(resident)

Support

• Strongly support the Council’s intention to make a city-wide direction to remove
permitted development rights for the change of use of a dwellinghouse (Class C3)
into an HMO (Class C4).
• We have lived in the Lenton are since 1978. We chose to live in Lenton because we
were able to find a good-quality, detached family home with a small garden in a
quiet, residential area close to where we both worked, with easy access to the city
centre, motorways, etc. Although the physical layout of the properties provided a
high degree of privacy, this did not affect the ability of the neighbourhood to work
together in a cohesive & coherent fashion for what can be termed the ‘mutual
benefit’ of all residents. This was particularly apparent when during the 1990s
neighbours got together & successfully fought against the development of a waste
incinerator & a CHP plant, & established the QMC-Residents’ Forum which still
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meets twice yearly. The forum was also instrumental in the establishment of a
Neighbourhood Watch & together, these initiatives strengthened the already existing
neighbourhood ‘community’ feel & its so-called ‘social capital’.
• Over the last ten years the strength of this neighbourhood has been severely tested
& much reduced as a result of the conversion of family homes into HMOs. Only one
family home that has come onto the market has been bought & remained as such. A
period of less than 18 months saw around a third of family homes converted into
HMOs, owned by absentee landlords, & rented out to groups of between 6 & 8
student tenants. With one or two very rare exceptions, the houses have been rented
out to new groups of tenants at the beginning of every university year & we have
estimated that over the last ten years we have had something like 60 new
neighbours. In spite of making the effort to visit all the HMOs in our neighbourhood
each year (accompanied by the local police beat manager &, latterly, by one of the
Council’s environmental health officers), we have experienced year on year issues
with these HMOs including poor/non-existent waste management, noise, litter,
vermin, anti-social behaviour, inappropriate parking, poor/non-existent levels of
maintenance and management.
• When we & other established residents objected to conversion of these family
homes into HMOs we were told by Council Officers that we had to expect this to
happen because of our close proximity to the university & that there was no
planning legislation in place that the Council could use, if it wanted to, to prevent
such conversions. Much the same arguments were put forward when we objected to
planning applications that provided additional bed spaces. The result has been a
complete deterioration of the amenity of this neighbourhood – visual, environmental
and social. We have lost the security of knowing that we have neighbours who will
‘keep an eye’ on the property & that we can call on for help, if needed. Instead of
being a neighbourhood where owners and/or occupiers have respect for one
another & shared aspirations for the future, this is now a place where the occupants
have no interest whatsoever in the properties, the neighbourhood & its future, & the
absentee owners see only returns on their capital investments.
• The Council has tried to use available powers to put restrictions on some of the
local conversions that have taken place, e.g. a small hotel to two semi-detached
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dwellings; a new build so-called ‘annex’ in a back garden. These restrictions, when
challenged, were not supported by the Planning Inspectorate. The small hotel
became two HMOs currently being advertised for 8 tenants each. The annex is now
also an HMO. These facts alone provided us with a strong reason to support the
original change to planning legislation that came into effect a year ago, as we
believed that it would enable the Council to develop planning strategies to manage
HMO developments, & to enforce them. We were extremely disappointed when the
need for permission to be sought for conversion from a family home into an HMO
was removed.
• Although we understand why the Council now needs to use a direction that, if
adopted, will not become effective immediately, it means there are no powers to
prevent conversions taking place during the next 12 months. However, we wish to
reiterate our strong support for the Council’s direction & for the fact that it is
intended to be city-wide. If it was not city-wide then it would open up other
neighbourhoods, many of them close to our own, to the same sort of indiscriminate
& uncontrolled exploitation that has taken place in our own neighbourhood & lead to
the City losing more good family homes.
096

Jacqueline Flude
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3
• Vulnerable neighbourhoods like Lenton need protection from the problems caused
by HMOs.
• Understand why the Council is not bringing in an immediate direction, but feel that
too much time has already been lost & will continue to be lost for the next 12
months.

097

Hannah Foody

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2- see Appendix 2

098

Stuart Fox (now
Councillor Fox)

Support

• Fully supported the introduction of HMO planning legislation in April of last year,
which empowered local communities & allowed them to have a say in the
development of their neighbourhood. Was dismayed to see this removed so quickly
& continue to believe that the Council needs the power to use planning legislation to
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•

•
•

•

control the spread of HMOs throughout the city, so that neighbourhoods do not find
themselves swamped by too many such properties & the quality of life of the
residents there negatively affected.
As a candidate for the May 2011 local elections in the Wollaton East & Lenton
Abbey ward, & a resident in Sneinton, have spoken to many people who have
expressed concerns I share about the recent changes to the law which will give
them no means of limiting HMO expansion in their neighbourhood, & to others who
are suffering with the problems of having too many HMOs in their neighbourhood
already, with the social problems such as excessive noise, poor waste
management, & the loss of social cohesion this can create.
Firmly believe that the Council needs to have the powers necessary to stop such
problems spreading further, & to alleviate the concerns of residents in vulnerable
areas throughout the City.
Feel that the direction must be implemented on a city-wide basis, so that the
Council can respond rapidly to the build-up of HMOs, & so that the introduction of a
direction in one area does not shift the problem of unregulated HMO expansion in
even greater magnitudes to other neighbourhoods.
Argue for the introduction of the direction with no modifications to the present
proposals, & would like to see it implemented as quickly as possible so that no
further time is lost in addressing this important & pressing issue.

099

R.B. Furlonger

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2- see Appendix 2
• Recent change to welfare housing provisions mean that demand for shared
accommodation will soon increase greatly.

100

Michael Gaffney
(student)

Object

• Proposal would seriously harm the ability of students in particular, as well as young
professionals, nurses, & doctors, to acquire safe, convenient & fairly priced
accommodation in central Nottingham.
• The social engineering which the proposal effectively amounts to would shatter the
vibrant communities of young people that have developed in such areas as Lenton &
the Park, not only leaving a gaping hole in Nottingham's social superstructure, but
also having serious consequences for the local economies of those areas, for
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example small convenience shops which depend on local custom.
• The possibility of the proposed direction harming the quality of Nottingham's
students' personal & academic lives could impair both the great reputation &
outstanding performance of our City's two great academic institutions, the University
of Nottingham & Nottingham Trent University, & to do anything to harm, directly or
indirectly, those two world-renowned institutions would be a massive error of
judgement, & manifestly harmful to the prospects of the entire City.
101

James Giles

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

102

Karin Glancz

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• HMO competition will be removed. One of the driving forces in this sector is many
new investors spending large sums on creating very good quality HMOs, putting
other investors at risk if they don’t follow suit. The direction stops the need to
improve because of the removal of new competition.
• Stating that there is a shortage of family housing ignores the fact that the City draws
on the surrounding areas for its accommodation.
• Letting to a family would not be an option because HMO status would be lost
resulting in at least a 25% drop in the house value, probably great difficulties in
selling the property & possible impact on the associated mortgage. This was the
case when the recent attempt to change the planning rules took place.
• If a tenant moves out of a shared property it may revert to a C3 dwelling unless
notice is served on the remaining tenants.
• An owner experiencing difficulties in selling a property would be restricted in terms of
letting options unless planning permission was obtained, which in some areas would
be unlikely.
• The Planning Department will be overloaded with work and there will be delays in
dealing with applications.
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• Nottingham should be open for business to attract all types of residents.
• There may be a case for selected areas to be controlled by direction, but the current
proposal is far too draconian. Nottingham’s population comprises 25% students from
the two universities & a further 10% from colleges. Students are vital to the City’s
economy & future (if they stay on). Retained graduates rely heavily on shared
accommodation & this will be less available if the proposal is implemented.
104

Robert Goodman

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Students are already facing massive rises in loans. Where will they continue to find
affordable housing?

105

P.B. Goring (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

106

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

107

M. D. Greenaway
(resident)
P. Greenaway (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

108

S. Gurung

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

109

Ian & Jacqui Hale
(landlord)

Object

• The direction will create real difficulties for all groups of 3 or more wishing to share a
house including post graduates, nurses/doctors & all key workers in the City.
• It may cause the value of properties to fall significantly as such properties are no
longer regarded as worth investing in. This will add to the current economic
problems.
• The direction will impact particularly on low earners & the young unemployed as well
as students who will not be able to afford accommodation in smaller groups.
• It may put a substantial dampener on the vibrant letting market in Nottingham.
• The direction will actively encourage landlords to let unlawfully (whether knowingly or
simply in ignorance of the law). Indeed landlords who obey the law may find their
businesses suffer whereas landlords who flout the law may well find that they
prosper on the backs of the law abiding.
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• It may be very difficult to police. If a landlord lets a house to 2 tenants what is to stop
them informally agreeing that friends can stay permanently with or without the
landlord’s knowledge?
• A blanket ban is excessive. Nottingham is a city to which young people are drawn
either as students or to live & work. It needs accommodation for young people (who
are far & away the usual occupants of HMOs).
• Safety is a legitimate reason for licensing all larger HMOs but there is no planning
reason to treat a house with 3 unrelated student occupants differently to a house
(like my home) where the householder has three (or more) young adult children.
• If any scheme is to be introduced it should be focused on limited geographical areas
where there is a proven real problem & the cause is clearly established to be over
intensity of HMOs. At the moment the whole scheme is one of NIMBYism based on
conjecture & bigotry.
• It seems highly unlikely that families will return to live in large quantities where
students & others are also living in quantity. The likely outcome is that some areas
will see properties nose dive even further in value. They will be abandoned by the
owners who will be unable to let them. They may be unlawfully occupied. Instead of
improving the locality the locality will become a permanent area of deprivation.
• Landlords who can make a reasonable return out of the properties that they own are
much more likely to want to maintain their investment. This proposal will devalue
properties & discourage investment. If the Council wants a good standard of housing
stock in the rented sector in Nottingham it will not proceed with the proposal.
110

Moamen Hammad
(student)

Object

• The Council have a wide strategic aim to move students out of houses (HMOs)
within the community & into high rise purpose built accommodation – student halls.
Students should have the right to live where they want & in whatever kind of
accommodation & it is unacceptable to treat students in Nottingham in this way.

111

D. Hampston (resident)

Support

• Proposal will go some way to compensate for the taking away of previous legislation
so hard fought for.
• It may be too late to save Lenton but will help to protect other neighbourhoods in
close proximity to the University.
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• Speed is essential; there are already signs that student landlords & would-be
students landlords are prepared to make hay while the sun shines.
112

Thomas Martin Hancock

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

113

L. Harrison (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

114

M.C. Hawes (landlord)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

115

Mrs C. Hay

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific & not city-wide.

116

C.C. Hickling (landlord)

Object

• Having worked for several years improving the standard of my small number of
properties in Lenton that I rent out to students, & having liaised with the Council &
landlords associations for licensing & accreditation, it seems a repressive move to
find that this may all have been a waste of time, effort & money if the direction is
introduced, threatening future lettings.
• Landlords have invested substantial sums of money in property refurbishment &
continue to invest in their upkeep, particularly to meet Council standards. Denying
flexibility to choose tenants will not allow this money to be recovered & will result in
many business failures.
• The Council should not be socially engineering & should not seek to dictate who
should live where.
• Is the Council going to refund licence fees paid by landlords if they are to be denied
the right to let their property without restrictions?
• Significant employment is generated through property maintenance & renovation by
landlords.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide the service that meets peoples’ needs –
flexibility to switch between letting to groups of sharing tenants or families, according
to demand, without the need for planning permission each time.
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• Shared accommodation provides affordable housing & so why would the Council
take steps to limit its provision.
117

Emily Hockenhull
(student)

Object

• Believe that this change could affect students who wish to study at Nottingham in the
future, and also residents who continue to reside in Nottingham & in particular, the
Lenton area.
• An argument commonly used is, ‘students drain resources from the community &
disrupt community harmony’. As home to a prestigious university, Nottingham
benefits from the addition of a diverse & younger community. The Council
acknowledges that the economy & general atmosphere of the City has benefited
from the student population, & various volunteer projects run by the university have
made a contribution to the City. It can be said that there are problems that are
synonymous with a high student population. However it would surely be a better
option for the local council to work more closely with students in addressing issues
raised.
• Controlling the development of HMOs with the aim of making more balanced
communities around the University in order to reduce the strain on one particular
place could be seen as a flawed for a number of reasons.
• Although there does need to be more affordable housing for families in Nottingham,
changing the planning laws to create more housing is unlikely to be the answer.
Families may not want to live in those areas that are likely to be affected, & the
proposal would be unlikely to free up significant numbers of homes. In fact, pushing
students into different areas of the City to create ‘balanced’ communities is more
likely to drive up housing prices in those areas, & will therefore reduce the number of
affordable homes available for families.
• The proposal will not be retrospective; it will not impact on the HMOs that already
exist. It will have negligible impact on the ‘studentified’ areas that exist through the
unregulated expansion of the higher education sector in the 1990s, the areas that
the Council would like to target with this legislation. Therefore, it will be preventing,
or slowing down, the creation of HMO housing where it is needed. For properties,
like flats, that might alternate between being used by families & non-families,
landlords will have to re-apply for planning permission each time the accommodation
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forms ‘two or more households’. This will reduce landlords’ ability to react to market
pressures.
• When choosing a place to live, as valuable members of the local & City community,
students should not be dictated to. The idea of putting students into purpose built
accommodation needs careful consideration. If this was to happen, residents around
these areas would be not be happy with the situation, & we would be back to the
position we are in now.
• Purpose built accommodation is expensive, & with the rising tuition costs I suspect
that this would deter more people from attending university. Life & vibrancy that
students bring to the City could fade, fewer students will choose to attend & the
prestigious nature of the University could be lost for good.
118

Lynne Holland

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix 1

119

Eleanor Holliday
(resident)

Object

• Object to such restrictions being placed on my home should I decide to leave. For
those living in areas predominantly occupied by students, refusal of permission for
that property to be rented out to students could potentially devalue that property
should they decide to sell; or leave the owner with difficulty renting the property
should they decide to let it out as the main demand will be from students.
• Renting to students generally attracts higher rental, hence a two tier system would
be created of those who are & those who are not allowed to rent to students.
• Landlords already renting to students will be reluctant to let to families as they will
then risk having to reapply for permission to rent to students again.
• Encourage the Council to think of other ways to attract families to "student areas" as
opposed to creating extra planning rules to force students elsewhere. For example
as a resident in such an area for over 10 years my household has never been
offered facilities such as comprehensive doorstep recycling; and I suspect that as a
"student area" we are not felt to be a priority for this. By providing similar facilities to
those offered to more affluent/family orientated areas of the city a wider range of
residents could be attracted.
• There are already many rules applied to landlords & renting properties. Further
planning regulations within the City are not warranted.
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• Accreditation schemes should be encouraged to drive up the quality of rented
accommodation.
120

Mary C. Holmes
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3
Have huge concerns over the changes of family homes to HMOs. Those of us who
chose to live in the City Centre several years ago didn’t expect to find ourselves
becoming isolated home owners in a ghetto of student accommodation. Have no
wish to move & feel my needs should be taken into consideration when planning the
future of accommodation.

121

James Howell (student)

Object

• Forcing all students to live in the same area is unfair to everyone. Ours is supposed
to be a diverse society & if we make particular people live in particular areas then
there will be no diversity.
• I am not keen on living in a predominantly student area as it is cheaper to live
elsewhere.
• By putting everyone in one area, landlords will be able to charge more for rent
without the worry of students going to stay in other places.

122

Rory Hughes (student)

Object

• This legislation is flawed in principle & unworkable in practice.
• In principle this legislation appears to be discriminating against students by limiting
the areas in which they can live.
• In practice, it will do little to reduce the negative impacts of HMOs in areas of high
concentration because it will not be retrospective, & may even reduce the availability
of housing available to families by putting restraints on the fluidity of the housing
market.
• Considering the impact of budget cuts across local authorities the implementation of
further unnecessary legislation on already stretched council departments is not a
workable solution.
• Would like to see more partnership between the Council, the Universities, Students'
Unions, local community groups & local charities to resolve any issues that arise
from high concentrations of HMOs. The current proposal won’t provide any answers.
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123

Annie Hunter (student)

Object

• The Council benefits enormously from having students live in & around Lenton.
• Students contribute vastly to the local economy, not only through corporate
supermarkets, but independent businesses like restaurants/takeaways, taxi services
& general stores all of which thrive from students living in Lenton.
• Without students’ contribution to these businesses, there would not only be
increased unemployment levels in Nottingham, but a significant financial decrease in
the economy.
• If local shops were to go out of business, the inner-city destination of Lenton would
become increasingly visually unattractive. As Lenton is located on one of the main
routes from the motorway to the City Centre, it is vital that it is presented well, to
contribute to a commuter/tourist’s positive impression of Nottingham. The proposed
plans to get rid of students living in Lenton would jeopardise this greatly.
• The volunteering work that many students undertake within the community such as
community projects, working within schools & working with elderly people, help the
Council immensely. The hours contributed each academic year by students in
Nottingham volunteering save the Council thousands of pounds. It seems then unfair
to say that “students drain resources from the community.”
• With increased tuition fees about to be implemented, proposals will add to the
financial hardship of students through the housing of students in purpose-built
accommodation. The rent is significantly higher in this kind of accommodation rather
than living in a shared house, as I have experienced in my first year of study.
• It was not only the higher rent that made the experience there less enjoyable. It was
extremely hard to “feel at home” in a high-rise block that lacked individuality &
character. Living in a house together this year, friends & I have almost become like a
‘family’ & also gained important independent living skills through learning how to
budget & other administrative tasks that relate to the smooth running of a household.
If the proposals are implemented & students dispersed into many different areas,
this sense of community would be destroyed.

124

Nick Hunter

Object

• Standard Students’ Union Arguments – see Appendix 4

125

S. Hussain

Object

Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
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126

Harry Hutchison
(student)

Object

• It is appalling & unfair for the Council to control students’ living situations & make
students’ lives harder.
• Living in areas of Beeston & Lenton is much cheaper than halls whilst still close to
the University & so avoids more money being spent on transport.
• These areas provide jobs & amenities students can access & students influence the
economy in these areas.
• Students shouldn't be moved to places where the cost of living is higher as costs are
already soaring with tuition fees etc.
• Skilled high electronics education of today is a must. Putting off students by limiting
accommodation will cause further damage to the lack of skilled workers in the future.

127

Stephen Hyde (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

128

M. Ilyas

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

129

Mrs P.L.A. Jackson

Object

• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on the provision of shared
housing.
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on wider economic &
community life.
• Local businesses that rely on shared housing tenants will suffer.
• Proposals will prevent investment in the private sector when all the indicators are
that the need for shared housing is going to increase significantly. The average age
for the first time buyer is 37. This will mean a greater dependency on rented housing.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need & which
the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to groups of sharing
tenants or families, according to demand, without the need for planning permission
each time.

130

Simon Jackson

Object

• Standard objection list – see Appendix 2a
• Using planning legislation to prevent HMOs will cause more problems than it will
solve. The planning framework is not designed for this type of use & is a very clumsy
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& unsuitable method of attempting to ‘improve’ the lot of the tenant.

• Most would agree that the Council has a duty to help improve the housing stock &
satisfy the needs of tenants in a changing rental environment.
• Accreditation schemes already in place to improve & change the housing stock
should be encouraged.
• The average age of first time buyers is now 37 years.
• How is it reasonable that a group of 3 people will need to apply for planning
permission (which will most likely be refused) such as a couple & a lodger, 3 friends,
or an elderly person with 2 live in carers?
131

D.H. Jarrett

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

132

Mr Tristan John

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

133

Alice Jones

Object

• Areas with high student populations benefit hugely from having a world-class higher
education institution.
• Students have helped to make the City diverse & dynamic
• Students have had other positive impacts, such as through many volunteer initiatives
including conservation projects, working with schools & working with elderly people.
• Acknowledge the problems that the proposed plans are intending to deal with, but do
not believe the solutions treat students fairly.
• Families & students are both in need of affordable housing, & students will
increasingly be in need of it when tuition fees increase from 2012. Purpose built
student accommodation is nearly always more expensive than renting in the private
sector.
• Solution must treat students as adults, who are part of the community.
• Segregation will worsen relationships with the rest of the community.

134

R.A. Jones (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3
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135

Carly Joyce (student)

Object

• As a student nurse I am extremely opposed to changes that are proposed to student
accommodation.
• If I was forced to live in purpose built accommodation which would no doubt be noisy
and disruptive, this would undoubtedly have a negative impact on my ability to study
& carry out a full time job simultaneously. Students would be similarly affected no
matter how demanding their course. It would be a shame to see student grades slip
& student nurses not being able to participate with certain shifts (particularly night
shifts) because they have been forced to live in a disruptive environment.
• We do care where we live; in fact, the overwhelming majority of students would
rather live in privately rented accommodation after their first year.
• It is not true that students 'drain resources from the community'. Nursing courses
provide the NHS with countless hours of free labour, as do courses such as social
work that give back to the Council itself. Students are also a huge volunteering
population who participate in projects all over the City to try & make it a better place
for everybody to live.
• Although I acknowledge that students are a disturbance to other residents, it is only
a small minority of the student population that cause disturbance & I believe these
individuals should be called upon rather than the whole population being
discriminated against for what a small portion are responsible for.
• Any law abiding individual should have the right to live where they choose,
discrimination is not acceptable.

136

Mr Deepak Kale

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

137

D. Kandola (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

138

Alexander Kaye
(student)

Object

• Proposal is strikingly discriminatory.
• It seems that the Council is happy to reap the benefits of a vibrant & successful
higher education sector within its jurisdiction & yet totally unwilling to accept
students as equal residents. It is absolutely unacceptable that a Council legislate in
a way that is based purely on discriminatory stereotypes & false assumptions.
• There is a severe democratic failing with this process. Given that the student
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•

•
•

•
•

139

Khalid Mahmood Khaliq

Object

population of Nottingham City is roughly one sixth of the total, it seems appalling
that their basic right to be able to freely choose where to live could be impinged so
hazardously by the implementation of this direction. Students have an equal right to
be able to make free choices about where to live based on whatever factors appeal
to them.
In conducting the consultation period out of term time, the Council reduced the
ability of the student population to produce a cohesive & comprehensive response.
By identifying areas ‘acceptable’ for students to live, students are being treated not
as equal citizens & city residents but as some sort of exploitable underclass utilised
to provide economic benefits (outlined below) whilst being herded away from
‘proper’ city residents. This action would not be possible were it aimed at ANY other
societal group other than students.
Students are the only group from which council tax is guaranteed. The claim that
high student concentrations lead to economically deprived areas is utterly false.
The notion that students are a ‘drain on community resources’ is nonsensical. The
higher education industry contributes significantly to the economy & sustains
thousands of jobs. University students deliver economic benefit to local businesses
& retail areas unable to be replicated by any other social group by their number &
constant influx. Students are willing to invest unparalleled amounts of time & effort
to support & improve local communities. The University of Nottingham Students’
Union has 2084 active & regular volunteers. The estimated economic benefit of this
is £615,197. Students also enthusiastically take part in local council initiatives, such
as The Big Summer Clean Up in collaboration with the Dunkirk & Lenton Council.
The above benefits undermine the statement that HMOs are a major problem for
Nottingham residents.
The proposal will not produce affordable housing for families in Nottingham. Forcibly
removing students from these areas, areas families are unlikely to want to live in
anyway, will not free up enough houses to reduce property prices & is more likely to
drive house prices up.

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
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140

Ar Azya Khan

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2

141

Anne Khoury (resident)

Support

142

Mr & Mrs J. Kiely

Object

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3
•
• Standard Comments OBJ2- see Appendix 2

143

Brian Kirkland (landlord)

Object

144

D. Kothari (landlord)

Object

145

Ivan Kremer (landlord)

Object

• Have two, 3 bedroom properties which are let to either post grads or families & the
proposals would greatly affect these properties. The properties are in residential
districts that are not student dominated areas & one year they could be let to 3 post
grads & another year to a family. The proposed changes would create problems
regarding change of circumstances as they are usually let well in advance for
incoming tenants whilst the present tenants are in occupation.
• The changes would also affect the purchase of 3 bedroom properties by investors
thus causing a shortage of letting properties in this sector.
• Properties owned by Nottingham City Homes and Housing Associations would not
be affected & so the private sector is being discriminated against.
Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on the provision of shared
housing.
• It will have a significant & detrimental impact on wider economic & community life.
• The direction will represent a wasteful and inappropriate use of planning resources.
• It will waste resources that could otherwise be used to target rogue landlords.
• The direction will not remove existing HMOs.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when all indicators are
that the need for shared housing is going to increase considerably.
• The private rented sector is being asked to take on tenants from the social housing
sector as well as tenants from Council lists.
• Welfare Bill reform means that people up to the age of 35 will have to live in shared
housing if they are in receipt of benefit. This will have a profound impact on the need
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for shared housing.
• The average age for the first time buyer is 37. This will mean a greater dependency
on rented housing.
• It does not seem to make sense that whilst the private rented sector needs to grow
to accommodate local housing needs, the Council is wanting to put restrictions in
place to limit and control the development of that very sector.
• Businesses that rely heavily on shared housing’s tenants will suffer. Larger
businesses like Boots, Experian & Capital One all rely heavily on key workers, the
majority of whom live in shared housing. Restaurants, bars and nightclubs also rely
on the same. The University Hospital attracts doctors/nurses, post graduates &
students from all over the world. They all rely on rented accommodation. Why does
the Council think it will be a good idea to complicate their housing needs?
• Students rely hugely on shared housing. No city or university can house its students
without the private rented sector.
• Students have repeatedly expressed their desire to continue to live in local
communities.
• Rents will be pushed up; forcing students towards ‘rogue’ landlords.
• Students will be pushed into student ghettos in areas that are seriously deprived & in
need of serious investment.
• Nottingham has an excellent reputation for graduate retention. Any restriction on
graduate housing needs may seriously impact upon this.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need & which
the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to groups of sharing
tenants or families, according to demand, without the need for planning permission
each time.
• If Councillors feel problems are being created by large numbers of HMOs then these
problems could be addressed through other means than planning restrictions.
• The solution lies in improving housing relationships with local universities & using
accreditation schemes to raise the quality & professionalism of local approved
private sector landlords, something that has been happening for some years. There
have already been huge improvements with the accreditation scheme & there has
been a huge amount of self regulation & work with landlords through landlord
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associations. This has to be supported & must continue.
• The demographics of Nottingham have naturally evolved over decades.
146

J. Lang (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

147

Edwina Lawson
(student)

Object

• Have lived in purpose built accommodation in Nottingham in two different locations,
having moved to Nottingham from Australia to undertake a 5 year undergraduate
course. These buildings are made at minimum expense, charge maximum amounts
& create & exacerbate any problems associated with student life. I was very
disappointed & could not wait to get out of my contract. There is no quality of life & it
is impossible to integrate into Nottingham's community, & furthermore these
companies are given a monopoly on the market.
• Being part of the community is very important in making Nottingham home. Being
forced to live a certain lifestyle & not be part of the community is counterintuitive &
frankly very disappointing. Being in halls meant that I met more internationals &
students from other cities. Although this is lovely it does not help me to integrate into
the community.
• It would not be acceptable for the Council to be able to control where any other
social group chose to live in this way & it is not acceptable to impose this on
students who themselves are a very wide & diverse group of individuals.

148

Ian Leader

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 – see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific and not city-wide.

149

Mr David Lloyd

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 Standard Objections Summary – see Appendices 2 & 2a

150

Mr Robert Lloyd

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 Standard Objections Summary – see Appendices 2 & 2a

151

Mrs V. Lloyd

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 Standard Objections Summary – see Appendices 2 & 2a
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152

Angela Lyons
(landlord)

Object

• The proposal would have a significant detrimental impact on housing as well as
wider economic & social considerations in Nottingham.
• The proposal is wasteful, inappropriate & unfair.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when the need for
shared housing is going to increase considerably.
• Welfare Bill reform means there will be more pressure on the shared housing sector.
• Investment would be steered to other towns & cities viewed as more welcoming to
the private rented sector.
• As house prices are increasing, first time buyers are becoming older. Restricting
HMOs impacts on those requiring housing due to this trend.
• Negative effect on key workers supplying labour to small & large organisations.
• Negative impact on the value of family homes in areas where there are a significant
number of HMOS. As landlords will no longer wish to invest in these areas, market
forces will cause prices to fall, having a large impact on the economic wellbeing of
affected families. Understand that similar legislation caused a 30% fall in prices last
year. Understand that many home-owners are not aware of this consequence.
• Do not believe that families will want to move back to these areas even as prices fall.
Am not aware of any evidence to the contrary & object to legislation that is not
evidence-based.
• Negative effect on students who appreciate the range of housing available to them.
Nottingham is currently perceived as a student-friendly city & given their importance
to the economy it would be a mistake to rock this desirable situation. Policies are
needed to encourage students into Nottingham, not dissuade them.
• Negative impact on the City’s welcoming reputation arising from social engineering &
denying sections of the community the freedom to live where they choose, especially
given the suitability of such houses to home several individuals.
• Upward pressure on rents for current HMOS.
• Negative effect on students remaining in Nottingham following graduation as housing
costs increase due to a lack of affordable housing.
• Negative effects on housing availability. Landlords could prefer to keep a property
empty rather than house a family & then face future restrictions on shared letting.
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• Increased workload for planning departments as permission may be required
between lets.
• Accreditation schemes, encouraging the continual improvement in relationships
between landlords & universities / other large work places & working with landlord
organisations, for instance, to develop training programmes for landlords, will
successfully promote an effective & economically more successful private rented
sector for Nottingham.
153

Colin Maber

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ1 – see Appendix 1

154

D. Machin

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 – see Appendix 3

155

Akram Malik

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

156

Shoaib Ahmed Malik
(student)
Dean Manning

Object
Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – see Appendix 2b

158

Katharine Manning
(student)

Object

• Currently a student with the University of Nottingham. Next year will no longer be a
student, but wish to continue living in Nottingham with a group of friends.
• Believe it is my right to live where & with whom I wish.
• The consequences of the proposal for students & young graduates wanting to live in
central areas of Nottingham will be extremely harsh & will cost them a great deal
more financially.
• Proposal is totally unjust & should be scrapped immediately.

159

Dr Jennifer/Edwin
Maxwell Esq MBE
(citizen & landlord)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

160

Rosemary May (student)

Object

• Our landlords have worked extremely hard to integrate us into the area by
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No comments.
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introducing us to neighbours & other members of the community.
• Many students are young people that have taken the big leap from living at home to
becoming independent adults that are learning to be proud home owners. To
assume that all students disrupt housing areas around Nottingham is extremely
prejudiced. Many students learning new skills that come with being independent feel
they are being excluded or separated from the rest of the community. Society at
present appears to be moving towards a real us & them in terms of age. Wish the
people in Nottingham to feel happy to integrate students into society & not feel
threatened by their presence.
• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

161

Mr J.S. Mellows

Object

162

Richard E. McCance
(landlord)

Support

163

P. Mc Gillion (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

164

R.E. Mc Gillion
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

165

Peter McGrady
(landlord)

Object

• The unregulated spread of HMOs in areas such as Lenton has been a disaster for
many of the long term residents.
• Would be opposed to any delay in introducing the direction & hope it is pursued with
all due haste.

• Standard Comments OBJ2 & Standard Objections Summary - see Appendices 2 &
2a
• The direction would mean that if I wanted to rent to 3 individual people instead of a
family, I would probably lose the prospective tenants in the time it would take to get
planning permission. I am therefore not going to rent to a family to stop that problem.
• Proposal is likely to prejudice un-married people.
• The costs associated with getting a licence every 5 years will make me reconsider
my position as a landlord as it isn’t worth the hassle. Nottingham is going to find itself
with a shortage of private landlords & a shortage of private rented accommodation
because of the need for landlords to get a licence, or rents will rise significantly. I
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also can’t afford to pay the costs associated with getting planning permission.
• The rental market for apartments has been ruined by permitting so many new builds
& conversions over the last 5 to 10 years & now the Council is trying to ruin it again.
166

Kate McMahon Moughtin Support
(resident)

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

167

Bhubaneswar Mishra

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

168

Mrs V. Mistry

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

169

Cliff Moughtin (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

170

G. Mullen (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

171

Matthew Murden

Object

172

Kara Nixon (student)

Object

No comments.
• As students & U.K. citizens we should have the right to live where we choose.
• Some people cause problems in all areas, but this is not exclusive to students.
• Students contribute positively to local communities through a wide variety of
volunteer initiatives that include conservation projects, working with schools &
working with elderly people.
• Where there are problems they need to be addressed for the sake of all constituents,
including students who are as likely to be affected as any other resident.
• Agree that there needs to be more affordable housing for families in Nottingham, but
families may not want to live in those areas likely to be affected & the proposals
would be unlikely to free up significant numbers of homes. Pushing students into
different areas of the city to create ‘balanced communities’ is more likely to drive up
house prices in those areas, & will therefore reduce the number of affordable homes
available for families.
• Constructive policies should be developed about where people can live – including
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students – not about where they can’t.
• The higher education industry contributes greatly to the economy.
• Without choice in where they live, prospective students could be put off Nottingham.
173

Mr A.J.J Norris (resident) Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

174

Claire Orange

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

175

Dave Orange

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

176

Bill O’Dell (landlord)

Object

• It is misguided & draconian to propose city-wide coverage.
• Many people share houses - not just students. The opportunity for them to share will
be prejudiced.
• Local Authorities should be creating policies that meet the needs of local people, not
conspiring to prevent them from living in Nottingham.
• There are a lot of students in Nottingham – that is because policies have supported
the growth & development of one of the finest Universities in the UK. You should be
proud of what you have achieved with a seat of learning of such an international
reputation. If you now want to clip the wings on the University by making it difficult for
students, why did you not consider that at the outset?
• Students & young professionals are a very significant part of the local economy that
the Council should be encouraging, not obstructing. Does the Council want to fill the
hostels instead?
• This change will not suddenly turn Lenton into a family district again. It will make
hardly any difference except perhaps leave a few more houses empty for longer.

177

John Ormston

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

178

Margaret and Terry
Palmer (landlord)

Object

• Currently landlords with one house occupied by 3 students & have had student
tenants for several years. The house is in a row of ex-authority houses, & between
two family houses. Neighbours have been given our contact details but no
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complaints have been received. We take responsibility for the garden & check the
house monthly. We only let to post-graduates (diverse nationality) & offer affordable,
integrated living for students who prefer to live away from the very large hall ghettos.
We are Unipol accredited & comply fully with the DASH Code.
• Nottingham is a large city with two universities, colleges & hospitals which require
the availability of clean, cheap accommodation. A great amount of money is brought
to the town by students. Not all students want to live in expensive rabbit hutches
without gardens & parking & shut away from the local community. Consider that
accredited HMOs offer a chance to experience living as part of the local community,
choice & competition which stabilises rent prices, reasonable prices when university
tuition is increasingly expensive, diversity, a real experience of living as locals do
(valued by foreign students), & income for small businesses.
• Opposed to the proposals & further bureaucracy & expense, & predict that the
adoption of this proposal will spur landlords to sell their properties & thereby reduce
student choice.
• Provided that houses owned by landlords are run responsibly (and this applies to the
Council & their clients, some of whom have a very negative impact on the quality of
life of their community) then diversity & freedom of choice is to be valued. Simply by
requiring all HMOs to comply with the DASH code acceptable standards may be
achieved.
• An HMO has always been more than 4 people occupying a house. Why change
something that works well at present?
• It will cost money in admin when funds are short.
• It will prevent suitable accommodation being provided as people will be put off by
something they don't understand.

179

Pat Payne

Object

180

William Payne

Object

Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

181

J.S. Pegram

Object

Standard Comments OBJ2- see Appendix 2

182

Emily Pennifold (student) Object

No comments.
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183

Rob Pickersgill (student)

Object

• Question why the Council should have a say in where students live more than any
other category of people.
• Understand that the direction affects landlords of HMOs, & not students directly, but
you are clearly advertising the change as a way of reducing the student population
in areas like Lenton, Beeston & Dunkirk, & steering them into other areas of the
City.
• There is a lot of crime in Lenton, & there is also a large population of students in
Lenton, but the student population is not necessarily the cause of the crime levels.
• Closing the market won’t help to solve the problem of rogue landlords.
• The Council should seek to accommodate university students that have been
encouraged to come to the City, & that generate enormous revenue.
• The Council should invest in the ways in which students make a positive impact on
the community, such as through the University of Nottingham Student Volunteer
Centre.
• I understand that a lot of the crime in my area is caused by school-aged children.
You could invest more money into projects that give young people something to do
in the evenings.

184

Samuel Pinner (student)

Object

• Shall not recite the arguments that have already been put forward by the Students’
Union against the implementation of the direction, (though would take note of how
clear it seems that this legislation will not satisfy the Council’s aims, let alone ours).
• The Council may wish to consider the proposal in the context of the European
Convention of Human Rights (ECHR), which, has been translated into national
legislation by the Human Rights Act 1998. Recommend suspending implementation
pending legal assessment of the position.

185

Sarah & Arthur Piper
(now Councillor Sarah
Piper)

Support

• It is important in any area to have a mix of residents including long term residents
who take an interest in the area & their neighbours. Without permanent residents, it
becomes increasingly difficult to form organisations such as neighbourhood watch
schemes & community groups. A direction would help to maintain the essential
building blocks of our society.
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186

Mrs R. Platt (landlord)

Object

• As a landlord with a small number of properties in Lenton, which are rented to
students, & having worked to improve the standard of them, liaising with the Council
& landlord associations for accreditation, it seems repressive to find that this effort &
cost may have been wasted if the direction is introduced & future lettings
threatened.
• Landlords have invested substantially in properties, particularly to meet Council
standards, & denying flexibility to choose tenants will not allow this to be recovered
& will result in many business failures.
• The Council should not seek to dictate who can live where.
• Will license fees be refunded if letting restrictions are imposed?
• Significant employment is generated through property maintenance & renovation by
landlords, which helps with the City’s prosperity.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need & which
the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to groups of sharing
tenants or families, according to demand, without the need for planning permission
each time.
• Shared accommodation provides affordable housing & so why would the Council
take steps to limit its provision?

187

Letitia Popplewell
(student)

Object

• Feel people should have the right to live where & with whom they want.
• It will increase rogue landlords who ignore the legislation & illegally let their house,
which may be substandard & unsafe, to larger groups.
• The few houses in these areas that do have permission to let to groups will be
overpriced, as landlords will be able to charge whatever they like, & the price of
student accommodation in Nottingham is already high compared to other cities.

188

Mr Potter (resident)

Comment

• It would be preferable if 4, 5,& 6 person HMOs required C4 planning permission, &
not those with 3 persons – could be a better balance in terms of not being overonerous towards citizens, increased occupancy of existing dwelling stock, thus
possibly lowering build-demand, & not permitting a residential neighbourhood’s
character / cohesion to be undermined.
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189

David Price

Object

• This is a clear attempt to marginalise, and discriminate against, students. It is a
difficult and expensive enough process for students to find a decent house in this
economic climate, & with the problems of notoriously unreliable & dishonest
landlords- surely our Council should concentrate on helping students with these
problems instead of forcing them into certain areas of the city?
• Surely any possibility of integration between the student community and local
people will be greatly reduced by these measures?
• Why should students as a social group be treated any differently to any other
group?

190

Jasmin Prichard
(student)

Object

• Will effectively give local authorities the power to decide where students can live.
• Feel that the halls experience is perfect for your first year as a student because it
enables you to form friendships easily & eases you into the experience of leaving
home. However, second year is the time to leave the sheltered existence of halls &
to enter into the real world. Moving into your first home is an incredibly important &
maturing experience & it transforms students from teenagers to adults.
• Proposal will greatly affect students’ experiences & denying students the right to live
in a great town with so many student amenities & with friends close by would be a
great shame.

191

Jamie Ramsey

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

192

M. R (resident)
(name indiscernible)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

193

Hiren Raniga

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

194

Benjamin Rapaport
(student)

Object

• Feel that it represents an unfair treatment of a vulnerable group in society.
• The proposed direction will not yield the results anticipated
• Further analysis of the problem & evaluation of alternative solutions is required to
deal with creating more affordable housing for city residents.
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• Students are being treated as aliens & not as residents, as they should be.
• Students consider many factors when deciding where to live & living close to
university is not the only one.
• Making Nottingham a safer & happier place to live is something everyone can aim
for including students; this can be advocated with the correct measures but bundling
students into specific purpose built accommodation is certainly not the answer. It
would serve only to distance the student population from the City.
195

Paul Reddington

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

196

Mr R. Reynolds
(landlord)

Object

• More & more people are choosing to live together for economic reasons as well as
companionship, & with reduced availability of mortgages & high deposits being
required, this situation is likely to increase.
• The direction would restrict people in a way that would create a housing problem.
• Hindering the continuing demand for rented accommodation would stifle economic
recovery & and cause difficulties for people in finding accommodation.
• Landlords will be reluctant to invest.
• Do not believe directions were intended to be used for whole cities, but rather for
specific localities if problems exist.
• A couple wanting to increase their income may wish to rent to friends, but be unable
to do so without planning permission.
• The City is fine without the direction.

197

Mr T. Reynolds

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2
• Should the Council insist on proceeding to implement this direction, it should only
ever be area specific & not city-wide.

198

Resident 1 (name
indiscernible)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

199

Christopher Richardson

Support

• As a resident of a road in Lenton in which almost all of the 22 houses have become
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owned by landlords & occupied by students I understand the need for HMO control.
• I would be opposed to any delay in introducing the direction.
200

Mr D. Rickett

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

201

Laura Riley (student)

Object

• Students in Nottingham have helped to make the city a dynamic & diverse place to
live, & have had a positive impact on the economy, particularly in the retail, social &
leisure sectors.
• Students also contribute positively to local communities through a wide variety of
volunteer initiatives that include conservation projects, working with schools &
working with elderly people.
• Pushing students into different areas of the city to create ‘balanced’ communities is
more likely to drive up housing prices in those areas, & will therefore reduce the
number of affordable homes available for families.
• Moving all students in Nottingham to purpose built accommodation would not be a
panacea. Car parking, waste management, noise & not knowing one’s neighbours
would only be amplified with hundreds of students all living in one place.
• The areas in which these buildings are likely to be built in Nottingham are far away
from the Universities, other residents, amenities & travel routes, so are likely to be
isolated, & put further pressures on students’ budgets. Some areas are also unsafe.
• Students do care where they live while they are studying. Students can be a
particularly vulnerable group of tenants, many entering the private rented sector for
the first time. Just as with other groups, students choose where they live due to a
wide variety of factors, including being near their friends, near university, or in an
area with good transport links.
• Students have as much right to make free choices about where they live as any
other individual moving into the area.

202

Jan Rogers (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

203

Sandra & David Rose

Support

• Welcomed the introduction of the April 2010 HMO planning legislation & were
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disappointed when this was overturned by the coalition Government.
• Believe strongly that the Council must be able to use planning legislation to control
the change of homes into HMOs as part of a wider housing policy.
• Want locally elected representatives & local planners to respond effectively to local
people’s concerns about the way in which the spread & concentration of HMOs are
affecting their own, very local, neighbourhoods.
• Vulnerable neighbourhoods like Lenton need protection from the problems caused
by HMOs, especially when there are too many of them already.
• The problem is not isolated to Lenton alone, & excessive HMO conversion has
already blighted other parts of the City.
• When too many HMOs saturate an area they contribute to the creation of
fragmented neighbourhoods where buy-to-let activity threatens community support
& cohesion. If we were to move to another part of the City we would want to be
sure that the problems experienced in Lenton do not arise elsewhere in the future
because of the indiscriminate conversion of family homes into HMOs.
• Believe the direction has to be city-wide to make sure that the Council can respond
quickly to the build up of HMOs without having to wait 12 months for the legislation
to become effective, & to stop conversions to HMOs taking place in streets just
outside an area with a direction in place.
• Wish to see confirmation of the direction without any modifications to the present
proposals.
204

Paul Rowland (landlord)

Object

• Feel this infringes civil liberties. The introduction of the direction completely goes
against the principles of a free democratic society where all people have the
freedom to say & do as they please so long as it remains lawful. The direction is
introducing a dictatorial process of saying who can live where without first receiving
clearance from the Council. It is something I don’t support & obliterates free choice.
• It will make it very difficult for groups of 3 or more people wanting to share a house
together in an area they would like to live if accommodation is not available due to
the direction being implemented in that particular area.
• It will put immense pressure on the planning department at a time of austerity.
• As a landlord with student properties, from a financial viewpoint the direction would
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be good for me as it would increase the value of my housing stock, however my
objection to the direction is purely on a moral ground of suppressing freedom of
choice and entrepreneurialism.
• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

205

G. Sahota

Object

206

Hayley Scaife

Object

207

Alan Schofield (resident)

Support

208

Katherine Scott (student)

Object

209

Shahid Sethi

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

210

Malik Naeem Shahbaz

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

211

Roxana Shamsolmaali
(student)

Object

• It is wrong that the Council wishes to limit accommodation options for any groups, &
in particular in such a way as to discriminate against students.
• The consultation has not been widely communicated to the student residents of the
area & has been conducted during University holidays, when the majority of students
are not in Nottingham making it difficult for the Students' Union to canvass opinion or
ensure proper communication to them.

No comments.
• I live in the Arboretum area of Nottingham & this is one of many areas across the
City where the balance & diversity of the community has been destroyed by the large
number of HMOs in recent years.
• I therefore welcomed the initial introduction of legislation on this issue in April 2010 &
was sorry to see it overturned.
• The introduction of the direction will give the Council the ability to promote
sustainable neighbourhoods & I fully support the Council's proposals.
• I trust that these proposals will be introduced on a city-wide basis & as soon as
possible.
No comments.
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212

Ali Shan

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

213

Anthony Simpson

Support

• Parts of Nottingham have been adversely affected by concentrations of HMOs. This
has resulted in various problems such as negative impacts on the physical
environment & streetscape & pressures on parking provision, to name just a few. A
walk round Dunkirk or parts of Lenton makes clear the general blight that afflicts
areas with a highly transient population. Houses are often neglected, gardens
overgrown, & the streets fly-blown with litter.

214

T.M. Simpson (landlord)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

215

C.E. Smith

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2Abrev - see Appendix 2b

216

Patrick Smith (student)

Object

• This is blatant segregation, & would imply that you think students are a lower class
of people that are not allowed to be full members of the City of Nottingham.
• If it will cost us more money, do students really need to have to pay more money on
top of the tuition fee rises?
• Why add more bureaucracy to the already complicated letting system?

217

K.J. Spillane

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

218

Darren Squire

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

219

Mary & Malcolm Stacey

Support

• The proposal demands widespread and enthusiastic support to which we are very
keen to add our backing.
• If this is the way to mitigate the wilful reversal of the April 2010 planning legislation,
the Council needs to be aware of the well evidenced views of local residents (&
voters) & to resist the pleas of landlords & agents, who in many cases are not
residents or voters & motivated purely by easy profits.
• In our experience the problems in areas like Lenton arise not from students as
individuals, but the density of HMOs, which reaches a point where a community
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fragments and ceases to function.
• Affected areas begin to spread to adjoining suburbs, so a city-wide approach is
essential.
• Urge the confirmation of the unmodified direction with the least possible delay so
that further deterioration is nipped in the bud.
220

H.R. Stead

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

221

James Steele

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

222

Helen Stelios

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

223

Charlotte Stevenson
(student)

Object

• Students are as negatively affected by a minority of Nottingham residents as by their
own peers, but most students have a positive influence on our community.
• As a student, I am aware of issues students can cause in the community, but am
appalled at the solution presented for dealing with them.
• A solution will only be reached by improving relationships between neighbours, not
by segregating students & labelling us as an undesirable characteristic of society.
Students have had an important role in Nottingham for decades in creating a vibrant
& interesting place to live. The higher education industry contributes significantly to
the economy & sustains thousands of jobs. With a 2084 students registered as
volunteering on a regular placement, students contribute an estimated 125,040
hours each academic year to the community without including estimates of events
such as the annual Big Summer Clean Up.
• As the only members of society whose council tax is paid up front &, as likely future
residents of Nottingham's community, we should be better supported by the Council
as our relationship will be important for years to come. We require as much
consideration in relation to council services as any other group in society, especially
since many students feel unsupported & vulnerable entering the rented housing
sector for the first time.
• Many students have lived in Nottingham their whole lives & we have as much right to
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live anywhere we choose, just like any other adult who moves to Nottingham.
• With the majority, (59% of students in their first year, & 74% thereafter), preferring to
live in a rental property than purpose-built accommodation, it is important to aid
students in realising these aims, for the majority who want to establish some
independence, become part of local communities & be provided with this cheaper
type of accommodation.
• These aims cannot be realised by a scheme which aims to 'balance' the community
by separating students from other members of society. Your future Nottingham
residents - students – will not feel encouraged to work with you in the future if shortsighted choices are made now.
• Nottingham needs more affordable housing for families. However, families may not
want to live in the areas you choose & the amount of housing needed will not be
covered by this policy. This is particularly true if the Council allocates areas of
student & of family housing. The areas of student housing will see a plummet in price
which, though welcome, does not provide us with the integration we want. The family
areas will become prime real estate with the unique selling point of being in a
student free zone, driving up the price of these apparently coveted properties.
Developing policies about where some groups can & can't live is not the appropriate
action in this case.
• The direction is not retrospective & the Council will not have any more control than it
currently has on existing HMOs. By having no control of the 'studentified' areas of
Nottingham, the areas you wish to control, the legislation will affect the creation &
development of new HMOs where they are needed.
• Landlords will have to re-apply for planning permission affecting the way they react
to market pressure & reducing their ability to switch between housing used by
families & students. Changes to education is already forecast to have a detrimental
effect on where & how students study with an expected drop of 13% of 18-20 year
olds living in Nottingham in the next decade.
• As with an aging population & a maturing student population, councils need to feel
empowered to make changes which actually tackle the issues they want to tackle.
This policy cannot do that.
• Planning to provide no extra resources for the overstretched planning &
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•

•

•
•

development team would be difficult enough even if the Council had not been one of
the worst hit in the country by recent & likely future budget cuts. Trying to implement
this legislation is unworkable.
While there is currently no demand for more HMOs, I believe this is about to change.
With the private rental sector increasing due to the reduction in people able to buy
property, an increase in fears around job security, a reduction in housing benefits &
the increase in the age for the Single Room Rate for Housing Benefit from 25 to 35
years, more shared accommodation will be depended upon.
There may be surplus student accommodation currently, but this is unlikely to
continue in the future. Any surplus housing which remains after these effects have
levelled off will not be aided by the new scheme. Students will not be attracted to
attend the universities here if they feel pushed into certain areas & roles in society.
This could increase the availability of HMOs exponentially. The surplus will then
need to be converted into other types of housing to increase their appeal. This could
produce the effect of housing prices in student areas plummeting, which would have
a detrimental effect on statistics, & produce empty & ready for use affordable family
housing. At which point, with over-pricing in designated family areas & under-pricing
in designated student areas, a desire for families to move back into cheap student
areas would result in the mixed housing community we currently have.
Housing legislation is not the solution for any of the issues highlighted above. The
solution is better allocation of resources & improving relationships in communities &
with the police.
Anti-social behaviour causes stress & discomfort to students & residents. Students
are part of the community, so somebody causing problems is an issue for other
students as well as residents. This is a housing issue; it is a policing issue. If a
student is persistently being noisy, then the local authority & police should be called.
The local authorities should work in collaboration with the Universities, students’
unions, Unipol & other local organisations to resolve these issues by supporting
Unipol’s DASH code, putting the onus on landlords to ensure their tenants are
responsible in their community. The University of Nottingham’s Behavioural Code of
Conduct disciplines students who persistently cause problems in their communities.
‘Environmental’ anti-social behavioural problems stem from the local authority’s
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failure to manage the outcome of intensive property habitation. Shared properties do
generate more rubbish & student houses need greater provisions at the beginning &
end of term – the purpose of projects such as The Big Summer Clean Up. Students
being a nuisance or being perpetrators of anti-social behaviour are in the minority &
should be dealt with as anyone else causing problems would be.
224

Ashish Tailor

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

225

Janak Tailor

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

226

Padmini Tailor

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

227

Fabian Taylor

Object

228

Katherine Taylor
(student)

Object

No comments.
• The majority of residents in areas with student populations realise the massive
benefits that come from having a higher education institution in the area. Students in
Nottingham have helped to make the city a dynamic & diverse place to live, & have
had a positive impact on the economy, particularly in the retail, social & leisure
sectors.
• Students also contribute positively to local communities through a wide variety of
volunteer initiatives that include conservation projects, working with schools &
working with elderly people.
• The higher education industry contributes significantly to the economy & sustains
thousands of jobs.
• University of Nottingham Students’ Union actively encourages its students to have a
positive impact on their local communities through volunteering. For example, we
currently have 2084 students registered as volunteering on a regular placement.
This totally goes against the typical view of a student & shows the diversity of people
attending Nottingham University. This diversity is likely to be damaged if restrictions
are placed on housing, with many students choosing to go to other universities
instead, where they can experience a greater degree of independence.
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• Students have as much right to make free choices about where they live as any
other individual moving into the area. For some students University or privately
owned purpose built accommodation may be the best type of housing to suit their
needs. Students choose where they want to live for many reasons, this may be due
to wanting to feel part of the local community, wanting to live with a smaller number
of people, feeling more autonomous or independent, & also because the private
rented sector is, on average, far cheaper that purpose built accommodation – for
example in Nottingham the average price for a house in the private rented sector is
£75 per week, whereas the average price in purpose built accommodation is £110
per week.
• When many students will be facing tuition fees of up to £9000 per year it is
unreasonable to add further costs to students, & considering that people on average
will now be living in the private rented sector until their mid-thirties, this is the ideal
time to be providing students with the skills they need to be responsible in the
community.
• Moving all students in Nottingham to purpose built accommodation would not be a
panacea. Car parking, waste management, noise & not knowing one’s neighbours
would only be amplified with hundreds of students all living in one place. The areas
in which these buildings are likely to be built in Nottingham are far away from the
Universities, other residents, amenities & travel routes, so are likely to be isolated,
put further pressures on students’ budgets & in some cases be unsafe.
• Such high concentrations of students could increase the amount of crime in these
areas, which would harm the local residents as well as the students who have been
forced to live there.
• Students moving to a new area need to be aware of their responsibilities in the
community. If students are causing a problem for the local community it’s a problem
for everyone, & something that we need to work on together to overcome. However,
students being a nuisance or being perpetrators of anti-social behaviour are in the
minority. Students are a diverse group & are part of the community just as much as
anybody else, so somebody causing problems will be a problem for other students
as well as other residents.
• Hope the Council can reconsider their proposals, and liaise with the Student's Union
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to come to a solution which is beneficial to the City Council & students.
229

Paul Taylor (landlord)

Comment –
suggest direction
in defined areas
within the City.

• Propose that the direction be applied only to the student "hotspots" ie Lenton,
Dunkirk, Arboretum. Here there are genuine issues.
• In other areas of the City there are by & large not the same issues. There is a need
for more shared accommodation due to many reasons (demographics, benefit rule
changes, lack of new construction etc) & it should be as easy for landlords as
possible to help meet these housing demands.
• The current proposal seems to be contrary to the Government commitment to deregularise & encourage investment & development.

230

J. Thakur

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

231

Lynette Tomlinson

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

232

M. Towarth

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

233

Richard Turpin

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

234

Irfan Ullah (student)

Object

• It looks like that this government wants to stop more international students coming
here to study. First, they increase tuition fees, then visa fees & and now there is a
problem with student accommodation.
• Everyone knows that the accommodation in the University hostels or near by the
University campuses is very expensive & most of the students cannot afford these
charges.
• Question what the problem is with students living within the community.

235

S.Vipasi? (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

236

Simrin Virk

Object

No comments.
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237

Jeremy Wade

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2abrev - see Appendix 2b

238

Marc Waldolf (student)

Object

• As a student & part of the future, I do not want to be told where I have & have not got
to live.

239

Sebastian Walker

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

240

Roxy Walsh (student)

Object

• The timing of the consultation period falls when a large majority of the people
affected by these proposals (the students) are likely to be away from Nottingham.
The consultation period should be extended to allow students to be fully consulted, &
the Student's Unions of both Nottingham universities to be fully involved in the
process.
• Measures dictating where any particular social, racial, financial, professional or other
group are allowed or “encouraged” to live is unnecessary, undemocratic, unfair,
discriminatory & unlawful. Students, as with any other group within society, have the
right to live where & how they choose – it is not the place of the Council to force any
group to live in a certain manner or location, as these proposals attempt to do.
• Restricting students to a sole area or style of accommodation removes their freedom
to choose the housing most appropriate for their needs & means, & will have the
effect of forcing students to live as second-class citizens in over priced, low quality
housing. These areas are also likely to become prime targets for burglaries &
robberies, which will put additional strain on police resources if the areas are to be
kept safe for the people who live in & near them.
• The proposal will harm the business of the hundreds of private landlords who have
made great investments in making their properties student-friendly. Far from being
ideal family homes, many of these properties would be too expensive for a young
couple to afford, & are far too large for the modern family, most having four, five or
six separate bedrooms – making them ideal for a small group of students wishing to
live within the community. Many of Nottingham's landlords & estate agents depend
on students for their livelihoods.
• Nottingham’s large student population are an essential source of revenue for
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•

•
•

241

David Wark

Object

retailers & service providers. For small businesses & those in the service trade such
as pubs & restaurants, students provide an essential source of relatively
inexpensive, flexible & readily available labour, without which they would struggle to
continue to trade at competitive prices.
Most university students work part-time jobs to help fund their studies, but if they
were forced to live in certain areas, for many it would become impossible to manage
both work & study, as they would no longer be able to choose a home well placed for
both. This would mean a loss of an important labour resource, loss of tax revenue, &
in the long run would make Nottingham a far less attractive city to prospective
students.
Whilst students may have a reputation for being untidy, antisocial & undesirable, this
vulgarised stereotype forgets that students are intelligent, capable individuals who
are the next generation of well respected professions. Students are a diverse group
of people. Mature students will often have a family to raise alongside their studies, &
may have in fact been a part of the community for many years. Discrimination
against students is discrimination against a vast section of society.
Given the chance, most students integrate well with the local community & give back
in many ways, including through paid & voluntary work, & even just simply bringing
life, vitality & money to an area.
The Council should bear in mind that as a City which boasts two large Universities
within its boundaries, plus others including Loughborough in close proximity, & which
draw a prestigious & international group of students to the City & surrounding areas,
it would do well to treat its large student population with the respect it would any
other group.

• The proposal would have a significant detrimental impact on housing as well as
wider economic & social considerations in Nottingham.
• The proposal is wasteful, inappropriate & unfair.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when the need for
shared housing is going to increase considerably.
• Welfare Bill reform means there will be more pressure on the shared housing sector.
• Investment would be steered to other towns & cities viewed as more welcoming to
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the private rented sector.

• As house prices are increasing, first time buyers are becoming older. Restricting
•

•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

HMOs impacts on those requiring housing due to this trend.
Negative effect on key workers supplying labour to small & large organisations.
Negative impact on the value of family homes in areas where there are a significant
number of HMOS. As landlords will no longer wish to invest in these areas, market
forces will cause prices to fall, having a large impact on the economic wellbeing of
affected families. Understand that similar legislation caused a 30% fall in prices last
year. Understand that many home-owners are not aware of this consequence.
Do not believe that families will want to move back to these areas even as prices fall.
Am not aware of any evidence to the contrary & object to legislation that is not
evidence-based.
Negative effect on students who appreciate the range of housing available to them.
Nottingham is currently perceived as a student-friendly city & given their importance
to the economy it would be a mistake to rock this desirable situation. Policies are
needed to encourage students into Nottingham, not dissuade them.
Negative impact on the City’s welcoming reputation arising from social engineering &
denying sections of the community the freedom to live where they choose, especially
given the suitability of such houses to home several individuals.
Upward pressure on rents for current HMOS.
Negative effect on students remaining in Nottingham following graduation as housing
costs increase due to a lack of affordable housing.
Negative effects on housing availability. Landlords could prefer to keep a property
empty rather than house a family & then face future restrictions on shared letting.
Increased workload for planning departments as permission may be required
between lets.
Accreditation schemes, encouraging the continual improvement in relationships
between landlords & universities / other work places & working with landlord
organisations will successfully promote an effective & economically more successful
private rented sector for Nottingham.
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242

D. Warner (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

243

Samuel Warren
(student)

Object

• Gross generalisation & stereotyping of a sector of the community & consequently,

244

S.H. Warren (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

245

Alan Webster (resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

246

Tom Welbank

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ3 – see Appendix 4

247

Nicola Whyte (student)

Object

• With the increase in student fees already imposed future students face greater
economic problems than ever before. We are already restricted in housing, in that
we have to rent with student landlords who overcharge. Denying us the choice of
where we can live would push student prices up even more.
• Plans to control where any group of the community live is discriminatory & makes
assumptions about the group as a whole that may not be true. Blaming all students
for the noise made by the few is unjust. If this was about an ethnic group the Council
would not even consider it, as it would cause outrage among the public.
• Placing students in the equivalent of halls of residence throughout their academic

slyly manoeuvring 'the problem' into controlled areas (whilst simultaneously opening
the door for large accommodation companies to extort yet more money out of
students) is not a viable solution to any issue.
• Question whether blatant segregation will improve community relations? Is the
proposal going to appeal to prospective students who provide revenue & jobs to a
large sector of the city? Are jaded graduates from the University of Nottingham or
Nottingham Trent University going to look upon the City favourably & thus invest
their skills and expertise back into Nottingham's economy? The proposal would help
drive a wedge of alienation and resentment between the vast student population &
the rest of Nottingham. The proposal would foster a sense that students are not a
valued & included section of Nottingham's society, but a blight on the City & a
problem to be contained.
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career will not prepare them for future rental agreements in non-student areas & be
likely to increase the problem of noise in those areas as the few students who do
cause disturbances will know they are not affecting the rest of the community. This
would punish those students who actually want to study & respect their neighbours.
• There seems to be a growing tendency to punish students for attempting to get an
education & improve their job prospects. University education should be
rewarded. Students contribute enormously to the economy & towards the amount of
professional workers within the UK.
248

E.J. Wilamoski (landlord)

Object

• There are innumerable laws affecting rented property, causing many constraints.
Adding to the constraints as suggested is unlikely to assist with housing. The
proposals are only likely to help choke off the supply of housing, especially to the
unfortunate, already affected by reduced benefits.

249

J. Wingfield

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

250

Christopher Winton

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

251

Darren Wogman

Object

• The majority of residents in areas with student populations realise the
massive benefits that come from having a higher education institution in the area.
Students have helped to make the City a dynamic & diverse place to live, & have
had a positive impact on the economy, particularly in the retail, social &
leisure sectors. Students also contribute positively to local communities through a
wide variety of volunteer initiatives that include conservation projects, working with
schools & working with elderly people. Where there are problems, they need to be
addressed for the sake of all constituents, including students who are just as likely to
be affected as any other resident.
• Elected representatives need to represent & be aware of the needs of all their
constituents, & this includes students.
• Full time students are exempt from paying council tax, whilst part-time students do
pay. Exemption for full time students does not mean that councils are financially
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disadvantaged. Students are the only members of the community whose council tax
is guaranteed and paid up front.
• Agree that there needs to be more affordable housing for families in Nottingham.
Tinkering with the planning laws to create more housing is unlikely to be the answer.
Families may not want to live in those areas that are likely to be affected, & the
direction would be unlikely to free up significant numbers of homes. In fact, pushing
students into different areas of the city to create ‘balanced’ communities is more
likely to drive up housing prices in those areas, & will therefore reduce the number
of affordable homes available for families.
• We need to be developing constructive policies about where people can live –
including students – not policies about where they can’t.
• It is currently true that we don’t need more HMOs – in some areas there are surplus
properties and it’s important that the Council & local stakeholders work collectively
to ensure that these are fit for purpose & able to be sold or let as appropriate.
• There is, however, a likelihood that the private rental sector will continue to increase
for a number of reasons including the reduction in people able to buy property,
increase in fears around job security, reductions in housing benefits & the increase
in the age for the Single Room Rate for Housing Benefit from 25 to 35 years
meaning greater demand for shared accommodation.
• The higher education industry contributes significantly to the economy & sustains
thousands of jobs.
• The Council recognises that students help to make the city centre a vibrant
& culturally dynamic place, exciting & busy, impacting positively on the retail,
social and leisure sectors.
• University of Nottingham Students’ Union also actively encourages its students to
have a positive impact on their local communities through volunteering. Through
regular placements alone students contribute an estimated minimum of 125,040
hours each academic year to the community through volunteering. Student
volunteers also contribute to the community through one-off sessions & respond to
numerous requests from community projects to assist in maintenance &
conservation work, for example The Big Summer Clean Up - in collaboration with
the Dunkirk & Lenton Council.
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• Students require totally different services from the Council than families, elderly
residents etc. The Council needs to address this & ensure that services are not
stretched as a result of a high concentration of students in an area.
252

Nicholas Wood (student)

Object

• The negative implications of such a piece of legislation outweigh the positive.
• Major aspect of concern is that the proposal is clearly singling out, & infringing upon
the freedom of, one particular group in society. This sort of discrimination, dictating
where one can & cannot live, would be considered unethical if it concerned a
different group of society, & for some reason there is an air that it is somehow
acceptable when it concerns students.
• The legislation is grounded in part on the idea that a high concentration of HMOs in
a neighbourhood is troubling for the other neighbours. The extent to which this is
true is debatable, however, even if it is so, then the direction does not seem to
address the root of the problem. Anti-social behaviour, noise pollution etc. are not
housing issues but a matter for the police or local authority. People, including
students, should be free to choose where they live. Should they then disturb the
peace then it is a matter for the community & local authorities to sort out. They
would not immediately lose the right to live there.
• As the legislation, if implemented, would not be retrospective, the impracticalities it
would cause in enforcement would be likely to create friction between the Council &
students, creating unnecessary competition through the landlord when it comes to
renting accommodation.
• The legislation is highly unlikely to free up the amount of affordable housing desired
by the Council for families. There are other means to do this, avoiding the large
problems that the legislation would create. Areas densely populated with students
are so for a reason, because they are near the universities, convenient for the
student population, an essential & contributing group in our society. Forcing
students to move to a different part of the City would not erase the problems in
student areas discussed in the above paragraph, & moving students to other areas
of the City is likely to drive up housing prices in those areas.
• The proposal would help destroy a harmless, amiable tradition for all existing &
prospective students. Most students look forward to living in housing in the City, if
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not in their 1st, in their later years. It is the 2nd, 3rd, 4th (etc) year students who are
those most likely to live in town, & who are also more likely to create less noise &
concentrate on their studies. Student culture is good. It creates an energetic &
convivial atmosphere in a city. It would be wrong to discriminate against students &
isolate them from the City. After all, they contribute greatly to the economy as well
as the social identity of any city.
• Forcing students to live in purpose-built accommodation creates a barrier between
the student population & the rest of the community, prohibiting students from
identifying with the City in which they have chosen to study, exacerbating any
potential problems this legislation is designed to prevent.
• It will make students less likely to stay in the City & enter the job market on
completion of their studies.
253

Jordan Woodgate
(student)

Support

• Feel that it is an important move to stop the 'studentification' & social
homogenisation of areas such as Lenton.
• It is vital that a sense of community is fostered & residents can be of any social
background (which will be increasingly important with only rich students able to
afford £9000 tuition fees).
• This would prevent Lenton becoming a ghost town in holiday periods.
• Hope that students will be encouraged to inhabit other parts of Nottingham, & not
simply reside in expensive university-run accommodation which would not profit the
local community.

254

R. Woodward
(resident)

Support

• Standard Comments SUP1 - see Appendix 3

255

(Grant Woolleylandlord/letting agent)

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

256

Mrs E. Wright

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2 & Standard objection list – see
Appendix 2a
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257

Sue Wright

Object

• Standard Comments OBJ2 - see Appendix 2

258

Tao Yang (student)

Object

• Can’t agree that high concentrations of HMOs are a major problem for a large
number of Nottingham residents. The majority of residents in areas with student
populations realise the massive benefits that come from having a higher education
institution in the area.
• Students have helped to make the City a dynamic & diverse place to live, & have
had a positive impact on the economy, particularly in the retail, social and leisure
sectors. Students also contribute positively to local communities through a wide
variety of volunteer initiatives that include conservation projects, working with
schools and working with elderly people.
• Where there are problems, they need to be addressed for the sake of all
constituents, including students.
• Students are the only members of the community whose council tax is guaranteed &
paid up front & so Councils are not disadvantaged.
• Agree that there needs to be more affordable housing for families in Nottingham.
Tinkering with the planning laws to create more housing is unlikely to be the answer.
Families may not want to live in those areas that are likely to be affected, & the
direction would be unlikely to free up significant numbers of homes. In fact, pushing
students into different areas of the city to create ‘balanced’ communities is more
likely to drive up housing prices in those areas, & will therefore reduce the number
of affordable homes available for families.
• We need to be developing constructive policies about where people can live –
including students – not policies about where they can’t.
• It is currently true that we don’t need more HMOs – in some areas there are surplus
properties & it’s important that the Council & local stakeholders work collectively to
ensure that these are fit for purpose & able to be sold or let as appropriate.
• There is a likelihood that the private rental sector will continue to increase for a
number of reasons including the reduction in people able to buy property, increase
in fears around job security, reductions in housing benefits & the increase in the age
for the Single Room Rate for Housing Benefit from 25 to 35 years meaning greater
demand for shared accommodation.

106

• Students care about where they live while they are studying. Students can be a
particularly vulnerable group of tenants, many entering the private rented sector for
the first time. Just as with other groups, students choose where they live due to a
wide variety of factors, including being near their friends, near university, or in an
area with good transport links. Students have as much right to make free choices
about where they live as any other individual moving into the area.
• For some students University or privately owned purpose built accommodation may
be the best type of housing to suit their needs, although the majority prefer a house
or flat in the private rented sector. This may be due to wanting to feel part of the
local community, wanting to live with a smaller number of people, feeling more
autonomous or independent, & also because the private rented sector is, on
average, far cheaper than purpose built accommodation – for example in
Nottingham the average price for a house in the private rented sector is £75 per
week, whereas the average price in purpose built accommodation is £110 per week.
• When many students will be facing tuition fees of up to £9000 per year it is
unreasonable to add to the student budget, & considering that people on average
will now be living in the private rented sector until their mid-thirties, this is the ideal
time to be providing students with the skills they need to be responsible in the
community.
• Moving all students to purpose built accommodations would not be a panacea. Car
parking, waste management, noise & not knowing one’s neighbours would only be
amplified with hundreds of students all living in one place.
• The areas in which purpose built accommodation are likely to be built in Nottingham
are far away from the Universities, other residents, amenities & travel routes, so are
likely to be isolated, put further pressures on students’ budgets & in some cases
unsafe.
• Accept that there are problems in some communities due to a high concentration of
students. However, believe that there are powers already in place to deal with these
issues & that the community should work together to find common solutions.
• Anti-social behaviour does cause substantial distress to neighbours. Anti-social
behaviour is a policing issue not a housing issue. Local authorities should be
working in collaboration with the Universities, Students’ Unions, Unipol & other local
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organisations to resolve these issues – for example by supporting Unipol’s DASH
code, which puts the onus on landlords to ensure that their tenants are responsible
in their community, & by helping to uphold the University of Nottingham’s
Behavioural Code of Conduct.
• The Council needs to be providing a better service to communities with a high
concentration of students. ‘Environmental’ anti-social behavioural problems stem
from the Council’s failure to manage the outcome of intensive property habitation.
Shared properties do generate more rubbish & student houses will need greater
provisions at the beginning & end of term – which the University of Nottingham’s
Student Volunteer Centre do attempt to assist with by running projects such as The
Big Summer Clean Up in the Lenton & Dunkirk area. Only with partnership work in
the community can common solutions be found to address some of these problems.
• Students being a nuisance or being perpetrators of anti-social behaviour are in the
minority. Students are a diverse group & are part of the community just as much as
anybody else, so somebody causing problems will be a problem for other students
as well as other residents.
• Given that the private rented sector is a ‘young’ housing sector, with a large
proportion of tenants being under the age of 35, & that proportion growing, policies
that restrict the growth of HMOs could eventually be regarded as age discrimination,
as they may disproportionately restrict younger people’s access to housing.

108

3.

OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES AND SUMMARY OF MAIN
POINTS
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3.1

The consultation prompted submissions from 258 separate respondents
spanning a wide range of interests including property companies, letting
agents, local and national landlords’ organisations/associations, MPs,
Councillors, residents’ groups, action groups, property related
organisations, the Universities, students, residents and public sector
housing providers. An electronic petition was also submitted jointly by
the University of Nottingham and Nottingham Trent University Students’
Unions, with 3,819 entries.

3.2

Although in many cases, the individual respondents’ interests are
indicated in their submission in some cases no clear indication is given.
Recognising this, and that a respondent may also represent more than
one interest, the synopsis below does not seek to provide a precise
numerical analysis of comments attributable to particular interests, but it
does aim to provide a basic overview that draws out the key subject
areas around which the comments were mainly focussed and to highlight
the predominate source group where applicable.

3.3

Out of the 258 separate respondents, 188 object to the proposal, 65
support it, 4 provide other comments with a further respondent indicating
support in principle. The views of almost half of the objectors are
captured within either the standard summary in Appendix 1 or the
standard summary in Appendix 2 (the landlord/letting agent standard
submissions). Additionally, several other objectors based their comments
on these standard views, and then added further points or omitted some
of the standard text from their responses.

3.4

Out of the 65 supporting comments almost two thirds comprise the
standard points in Appendix 3. Appendix 4 contains standard arguments
produced by the University of Nottingham Students’ Union and
represents the submission made by two student objectors in their
entirety. Much of its content is also strongly reflected in a significant
number of other objections received from students.

3.5

Property related companies, letting agents, local and national landlords’
organisations/associations and individual landlords (where identified)
overwhelmingly object to the proposal, although a very small minority do
support it. Similarly, the vast majority of identified student respondents
are against the direction, whilst again a small number are in favour. The
Students’ Unions have registered a joint objection.

3.6

Those supporting the direction span a varied range of interests, although
identified residents comprise the most substantial proportion of those in
favour, and of the responses identified as being from residents almost all
support the proposal. Other identified interests in support of the
proposals include two local MPs and a City Councillor, residents’/action
groups, the Nottingham Civic Society, landlords (a minority), students (a
minority), the University of Nottingham and Nottingham City Homes.
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3.7

A wide range of points have been raised, many of which are common
across large numbers of respondents. Whilst views are most commonly
shared between fellow supporters or objectors, some views are common
to respondents irrespective of their overall position. The points made
have therefore been structured into consolidated summaries according
to broad topic areas rather than grouped into supporting or opposing
comments, although it is recognised that some points may cut across
different subject areas.

3.8

The purpose of the consolidated summaries is to capture the main points
submitted during the consultation, rather than to restate detailed
individual responses. However, on some occasions where certain
comments are mainly attributable to a particular sector/interest group,
this is indicated to give a general appreciation of the source and
distribution of concerns across the range of respondents.
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Summary of Main Points
A. Housing Market Impacts (Property Values, Housing Supply, Rental
Costs, Quality, Standards & Choice)
Overview
Within this subject area, the majority of submissions arguing against the
direction originate from objecting landlords and property related
organisations, with student objectors and the Students’ Unions also making
representations along with a very small minority of identified residents.
Supporting comments are mainly attributable to residents’ groups and
residents, although supporting points were also made by Nottingham Civic
Society and Nottingham City Homes, as well as a minority of students.
Some potential positive effects are also acknowledged by a number of
landlords and other property sector representatives, including those
opposing the proposals. Whilst there are some common themes identified
across the range of comments, there is no clear consensus about current
market conditions or the likely impact of the proposed direction.
The main points are:
•

Owner occupiers will have difficulty selling and the value of their properties
will decrease in areas with a high concentration of existing HMOS. Homes
that the direction is aimed at protecting will lose value. Suggestion that a
small number of families may take advantage of a property being cheaper,
but will later be faced by selling difficulties. Homeowners are not generally
aware of this implication of the direction.

•

The planning rule changes that introduced the C4 Use Class had a
detrimental impact on the value of non HMO properties in areas where there
were already a significant number of HMOs. Respondents cite examples or
express views indicating property prices of C3 dwellings dropping by
between a range of 20% to 40% in comparison with adjoining/neighbouring
properties with HMO status, and argue similar effects would arise from the
article 4 direction. Restrictive covenants placed on former Council owned
properties limiting occupancy to families only also cited as resulting in
reduced values and problems with selling, and suggestion made that the
proposed direction would have a similar effect.

•

The value of existing HMOs will increase. Competition in the HMO market
will be reduced. As some HMOs return to C3 usage and no new ones can
be established, competition will increase further. Rental prices will increase
in the areas where students want to live. Landlords may raise their rents,
with some tenants being pushed into poorer areas and/or towards rogue
landlords.

•

The proposal would place unnecessary constraints on the operation of the
rental market, particularly in areas where there are not presently high
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concentrations of HMOs. The Council has not fully considered the wider
impact of the direction beyond ‘studentification’ issues. The Council will
harm the private rented sector as a whole, reducing investment and
flexibility, and making it difficult for a wide variety of tenants to move around
freely in the housing market, and gain access to affordable housing.
•

The direction seems to have been developed separately from the Council’s
overall housing strategy and any assessment of future housing need or the
contribution of HMOs in meeting this. The private rented sector is providing
an increasingly vital role in the housing market as primary source of new
households and is an improving sector in terms of quality and satisfaction.

•

The Council needs to ensure that obligations under national planning
guidance (PPS3) are met in terms of assessing and meeting housing needs.

•

The private rented sector is meeting a large part of the household need in
the City and has delivered a substantial element of recent growth. The
direction will prevent further investment in the sector at a time when the
need for shared housing is likely to increase considerably. The private
rented sector and HMOs house a wide range of people.

•

Groups that respondents identify as being reliant on shared housing/the
private rented sector include young professions, graduates, students, low
earners, single people, benefit recipients, key workers, migrants, doctors
and nurses, co-habiting couples, people under 37 (the average age for a
first time buyer) across a range of groups, and people required to be
geographically mobile to access employment.

•

HMOs bring problems related to density of occupation (and those problems
need managing). However, care will need to be taken not to block
development and investment in this sector.

•

Welfare Bill reform means that people up to the age of 35 will have to live in
shared housing if they are in receipt of benefit, which will increase HMO
demand. Other socio-demographic factors mean that the demand for
housing from the private rented sector will continue to rise.

•

The direction will not affect existing HMOs and will have negligible impact on
the ‘studentified’ areas that exist through the expansion of the higher
education sector in the 1990s.

•

The proposal will prevent, or slow down, the creation of HMO housing in
areas where it is needed. Imposing this restriction on areas surrounding
high concentrations of students would restrict the supply of available rented
property to other groups than students.

•

Landlords need flexibility to switch between letting to groups of sharing
tenants or families, according to demand. It is not practical to submit a
planning application when a group of friends are interested in renting a
house formerly occupied by a family. The delays would deter owners from
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letting or encourage them to let without the necessary consent and risk
enforcement action. The need to apply for planning permission represents
an unwelcome regulatory burden and cost, added to an already heavily
regulated area. An application fee will need to be paid. Additional costs will
deter investment, reduce flexibility and reduce supply. Joint purchasers
looking to share will need to obtain planning permission before buying and
will have difficulty obtaining mortgage finance. The additional tier of
regulation will deter investment, adding to the costs already associated with
the private rented sector such as licensing fees and increasing the overall
burden on the private sector providers relative to the public sector providers.
•

Landlords will be deterred from letting an existing HMO to a family because
of the consequential loss of HMO status.

•

There is currently no need for more HMOs. In some areas there are surplus
properties.

•

Whilst there is currently an oversupply of student accommodation in
Nottingham, much of this is in purpose built blocks and students have made
it clear that particularly after their first year they do not wish to live in these
blocks but prefer, instead, to live in private rented sector accommodation.

•

The HMO market has driven up prices meaning that graduates cannot afford
to buy if they decide to take up employment and stay in the City.

•

HMOs remove from the housing market those types of houses (family
homes with three and more bed rooms and good size gardens) which are in
short supply.

•

At a time of local and national housing shortage, HMOs do not increase the
housing supply, but merely transfer stock from owner-occupation/social
renting to the private rented sector.

•

The current situation means that there is a shortage of affordable housing in
certain areas as properties can usually achieve higher selling figures to
landlords planning HMOs than to family occupiers. The necessity to get
planning permission may well help to ameliorate this situation.

•

Rental income from HMOs is substantially higher than can be expected if
the same property is rented out to a family, thus removing these properties
from the family-renting market as well.

• The direction will enable the Council to develop a housing strategy that
caters for the City’s needs through the provision of good-quality family
housing, as well as HMOs. The city-wide direction will strengthen the
Council’s ability to develop a housing strategy for the whole of the City. It is
essential that the direction is rooted in a sound, robust local planning
strategy that is aligned with and compliments an equally sound housing
strategy.
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• The direction would allow the Council to grant permission for HMOs as well
as refuse permission. Having the ability to control the development of HMOs
allied to robust planning and housing strategies should be appreciated by
and be of benefit to developers, tenants and communities.
•

Requiring planning approval may assist in driving up general standards in
the sector. Applying for planning permission is not especially onerous, and
is more than balanced by the wider benefits to the community that will come
from this proposal.
• The direction will do nothing to improve existing HMOs which may be poorly
managed or maintained and which may cause nuisance to local residents.
• Although HMOs create issues in some neighbourhoods, some existing
family residents are more concerned about the impact of the direction on the
value of their homes.
• If the direction is introduced, to preserve some flexibility the Council should
allow an existing HMO to revert back to that use after being let temporarily
as a C3 dwelling.

B . Balanced Communities and Social/Environmental Conditions in
Neighbourhoods
Overview
Comments on this subject concern matters such ‘balanced communities as
a concept’, current physical, social, economic and environmental conditions
in neighbourhoods, and perspectives on the likely impact of the direction in
terms of influencing the balance of different forms of housing, the future
quality of environment and service provision. The respondents represent a
range of views. There is some acknowledgement in the majority of
submissions (including those opposing the direction as well as those in
support) that issues can arise from HMOs, especially where there are high
concentrations, and also that there are some areas of the City where there
are high concentrations and negative effects.
The point is made that not all HMOs are occupied by students. However,
there is acknowledgement from both objectors and supporters of the
direction that areas with high concentrations of students can experience
issues in relation to the balance of house types, the nature of the local
environment and service provision.
Some objecting respondents assert that it is larger HMOs with 5 or more
occupiers that have the greatest impact. Views about the likely benefits and
effects of the direction vary greatly between different respondents.
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Areas mentioned in the representations as currently having high
concentrations of HMOs include Lenton, Dunkirk, the Arboretum, Radford,
Hyson Green, Bobbers Mill, parts of Sneinton and the Meadows.
Areas mentioned as currently being under threat from increasing HMO
numbers include Wollaton Park and the Park.
The main points are:
•

The City’s demographics have evolved over decades and the direction will
not result in an immediate change. The proposal will not affect existing
HMOS in terms of their numbers or effects.

•

The concept of community balance is clearly important for Nottingham and
there is a perception that this is lacking in certain parts of the city due to
concentrations of HMOs. Given that perception, is important that all
partners are working towards the same understanding of the concept of
community balance.

•

Students have a stake in the local community and should not be overlooked.
Clarity is required on the Council’s definition of ‘community balance’ to allow
a full understanding of what the Council is seeking to achieve through the
direction.

• There is no reference in national planning guidance to avoiding situations
where communities are becoming unbalanced. Social engineering is not the
purpose of planning. On what basis is the judgement made that a community
has become ‘unbalanced’?
•

It may be too late to save Lenton but will help to protect other areas close to
the University.

•

Students have largely determined the current concentration of rented
property available as the investor has just followed the market.

•

Not all HMOs are occupied by students. HMOs accommodate a range of
groups.

•

Market forces are already redressing the balance of housing. There is a
significant oversupply of Victorian house type student accommodation in the
Arboretum and Lenton due to the amount of purpose built housing being
developed and student numbers tailing off. There are increasing numbers of
empty rooms and established landlords no longer want to expand their
portfolios.

•

Aware that concentrations of HMOs have been associated with, among
other things: parking congestion, anti-social behaviour, poor standards of
property maintenance, accumulations of waste and rubbish, proliferation of
certain retail outlets.
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•

The City only has large concentrations of HMOs in 3 or 4 areas and
certainly not the number that would justify this designation. Accept that there
are some issues in areas where there are large concentrations of HMOs.

•

Not many families are going to want to buy in areas of high concentrations.
There is no evidence to suggest that families would move back into areas if
permission for HMOs was refused.

•

Instead of trying to reintroduce families, or to ‘rebalance’ the community in
areas with existing high concentrations it would be much more beneficial to
allow development to continue.

•

There will be boarded up properties in areas of high concentration including
those left empty during HMO void periods or those that don’t sell. Properties
not refurbished for HMO use would remain as eyesores.

• The quality of schools is a reason why families and young couples choose to
live outside inner city Nottingham. By imposing restrictions on HMOs, this
problem will not be addressed.
•

Students will be pushed into student ghettos in areas that are deprived and
in need of investment.

•

Diverting students away from communities and into purpose built blocks will
not help with community integration.

•

Most residents in areas with student populations realise the benefits that
come from having a higher education institution in the area. Students have
helped to make the city a dynamic and diverse place to live, and have had a
positive impact on the economy.

•

Agree that there needs to be more affordable housing for families, but the
direction is unlikely to be the answer. Families may not want to live in the
areas affected and the direction is unlikely to free up a significant number of
homes. Pushing students into different areas of the city to create ‘balanced’
communities is more likely to drive up housing prices in those areas, and
reduce the number of affordable homes available for families in those areas.

• A high concentration of students does not necessarily mean an imbalanced

community. Students represent a diverse and varied group. Students should
not be generalised and the actions of the few that cause problems should be
dealt with in the same way as would be the case with any other sector of the
community.
•

Students contribute positively to local communities through a wide variety of
volunteer initiatives. Students being a nuisance are in the minority. The
minority of students causing problems should be dealt with as anyone else
causing problems would be.
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•

Moving all students into purpose built accommodation would not be a
solution. Car parking, waste management, noise and not knowing one’s
neighbours would only be amplified with hundreds of students all living in
one place. The areas in which these buildings are likely to be developed in
Nottingham are far away from the Universities, other residents, amenities
and travel routes, so are likely to be isolated and sometimes unsafe, as well
as putting further pressures on students’ budgets.

•

There are problems in some communities due to a high concentration of
students. However, believe that there are powers already in place to deal
with these issues and that the community should work together to resolve
them.

•

Anti-social behaviour does cause substantial distress to neighbours, but it is
a policing issue not a housing issue. The Council should be working in
collaboration with the Universities, students’ unions, Unipol and other local
organisations to resolve these problems.

•

The Council needs to provide a better service to communities with a high
concentration of students. ‘Environmental’ anti-social behavioural problems
stem from the Council’s failure to manage the outcome of intensive property
habitation. Shared properties do generate more rubbish and student houses
will need greater provisions at the beginning and end of term.

•

Students require totally different services from Councils than families,
elderly residents etc. Local authorities need to address this and ensure that
services are not stretched as a result of a high concentration of students in
an area.

•

The problem properties, both in relation to management and impact on the
local community, are the larger HMOs with 5 or more occupiers and not the
ones containing 3 or 4 individuals. The larger houses - with perceived
problems of constrained parking spaces & rubbish accumulation - cause the
greatest concerns within communities. There is a limited difference between
a ‘typical’ family occupying a property and 4 unrelated sharers doing
likewise.

•

Many HMOs are well managed and maintained and the direction will restrict
the operations of good as well as bad landlords. The direction will do
nothing to improve existing HMOs which may be poorly managed or
maintained and which may cause nuisance to local residents. It will do
nothing to improve or tidy up areas of “studentification”.

•

The establishment of a small HMO (as defined by the recent regulations)
does not represent a substantial change of use in terms of the burden
imposed on local infrastructure.

•

Welcomed the introduction of the April 2010 planning legislation and
disappointed when it was overturned. There is a definite need for the
Council to be able to use planning legislation to control the change of homes
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into HMOs. Neighbourhoods need protection from the problems caused by
HMOs, especially when there are too many of them in one area.
•

Currently the Council has no means of limiting HMO development and
managing/alleviating the problems of having too many HMOs in an area
such as excessive noise, poor waste management, and the loss of social
cohesion. The Council needs to gain these powers through the direction, to
stop such problems spreading further, and to address the concerns of
residents in vulnerable areas throughout the City.

•

In certain areas, there are already over 50% of HMOs, irrevocably changing
the identity and make up of communities. In Lenton, one primary school has
been forced to close due to changing population demographics and many
local shops have disappeared. In the Wollaton Park area an increasing
number of properties, predominantly bungalows, are being converted into
homes for 5 or 6 students. This quiet residential area is totally unsuitable for
large multiple occupancy households, causing particular problems with
noise and parking.

• During the last 7 years there has been a progressive increase in the number,
spread and concentration of HMOs. In neighbourhoods where HMOs were
already presenting difficulties in 2004, concentrations have increased further
and more than 90% of properties in some streets are now privately-rented
HMOs. HMOs have continued to spread into other neighbourhoods where
concentrations are building up. Some areas now have 45-50% of properties
in privately rented HMOs. At the same time, there have been increasing
numbers of reports by residents of problems generated by HMOs (their
owners/agents and the largely highly transient tenant population).
• The experiences of the last 7 years have highlighted the difficulties
associated with trying to address the effects of HMOs on the sustainability
and balance of local communities. The Council has been unable to devise
and implement planning strategies aimed at managing the concentration and
spread of HMOs in a way that, whilst continuing to give access to this type of
accommodation, would protect neighbourhoods from instability and loss of
viability.
•

When too many HMOs saturate an area they contribute to the creation of
fragmented neighbourhoods where buy-to-let activity threatens community
support and cohesion. If we decided to move out to another area, would
want to be sure that the problems experienced in Lenton do not arise
elsewhere in the future because of the indiscriminate conversion of family
homes into HMOs.

•

Within the Lenton area there are persistent unresolved issues with HMOs
including poor/non existent waste management, noise, litter, vermin, antisocial behaviour, inappropriate parking, and poor/non-existent maintenance.
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•

The blight that afflicts areas with highly transient populations is visibly
evident in such areas Dunkirk and Lenton. Houses are often neglected,
gardens overgrown and streets full of litter.

•

The Arboretum is one of many areas across the City where balance and
diversity of the community have been destroyed.

•

Students may contribute to some problems such as those associated with
drink related anti-social behaviour, but other sorts of crime are attributable to
other communities.

• April 2010 amendments to the Use Classes Order recognise that HMOs
(Use Class C4) are a distinctly different use of land from that of family homes
(Use Class C3. It is illogical that HMOs should to be the only form of housing
development that is not subject to control.
•

Anti-social behaviour and associated issues seem to be more prevalent
where there are high concentrations of HMOs. HMOs of whatever size can
have a significant impact on the local community. Requiring planning
approval before such conversions would permit such matters to be
considered in the context of planning policies as well as enable interested
parties including local residents to comment and have their views taken into
account when considering applications.

• There are well documented problems in the city with poorly managed and
maintained HMOs. Such properties have a disproportionately negative
effect on the streets and neighbourhoods where they are located. Nuisance
and problems from such properties can result in people seeking to move
away from the neighbourhood, which reduces demand for housing in the
area (with an effect on other housing, both privately rented, socially rented
and owner occupied).
• The Council and its partners have a responsibility to help create balanced
neighbourhoods that are desirable places for people to live, in line with the
City’s Sustainable Community Strategy. The proposal would make a positive
contribution to achieving this, as concentrations of HMOs lead to unbalanced
neighbourhoods. Without the ability to use reasonable planning powers, the
Council cannot contribute fully to achieving this objective.
• Currently concerned that so many streets have been denuded of families
and that the floating student population militates against the formation of
stable neighbourhood communities.
• Have concerns about the appearance of the exterior of some HMOs and
streets, where the transient population is not so likely to maintain their
cleanliness and attractiveness.
• The proposal may encourage more students to take up University
accommodation. Hope that more property may be retained for family
occupation, and that possibly some property may be returned to this use.
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•

The direction will do little to redress the balance of communities back
towards a mixed residency. Housing in areas such as Lenton is already
predominantly owned by student landlords and the direction would do
nothing positive to encourage landlords to sell houses back into owner
occupied status. It will not reintroduce the schools, libraries or local shops
that have closed down because of ‘studentification’. Such a law would have
been great 15 years ago but is pointless now when the damage is already
done.

•

There is a lot of crime in Lenton and a large student population, but the
student population is not necessarily the cause of the crime levels.

•

During 35 years living next to the University, have been saddened by the
uncontrolled rise in HMOS against the wishes of residents and the resultant
decline in the neighbourhood. The direction could start to address this.

•

Living in a neighbourhood heavily populated by students, feel the area
suffers from imbalance – primarily from anti-social behaviour and the
negative impact on the physical environment from litter and poor property
management.

•

Quality of life for families has suffered in recent years from the influx of
students and so families choose to live elsewhere.

•

Welcome students as part of a balanced community of all ages. The
proposals may help to restore the balance.

•

Problems in areas like Lenton arise not from students as individuals, but
from the density of HMOs, which reaches a point where the community
fragments, and ceases to function due to loss of social cohesion.

•

Not all students want to live in substandard accommodation with limited
tenancy assurance, the neighbourhood problems caused by properties that
are neglected by landlords and unoccupied for several months of the year
leading to increases in crime and poor maintenance, and the rubbish, noise
and wheelie bins.

•

As a student, feel it is important to stop the ‘studentification’ of areas such
as Lenton. Hope that students will be encouraged to inhabit other parts of
Nottingham, and not simply to reside in expensive university-run
accommodation that would not benefit the community. It is vital that a sense
of community is fostered and that residents can be from any social
background.

•

Placing all students in one area will provide a concentrated target for
burglars.

•

Having diversity and a mix of residents, including long term residents who
take an interest in the area and their neighbours, is important.
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•

As long term residents, we find ourselves isolated homeowners in a student
ghetto. The needs of long term residents, that may have no desire to move
out, should be taken into account when planning future accommodation.

•

The proposal will harm vibrant student communities that have built up over
many years.

C. Student Housing
Overview
Comments on this subject were received from across the full range of
respondents. The majority of student respondents make comments on this
subject, and a large number of representations are also made by the
property sector.
The main points are:
•

There is a need to be developing constructive policies about where people
can live – including students – not policies about where they can’t.

•

Students care where they live, and can be a particularly vulnerable group of
tenants, many entering the private rented sector for the first time. Students
choose where they live due to a wide variety of factors, including being near
their friends, near university, in an area with good transport links, or wishing
to feel part of the local community. Students have as much right to make
free choices about where they live as any other individual moving into the
area. For some students, University or privately owned purpose built
accommodation may be the best type of housing to suit their needs.

•

Students have made it clear that they don’t wish to live in purpose built
blocks, particularly after their first year, and have repeatedly expressed their
desire to live within local communities.

•

Students rely hugely on shared housing. No city or university can house its
students without the private rented sector.

•

In Nottingham there is a significant oversupply of Victorian house type
student accommodation in the Arboretum and Lenton due to the amount of
purpose built housing being developed and student numbers tailing off.

•

Whilst there is currently an oversupply of student accommodation in
Nottingham, much of this is in purpose built blocks and students have made
it clear that after their first year they do not wish to live in these blocks but
prefer instead to live in private rented sector accommodation
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•

The direction will cause rents to be pushed up forcing students towards
‘rogue’ landlords who tend to operate outside of the main City areas.
Students will be pushed into student ghettos in deprived areas.

•

Purpose built accommodation is more expensive. When many students will
be facing tuition fees of up to £9000 per year it is unreasonable to put
additional costs into the student budget, and considering that people on
average will now be living in the private rented sector until their mid-thirties,
this is the ideal time to be providing students with the skills they need to be
responsible in the community.

•

Some students prefer private rented accommodation to purpose built blocks
because the latter are noisy, and therefore not conducive to studying,
impersonal and lack character, as well as being more expensive.

•

Proposal will mean the student population will be forced to live either further
away from the University (in a City where the transport infrastructure is far
from satisfactory) or to pay higher rents to live in the limited supply of
properties within walking/cycling distance of the University.

•

Rents with increase further out from the Universities, and so less well off
students who already live in these areas because of the currently low rent
levels will suffer.

•

Successive Councils have failed to address the issue of increasing numbers
of students coming into the City, in particular within areas like Lenton and
the Arboretum. There has been a huge neglect of this situation in regards to
both housing and planning policy.

•

Student numbers are unlikely to increase and numbers may fall.

•

Students value choice in the accommodation options open to them.

•

HMOs are a valued form of accommodation because they enable students
to experience being part of the community. Lenton and other student areas
have community harmony, and a perk of Nottingham University is that there
is a student area in town.

•

Student areas have jobs and services that students can access.

•

Students commonly experience poor standards of accommodation that the
Council does not address.
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D. Wider Economic Impacts
Overview
Comments on this subject derive from across a wide range of respondents,
but with the majority being submitted by the property sector and students.
•

Large businesses and the University Hospital rely heavily on shared
housing’s tenants, as do small businesses such as restaurants bars and
nightclubs. The direction would complicate workers’ housing needs and
impact on these organisations, and the overall economy would suffer.

•

The higher education industry contributes significantly to the economy and
sustains thousands of jobs. Students form part of Nottingham's workforce.

•

Nottingham has an excellent reputation for graduate retention. Any
restriction on graduate housing needs may impact on the economy.

•

Without choice in where they can live, students may be put off coming to
Nottingham.

•

Employment opportunities in property refurbishment would be reduced.

•

Students have helped to make the City a dynamic and diverse place to live,
and have had a positive impact on the economy, particularly in the retail,
social and leisure sectors. Students also contribute to local communities
through a wide variety of volunteer initiatives. These have positive economic
effects as well as social and environmental benefits.

•

The majority of residents in areas with student populations realise the
massive benefits.

•

Students are the only members of the community whose council tax is
guaranteed and paid up front.

•

Small businesses that have set up in areas of shared housing will be
affected by reductions in numbers and lack of growth in these areas.

•

Nottingham needs a flexible rental market so that employers and employees
are able to benefit from the advantages of workers who move around
regularly.

•

The direction does not sit well with any aspiration for Nottingham to be an
exciting, entrepreneurial and expanding city. The direction is all about
control and restriction and banning HMOs irrespective of the need or
demand for them.
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E. Council Resources
Overview
This subject is raised by a substantial number of objecting respondents
representing a range of property, private rented sector and student interests.
The main points are:
•

The direction will represent a wasteful and inappropriate use of resources.
Resources are not available to apply existing powers within the Housing Act
effectively. It is a non-mandatory proposal that will place additional demand
on the Council’s resources at a time of reducing budgets. Resources would
be better used to tackle rogue landlords and to apply existing powers more
effectively.

•

The cost of the proposal is not justified, particularly as evidence has not
been produced to demonstrate that it will achieve its purpose.

•

Question whether the Council has carried out an assessment of the likely
costs and benefits from this increased policy and administrative burden.

•

Resources will be required to develop policies, process applications and
carry out enforcement.

F. Policy Issues
Overview
Policy issues are raised by a variety of respondents including those in
favour, those against, and those making other comments.
The main points are:
•

Constructive policies identifying appropriate locations for particular types of
housing should be devised, not policies saying where housing won’t be
permitted.

•

Policies will need to say where smaller HMOs are encouraged, if they are to
be banned or restricted in certain areas, in order to meet need. This raises
concerns about the growth in numbers of small HMOs in adjacent areas.
Policies must be developed in conjunction with stakeholders such as local
private rented sector landlords/agents. Numbers cannot be restricted
regardless of need and demand.

•

Restraints should be concentrated on those areas where increasing HMO
use is likely to impact upon amenity.
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•

What is the proposed policy for HMO applications in areas where there is
currently 100% family use? If there is no perceived impact on the amenity in
such areas, question the purpose of placing restrictions on the movement
between use classes in that area.

•

If a property is located in an area where there is currently a high
concentration of HMOs, question its suitability for family use and whether it
would be more appropriate to designate the neighbourhood as an HMO
area. Is the aim to homogenise the distribution of HMOs throughout the City
or is it accepted that there is likely to be more HMOs in some areas than
others? Student areas have very little facilities and amenities for families
and so it could be more appropriate to designate them as student areas
rather than to attempt to steer families back to somewhere that may no
longer be suitable. Increasing the supply of family housing in these areas,
will not necessarily improve demand for that housing, particularly if the area
lacks the facilities that families are looking for (e.g. access to decent
schooling).

•

There must be policies in place in the current Local Plan or Local
Development Framework to give a policy context by which the resulting
applications would then be determined. The Council currently has no such
policies relating specifically to HMOs to guide either planning officers or
applicants and there is an absence of up to date policy guidance in
Nottingham City’s Local Plan to justify widening the scope of use of
directions to deal with HMOs.

•

Hope that, if this directive is approved, then the Council will undertake a
number of widely based consultations involving a broad range of
stakeholders to shape the planning policies that will apply. Would strongly
oppose any "interim policies” that were enacted without consultation.

•

There will need to be very different policies to cover what are very different
housing uses and areas within the proposed city-wide area.

•

Polices need to be well defined and based on evidence.

•

There needs to be further dialogue and discussion about the areas that are
deemed as being unsuitable for further HMO use.

G. Equality Impact and Human Rights
Overview
This subject is raised by the majority of student respondents, the Students’
Unions and a significant number of landlord/property sector respondents.
•

It would deny sections of society the freedom to live where they choose.
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•

The private rented sector is a ‘young’ housing sector, with a large proportion
of tenants being under the age of 35, and that proportion growing. Policies
that restrict the growth of HMOs could eventually be regarded as age
discrimination, as they may disproportionately restrict younger people’s
access to housing.

•

Migrants and the economically less well-off are heavy users of shared
accommodation. Have major concerns that the direction will provide scope
for social engineering.

•

The Council is in breach of its statutory duties in relation to equality. It has
failed to amass any evidence of the impact of the direction on the various
groups that can be accommodated in C4 HMOs, and has not made any
impact assessment.

•

The proposal should be considered in the context of Human Rights
legislation.

•

The direction will discriminate against students and force them to live where
they do not want to and possibly face paying higher rents. Students should
have the same rights to choose where they wish to live as anyone else.

•

Proposal will have a negative impact on the elderly. It would lead to
significantly reduced property prices and selling difficulties for existing long
term residents in areas of existing high concentrations who may be looking
to move on. These residents would be unable to sell to investors because
landlords would not risk buying a house without HMO status and families
would not want to move to an area perceived to have anti-social behaviour
problems. Most of those affected will be vulnerable, elderly people.

H. Consultation and Procedural Issues
Overview
Several comments are made on this subject and originate from across a
range of objecting and supporting respondents:
The points are:
•

Concerned that no consultation was carried out before the direction was
made, and that the whole process is tainted with predetermination.

•

Question the evidence base used to justify the direction. The following
reasons have regularly been given by the Council: anti-social behaviour,
noise and nuisance, imbalanced and unsustainable communities, negative
impacts on the physical environment and streetscape, increased crime,
growth in the private rented sector at the expense of owner occupation, and
lack of family housing. These are general issues which may arise from
HMOs but it has to be demonstrated that they do actually arise.
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•

The Council has not provided justification for the direction in line with
Government guidance, and the requirements of the guidance have not been
met. The whole of the City is not of such special quality to justify the citywide direction.

•

The process is flawed. Those being consulted need to know how the powers
will be applied and what the anticipated effects would be. Some idea of the
costs associated with the implementation is also required. Once this
information is available, informed consultation with stakeholders can be
undertaken.

•

Many individual property owners in those areas where property values are
likely to be affected will not be aware of the proposal. As a result, they will
be disadvantaged.

•

Consultation missed out important stakeholders.

•

The consultation was carried out when many interested parties (students)
were away from Nottingham or undertaking exams. The consultation period
should not have run during the Easter holidays are more consultation should
have been done with students on the proposals and associated policies.

•

The current Minister for Housing has not only acknowledged that HMOs can
and do cause problems for other residents and can and do change the
character of a neighbourhood, but also that Councils should have the power
to control the spread and concentration of HMOs in these cases.
Government wishes Councils to use article 4 directions to exercise control
over the spread and concentration of HMOs. In making the direction, the
Council is using a planning mechanism supported by Government. It is also
responding to the concerns of local residents who believe that the
concentration and spread of HMOs need to be managed effectively and
efficiently if our communities are to be both balanced and sustainable in the
future.

I. Area of Direction Coverage
Overview:
Those in favour of the direction overwhelmingly support its city-wide
coverage. The majority of those against the direction object to it as a
measure irrespective of the area of coverage, but a significant number also
indicate that if a direction is pursued in spite of the objections, then it should
only cover defined parts of the City. There is some recognition, including
from a number of those objecting to the direction, that coverage beyond
areas of concentration (not necessarily the whole City) would have the
benefit of protecting them from overspill.
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The points are:
• With the exception of 3 or 4 areas, the City does not have large
concentrations of HMOs and certainly not the number that would justify this
designation.
•

There is no evidence to justify the need for a city-wide direction.

•

An area wide direction would not accord with national guidelines for article 4
directions.

•

The direction should be cancelled, or at least reduced in terms of its area of
coverage.

•

The direction needs to be city-wide to make sure that the Council can
respond quickly to the build up of HMOs in new areas without having to wait
12 months for a new direction to become effective and also incurring further
costs associated with preparing a new direction, and so that the introduction
of the direction in one area does not shift the problem of unregulated HMO
expansion in even greater magnitudes to other neighbourhoods.

•

As well as avoiding problems occurring just outside a designated area,
which would then require a further direction to address at some future point,
a city-wide direction would also help to avoid confusion over whether an
application was required when proposing to convert a property into an HMO.

•

Favour a city-wide direction. Were the proposals only to cover certain areas
(like Lenton) there would be major concerns about the impact on nearby
areas. It would inevitably lead to HMO conversions close to, but just outside
the area of the direction.

•

Imposing this restriction on areas surrounding high concentrations of
students in Lenton would have the positive effect of protecting the areas
from overspill of students.

J. Alternative / Additional Measures
The majority of those opposing the direction consider that other measures
have been and should continue be used to address acknowledged issues
arising from HMOs, instead of the direction. Many of those in favour of the
direction indicate support for a number of existing measures and their
continued use alongside the introduction of the direction.
The points are:
•

The Council and other agencies have significant alternative powers to deal
with the effects of ‘studentification’. A number of problem areas have
already been addressed through mandatory licensing.
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•

Support the Council’s implementation of the provisions of the Housing Act in
respect of HMO licensing and inspection.

•

Resources should be used to tackle rogue landlords instead of introducing
the direction.

•

Accreditation schemes have and should continue to be used to raise the
quality and professionalism of local approved private sector landlords. There
have already been huge improvements achieved through accreditation
schemes and there has been a significant amount of self regulation and
work with landlords through landlord associations, which should be
supported. Accreditation plays a vital role in educating and improving the
professionalism of the private rented sector. Accreditation educates
landlords on their obligations and responsibilities towards their tenants, the
community and the local authority.

•

Support the work of that UNIPOL and its formal partners in producing and
administering the Unipol-DASH Code of accreditation.

•

Planning law has no role in addressing the condition of smaller HMOs as
there is already legislation to deal with this. The Housing Act deals with
larger properties, where there are 5 or more tenants over 3 floors, through
mandatory licensing. It also contains ample powers to address problems in
other HMOs.

•

A more effective and powerful approach would be to introduce compulsory
HMO licensing in “problem” areas. Environmental Health has greater
powers to improve existing properties and additionally the penalties for
ignoring licensing requirements are far greater.

•

Organisations, including the Universities and landlords groups, should be
encouraged to work together with the support of the Council. Action Weeks
and other local initiatives should continue. Initiatives that promote and
support the Universities and the private rented sector and their contribution
to the City should be encouraged & supported. Where local authorities have
come together with other community stakeholders, including local landlords,
to tackle particular problems or issues, then there have been successes.

•

Should an area become subject to a direction would want to see the local
authority using the information gained to engage with landlords in order to
encourage them to participate in whatever other measures the Council and
its partners have enacted to improve the quality of the local private rented
sector.

•

HMO licensing and accreditation taken together will improve the quality of
landlords and agents operating in the HMO market, and alongside other
activities such as education and information, will help to reduce the day-today impact of HMOs on established residents, their neighbourhoods and
communities, whilst also going some way towards reversing the dominance
of HMOs over other housing types in our neighbourhoods.
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•

Planning law is an inappropriate response to common complaints in areas of
high student concentrations. Noise, litter, crime and lack of civil engagement
all fall outside the remit of local planning authorities.

•

The Council should devise ways of attracting families to student areas as
opposed to imposing planning rules to force students out.

•

To solve problems with parking, fewer permits should be issued and action
taken against any member of the community that parks illegally.

K. HMO Definition
Overview
This issue is raised by a small number of respondents mainly from the
property sector.
The main points are:
•

There is a lack of clarity, both nationally and locally, as to what constitutes a
material change of use. The Council should provide guidance as to what
constitutes a material change of use to a C4 HMO as the lack of clarity is
and will continue to impact upon landlords’ willingness to invest in
communities.

•

It would be better if a minimum of 4 or more occupants were required to
constitute a C4 HMO.

•

Question the reasonableness of 3 friends who wish to share, a couple with a
lodger, or a person with 2 live in carers needing to apply for planning
permission.

L. Transport/Environment
Overview
Transport and environmental impact is raised across a range of objecting
interests.
The main point is:
•

Spreading HMOs across Nottingham will impact upon the environment and
transport. At the moment, HMOs tend to be located close to the universities
and the hospital, and to other places of work. If HMOs are located further
away from these locations, there will be an increasing demand for travel by
car, with associated environmental impact, and also greater pressure on the
current transport infrastructure that is in need of improvement.
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M. 12 Month Notice Period
Overview
This is raised by a number of those in favour of the direction including
mainly residents, and residents’ groups, elected representatives and a
private landlord.
The main points are:
• Concerned about 12 month notice period as it will prompt an increase in
HMOs before the restrictions come into force. Would like to see the
proposals implemented as soon as possible.
•

Although concerned about further problems occurring during the notice
period, appreciate that it is necessary to avoid risk of potential compensation
liability.
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Appendix 1
Standard Comments OBJ1 – Main Points
• The proposal would place unnecessary constraints on the operation of the
rental market, particularly in areas where there are not presently high
concentrations of HMOs.
• It is very hard to predict who will rent a property on each occasion that a
property becomes empty. Sometimes it will be a family, other times it will be
a group of friends sharing.
• It is not practical to submit a planning application as and when a group of
friends are interested in renting a house formerly occupied by a family.
Owners would either be faced with rejecting the interest (i.e. creating a two
tier market) or proceeding and risking enforcement action.
• Any restraints should be concentrated on those areas where increasing HMO
use is likely to impact upon amenity.
• There needs to be further dialogue and discussion about the areas that are
deemed as being unsuitable for further HMO use.
• If a property is located in an area where there is predominantly family use,
would an application for HMO use be suitable? If there is 100% family use,
would one HMO impact upon the amenity of that area? If not, what is the
point in placing restrictions on the movement between use classes in that
area?
• If a property is located in an area where there is currently a high
concentration of HMOs, does this make the property suitable for family use or
would it be more appropriate to designate the area as an HMO area?
• Is the aim to homogenise the distribution of HMOs throughout the city or is it
accepted that there is likely to be more HMOs in some areas than others?
The “student areas” are a case in point. With very little facilities and
amenities for families, is it more appropriate to designate these as areas as
student areas rather than to try and buck the market and attempt to force
families back in to areas that may no longer be suitable for that type of use?
If you increase the supply of family housing in these areas, it does not
necessarily follow that you will improve demand for that housing, particularly
if the area lacks the facilities that families are looking for (e.g. access to
decent schooling.
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Appendix 2
Standard Comments OBJ2 – Main Points
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on the provision of
shared housing.
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on wider economic
& community life.
• The direction will represent a wasteful and inappropriate use of planning
resources.
• The direction will waste resources that could otherwise be used to target
rogue landlords.
• The direction will not remove existing HMOs.
• There is no evidence to suggest that families would move back into areas if
permission for HMOs was refused.
• Homes that the direction is aimed at protecting will lose value.
• The introduction of Use Class changes last year had a detrimental impact on
properties in areas where there were already a significant number of HMOs
including Lenton & the Arboretum. In some cases prices dropped by up to
30%.
• Families are not keen to move back to these areas and it is wrong to support
the direction on the basis of ‘just in case’ they do want to.
• Where there are large numbers of HMOs, surely it would make sense to
‘designate’ these areas as HMO areas and address the need for this type of
housing.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when all
indicators are that the need for shared housing is going to increase
considerably.
• The private rented sector is being asked to take on tenants from the social
housing sector as well as tenants from Council lists.
• Welfare Bill reform means that people up to the age of 35 will have to live in
shared housing if they are in receipt of benefit. This will have a profound
impact on the need for shared housing.
• The average age for the first time buyer is 37. This will mean a greater
dependency on rented housing.
• It does not seem to make sense that whilst the private rented sector needs to
grow to accommodate local housing needs the Council is wanting to put
restrictions in place to limit and control the development of that very sector.
• Businesses that rely heavily on shared housing’s tenants will suffer. Larger
businesses like Boots, Experian and Capital One all rely heavily on key
workers, the majority of whom live in shared housing. Restaurants, bars and
nightclubs also rely on the same. The University Hospital attracts
doctors/nurses, post graduates and students from all over the world. They all
rely on rented accommodation. Why does the Council think it will be a good
idea to complicate their housing needs?
• Students rely hugely on shared housing. No city or university can house its
students without the private rented sector.
• Students have repeatedly expressed their desire to continue to live in local
communities.

138

• Rents will be pushed up forcing students towards ‘rogue’ landlords who tend
to operate outside of the main City Areas.
• Students will be pushed into student ghettos in areas that are seriously
deprived and in need of serious investment.
• Nottingham has an excellent reputation for graduate retention. Any restriction
on graduate housing needs may seriously impact this.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need
and which the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to
groups of sharing tenants or families, according to demand, without the need
for planning permission each time.
• If Nottingham Councillors feel problems are being created by large numbers
of HMOs then these problems could be addressed through other means and
not planning legislation.
• It is social engineering and would create ‘no go HMO zones’.
• It raises a very serious question of denying sections of society the freedom to
live where they choose.
• The solution lies in improving housing relationships with local universities and
using accreditation schemes to raise the quality and professionalism of local
approved private sector landlords, something that has been happening for
some years. There have already been huge improvements with the
accreditation scheme and there has been a huge amount of self regulation
and work with landlords through landlord associations. This has to be
supported and must continue.
• The demographics of our City have naturally evolved over decades. It is
totally unrealistic to think all of this can be overturned by legislation like this
overnight.

139

Appendix 2a
Standard Objections Summary
The proposal will:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Make it difficult for all groups of 3 or more sharing a house to live
together including post graduates, nurses/doctors and all key workers in
the City.
Cause the value of owner occupied properties to fall up to 40% in some
parts of the City.
Have a huge impact on low earners.
Have a huge impact on the young unemployed.
Stop people from getting mortgages.
Affect local businesses.
Affect large companies in the City.
Make it difficult and in some cases impossible for letting agents to rent
property.
Make it difficult and in some cases impossible to sell investment
properties.
Will force students and other tenants into other parts of the City.
Stop landlords from renting to families.
Encourage landlords to leave properties empty.
Encourage landlords to operate under the radar.
Socially engineer groups of people into other areas
Do nothing to rebalance communities.
Do nothing to address the problems created by high concentrations of
HMOs
Do nothing to create family housing.
Stop landlords from developing their portfolios.
Put a huge strain on the local planning department at a time when cuts
are having a huge impact on Nottingham City Council.
Have financial implications for the Council.
The money could be spent on targeting rogue landlords.
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Appendix 2b
Standard Comments OBJ2abrev – Main Points
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on the provision of
shared housing.
• The direction will have a significant & detrimental impact on wider economic
& community life.
• The direction will represent a wasteful and inappropriate use of planning
resources.
• The direction will waste resources that could otherwise be used to target
rogue landlords.
• The direction will not remove existing HMOs.
• There is no evidence to suggest that families would move back into areas if
permission for HMOs was refused.
• Homes that the direction is aimed at protecting will lose value.
• The introduction of Use Class changes last year had a detrimental impact on
properties in areas where there were already a significant number of HMOs
including Lenton & the Arboretum. In some cases prices dropped by up to
30%.
• Families are not keen to move back to these areas and it is wrong to support
the direction on the basis of ‘just in case’ they do want to.
• Where there are large numbers of HMOs, surely it would make sense to
‘designate’ these areas as HMO areas and address the need for this type of
housing.
• It will prevent further investment in the private rented sector when all
indicators are that the need for shared housing is going to increase
considerably.
• The private rented sector is being asked to take on tenants from the social
housing sector as well as tenants from Council lists.
• Welfare Bill reform will have a profound impact on the need for shared
housing.
• The private rented sector needs to grow to accommodate local housing
needs the Council is wanting to put restrictions in place to limit and control
the development of that very sector.
• Businesses that rely heavily on shared housing’s tenants will suffer. Larger
businesses like Boots, Experian and Capital One all rely heavily on key
workers, the majority of whom live in shared housing. Restaurants, bars and
nightclubs also rely on the same. The University Hospital attracts
doctors/nurses, post graduates and students from all over the world. They all
rely on rented accommodation. Why does the Council think it will be a good
idea to complicate their housing needs?
• Students rely hugely on shared housing. No city or university can house its
students without the private rented sector.
• Nottingham has an excellent reputation for graduate retention. Any restriction
on graduate housing needs may seriously impact this.
• Landlords need flexibility to provide a service that Nottingham people need
and which the direction denies them – flexibility to switch between letting to
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groups of sharing tenants or families, according to demand, without the need
for planning permission each time.
• If Nottingham Councillors feel problems are being created by large numbers
of HMOs then these problems could be addressed through other means and
not planning legislation.
• It is social engineering and would create ‘no go HMO zones’.
• It raises a very serious question of denying sections of society the freedom to
live where they choose.
• The solution lies in improving housing relationships with local universities and
using accreditation schemes to raise the quality and professionalism of local
approved private sector landlords, something that has been happening for
some years. There have already been huge improvements with the
accreditation scheme and there has been a huge amount of self regulation
and work with landlords through landlord associations. This has to be
supported and must continue.
• The demographics of our City have naturally evolved over decades. It is
totally unrealistic to think all of this can be overturned by legislation like this
overnight.
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Appendix 3
Standard Comments SUP1 – Main Points
• Welcomed the introduction of the April 2010 planning legislation and
disappointed when it was overturned.
• Continue to have every reason to believe there is a definite need for the
Council to be able to use planning legislation to control the change of homes
into HMOs. Neighbourhoods need protection from the problems caused by
HMOs, especially when there are too many of them in one area.
• Believe the direction needs to be city-wide to make sure that the Council can
respond quickly to the build up of HMOs without having to wait 12 months for
legislation to become effective in a new area, & to stop conversions to HMOs
taking place in streets just outside an area with a direction in place.
• Wish to see confirmation of the direction without any modifications to the
present proposals & would like to see the proposals implemented as soon as
possible, without further delay.
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Appendix 4
Standard Students’ Union Comments
(Winning the Arguments - University of Nottingham Students’ Union)
The wording below is extracted from a document prepared by the University of
Nottingham Students’ Union, which a number of respondents have used to
submit ‘standard text’ representations, as indicated in the table in Section 2.
Winning the arguments:
Below are some of the most common arguments for the implementation of the
Article 4 Direction and our responses to them.
They say: The high concentration of HMOs is a major problem for a large
number of Nottingham residents.
We say: The majority of residents in areas with student populations realise the
massive benefits that come from having a higher education institution in the
area. Students in Nottingham have helped to make the city a dynamic and
diverse place to live, and have had a positive impact on the economy,
particularly in the retail, social and leisure sectors. Students also contribute
positively to local communities through a wide variety of volunteer initiatives
that include conservation projects, working with schools and working with
elderly people. Where there are problems, they need to be addressed for the
sake of all constituents, including students who are just as likely to be affected
as any other resident. Likewise, elected representatives need to represent and
be aware of the needs of all their constituents, and this includes students.
They say: Students don’t pay council tax so areas with a high concentration of
student households are financially disadvantaged.
We say: Full time students are exempt from paying council tax, whilst part-time
students do pay. This exemption for full time students does not mean that
councils are financially disadvantaged. When students fill out their council tax
exemption form and the numbers are counted the councils will receive
government funding to the equivalent of what those students would have paid in
council tax. In fact students are the only members of the community whose
council tax is guaranteed and paid up front.
They say: There needs to be more affordable housing for families in
Nottingham.
We say: Whilst we agree that there needs to be more affordable housing for
families in Nottingham tinkering with the planning laws to create more housing
is unlikely to be the answer. Not only because families may not want to live in
those areas that are likely to be affected, but also because this would be
unlikely to free up hundreds or thousands of homes. In fact, pushing students
into different areas of the city to create ‘balanced’ communities is more likely to
drive up housing prices in those areas, and will therefore reduce the number of
affordable homes available for families.
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Furthermore, we need to be developing constructive policies about where
people can live – including students – not policies about where they can’t.
They say: We don’t need more HMOs.
We say: This is currently true – in some areas there are surplus properties and
it’s important that the Council and local stakeholders work collectively to ensure
that these are fit for purpose and able to be sold or let as appropriate.
However, there is a likelihood that the private rental sector will continue to
increase, for a number of reasons. These reasons include:
• The reduction in people able to buy property
• Increase in fears around job security
• Reductions in housing benefits
• The increase in the age for the Single Room Rate for Housing Benefit
from 25 to 35 years
This latter point means that Housing Benefit claimants from the age of 25 – 35
will now also depend on shared accommodation – where previously they could
apply for single accommodation – this will mean that there will be a greater
demand for HMO type accommodation.
They say: Article Four Directions give local authorities the power to control the
development of HMOs.
We say: Legislation like this will not be retrospective – that means it will not
impact on the HMOs that already exist. It will have negligible impact on the
‘studentified’ areas that exist through the unregulated expansion of the higher
education sector in the 1990s – the very areas that the council would like to
target with this legislation. Therefore, it will be preventing, or slowing down, the
creation of HMO housing where it is needed. For properties, like flats, that
might switch between being used by families and non-families this will mean
that landlords will have to re-apply for planning permission each time the
accommodation forms ‘two or more households’. This will reduce the landlords’
ability to react to market pressures.
There is no point in legislating for past mistakes; we need to look to the future.
Changes in education funding and the employment market will have an impact
on where and how students study. The number of 18 – 20 year olds is expected
to drop by a projected 13% in the next decade; this coupled with an aging
population may see the student population become increasingly ‘mature’. This
change in the demographic of students may create new pressures on the
housing market, and it is vital that the local authorities are equipped with tools
to face new challenges, rather than powers that will not change behaviours,
where behaviour is an issue.
They say: Local authorities do not have the power to deal with problems
caused in the areas with a high concentration of students.
We say: A piece of research was conducted to evaluate the Housing Act 2004,
and found that in many areas local councils had not had the resources to be
able to implement the act fully. This was before cuts where ‘Nottingham City
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Council is one of the worst hit councils in the country’1. As the Council intend to
provide no additional resources to the implementation of this legislation this
additional workload will fall upon the current Planning and Development team.
With ‘33% cuts to council budgets expected over the next four years’2 adding a
further layer of regulatory activity onto already overstretched authorities is not a
workable solution.
They say: Students drain resources from the community and disrupt
community harmony.
We say: The higher education industry contributes around £50 billion to the
economy and sustains over 600,000 jobs. Higher education institutions are
deemed incredibly beneficial to the local authority by Government. Universities
are central to the Governments plans to tackle the deficit and make the UK
more productive.
The local council recognises that students ‘help to make the city centre a
vibrant and culturally dynamic place, exciting and busy, impacting positively on
the retail, social and leisure sectors’3. On top of the positive cultural and
economic impact that students have on the city, the University of Nottingham
Students’ Union also actively encourages its students to have a positive impact
on their local communities through volunteering. For example, we currently
have 2084 students registered as volunteering on a regular placement, which
usually involves volunteering with a specific project for two hours a week. This
means that through regular placements alone our students contribute an
estimated minimum of 125,040 hours each academic year to the community
through volunteering, which would have an estimated economic value of
£615,197 if these were paid hours. Our student volunteers also contribute to the
community through one-off taster sessions and respond to numerous requests
from community projects to assist in maintenance and conservation throughout
Nottingham, for example The Big Summer Clean Up - in collaboration with the
Dunkirk and Lenton council.
In addition, students require totally different services from the local authorities
than families, elderly residents etc. Therefore, the local authorities need to
address this and ensure that services are not stretched as a result of a high
concentration of students in an area.
They say: ‘Students don’t care where they live as long as they are near to their
university. Why not just put them all in purpose built accommodation?’
We say: Students do care where they live while they are studying. Students
can be a particularly vulnerable group of tenants, many entering the private
rented sector for the first time. Just as with other groups, students choose
where they live due to a wide variety of factors, including being near their
friends, near university, or in an area with good transport links. Students have
as much right to make free choices about where they live as any other
1

What the Government cuts mean for Nottingham; Source:
http://www.onenottingham.org.uk/index.aspx?articleid=13338 ; Viewed: Wed 23/03/2011
2

Nottingham City Council's budget 2011-12;
http://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/onenottingham/index.aspx?articleid=12952 ; Viewed: Wed
23/03/2011
3
Building Balanced Communities Supplementary Planning Document (2007), Nottingham City Council,
P14
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individual moving into the area. For some students University or privately
owned purpose built accommodation may be the best type of housing to suit
their needs. However the Unipol Housing Preference survey found that
although whilst in the first year of study 77% of students4 did live in purpose
built accommodation, 59% would prefer to live in a house or flat within the
private rental sector5 and that 74% of returning students would prefer to live in a
house or flat in the private rental sector6. This may be due to wanting to feel
part of the local community, wanting to live with a smaller number of people,
feeling more autonomous or independent, and also because the private rented
sector is, on average, far cheaper that purpose built accommodation – for
example in Nottingham the average price for a house in the private rented
sector is £75 per week, where as the average price in a purpose built
accommodation is £110 per week7. When many of our students will be facing
tuition fees of up to £9000 per year it is unreasonable to put additional costs
into the student budget, and considering that people on average will now be
living in the private rented sector until their mid-thirties, this is the ideal time to
be providing students with the skills they need to be responsible in the
community.
It is also important to realise that moving all students in Nottingham to purpose
built accommodations would not be a panacea. Car parking, waste
management, noise and not knowing one’s neighbours would only be amplified
with hundreds of students all living in one place. What’s more, the areas in
which these buildings are likely to be built in Nottingham are far away from the
Universities, other residents, amenities and travel routes, so are likely to be
isolated, put further pressures on students’ budgets and in some areas are
unsafe.
They say: Legislation is the only way to address these problems
We say: We accept that there are problems in some communities due to a high
concentration on students. However, we believe that there are powers already
in place to deal with these issues and that the community should work together
to find common solutions to these problems.
Anti-social behaviour does cause substantial distress to neighbours. The
University of Nottingham Students’ Union does not condone any students
taking part in anti-social behaviour. However, as the Rugg Review – an
independent research project on the English private rental sector notes, ‘it is
worth considering whether this problem is indeed a housing problem.’ Antisocial behaviour is a policing issue not a housing issue. If a student is
misbehaving then the police should be called. If a student is persistently being
noisy, and unresponsive to neighbours complaints, then the local authority
should be called. The local authorities should be working in collaboration with
the Universities, students’ unions, Unipol and other local organisations to
resolve these issues – for example by supporting Unipol’s DASH code, which
puts the onus on landlords to ensure that their tenants are responsible in their
community, and by helping to uphold the University of Nottingham’s
4
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Behavioural Code of Conduct which has the power to discipline students who
are persistently causing problems to their communities.
The local authority need to be providing a better service to communities with a
high concentration of students. ‘Environmental’ anti-social behavioural
problems stem from the local authority’s failure to manage the outcome of
intensive property habitation. Shared properties do generate more rubbish and
student houses will need greater provisions at the beginning and end of term –
which the University of Nottingham’s Student Volunteer Centre do attempt to
assist with by running projects such as The Big Summer Clean Up in the
Lenton and Dunkirk area. Only with partnership work in the community can
common solutions be found to address some of these problems.
They say: Students are a disturbance to other residents
We say: Students moving to a new area need to be aware of their
responsibilities in the community. If students are causing a problem for the local
community it’s a problem for everyone, and something that we need to work on
together to overcome. However, students being a nuisance or being
perpetrators of anti-social behaviour are in the minority. As we have said,
students are a diverse group; many will be mature learners, have families of
their own, be religious or simply want to get on with their studies. Students are
part of the community just as much as anybody else, so somebody causing
problems will be a problem for other students as well as other residents. And
that minority of students causing problems should be dealt with as anyone else
causing problems would be.
And finally:
We say: Is it right to say that certain people are not allowed to live in a certain
area?
‘Artificial interventions in the operation of the local housing market and
underline prejudice against student households, which this kind of policy deems
innately problematic. Similar policy attached to any other group in society would
be likely to be judged unethical and discriminatory.’ (ECOTEC report, 2008)
Given that in 2012, age discrimination is set to be extended to include the
provision of goods and services and there is evidence to suggest that the
private rented sector is a ‘young’ housing sector, with a large proportion of
tenants being under the age of 35, and that proportion growing, policies that
restrict the growth of HMOs could eventually be regarded as age discrimination,
as they may disproportionately restrict younger people’s access to housing.
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