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PLANNING COMMITTEE 

       
Application Address 88 Alma Road, Bournemouth, BH9 1AL 

 
 

Proposal Conversion of dwellinghouse into two flats 
 

Application Number 7-2019-19298-D 
 

Applicant Mr & Mrs Eslami 
 

Agent Architectural & Design Development 
 

Date Application Valid 1 July 2019 
 

Decision Due Date 25 August 2019 
 

Extension of Time date 
(if applicable) 

29 November 2019 

Ward Winton East  
 

Report Status Public 
 

Meeting Date 21 November 2019 
 

Recommendation GRANT, in accordance with the recommendation within the 
report 
 

Reason for Referral to 
Planning Committee 

At the request of Councillor Chris Rigby for the following reasons: 
 

 Lack of parking for the property. 

 No drive on drive off access to increase parking at the 
property. 

 Bournemouth Local Plan policy 6.14 does not allow 
conversion of semi-detached houses into flats unless the 
neighbour already is in use as flats or is a suitable 
commercial use.  

 

Case Officer Tom Hubbard  
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Description of Development 
 
1.  Planning consent is sought for the conversion of a dwellinghouse into two flats 
 
2. The applicant has provided the following information: 
 

 Location Plan 

 Site Plan 

 Proposed Floor Plan 

 Supporting Statement 
 

 Existing Proposed Dismissed at appeal 

Number of units 1 dwelling 2 flats 3 flats 

Number of parking spaces 1 1 2 

 
Key Issues 
 
3. The main considerations involved with this application are: 
  

 Principle of the development 

 Impact on the character and appearance of the area 

 Impact on neighbouring residents 

 Living conditions for future occupants 

 Parking/traffic/highway safety considerations 
 
4. These points will be discussed as well as other material considerations at paragraphs 13 to 

41 below. 
 
Planning Policies 
 
 Core Strategy (2012) 
 
 Policy CS16 – Parking standards 

Policy CS18 – Increasing opportunities for cycling and walking 
Policy CS19 – Protecting small family dwellinghouses 
Policy CS21 – Housing distribution across Bournemouth 
Policy CS33 – Heathlands 
Policy CS41 – Quality Design 

 
 District Wide Local Plan (2002) 
  

Policy 6.13 – Subdivision to flats 
 Policy 6.14 – Subdivision (type of property) 

Policy 6.16 – Subdivision (parking) 
 
 Supplementary Planning Documents: 
 
 Affordable Housing - SPD 

Dorset Heathlands Planning Framework – SPD 
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Conversion to Flats - SPG 
Residential Development: A Design Guide - PGN 

 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) - PGN  
Bournemouth Parking - SPD 

 
 The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 
 

Paragraph 11 sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Development 
plan proposals that accord with the development plan should be approved without delay. 
Where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date then 
permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of approval would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the NPPF.  

 
Relevant Planning Applications and Appeals: 
 
5. 88 Alma Road: 
 

 2017 – Alterations and conversion of dwellinghouse into three flats – Refused, appeal 
dismissed (7-2017-19298-C) 

 
 2016 - Alterations and conversion of dwellinghouse to five flats (existing 

unauthorised) – Refused (7-2016-19298-B) 
 
 2015 – Alterations and conversion of dwellinghouse to five flats (existing 

unauthorised) – Withdrawn (7-2015-19298-A) 
 
 1999 – Alterations to front elevation and conversion of shop and premises to 

dwellinghouse – Granted (7-1999-19298) 
 
Representations 
 
6. Site notices were posted in the vicinity of the site on 05/07/2019 with an expiry date for 

consultation of 30/07/2019. 
 
7. 1 representation has been received, raising an objection. The issues raised comprise the 

following:- 
 
 Contrary to Policy 6.14 of the Local Plan 
 

Parking issues 
 
Highway Safety concerns/Contrary to Policy 8.1 of the Local Plan 

 
8. The application has also been called in to the Planning Committee by a local ward councillor 

for the following reasons: 
 

 Lack of parking for the property. 

 No drive on drive off access to increase parking at the property. 

 Bournemouth Local Plan policy 6.14 does not allow conversion of semi-detached 
houses into flats unless the neighbour already is in use as flats or is a suitable 
commercial use.  
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9. These issues will be addressed in the relevant sections of the report below. 
 
Consultations 
 
10. Local Highway Authority – No Objection, subject to conditions.  
 
Constraints 
 
11. There are no site specific constraints 
 
Planning Assessment 
 
Site and Surroundings 
 
12. The site is located on Alma Road, which is a busy main (classified) road which is 

characterised by a mix of uses and development types including mainly residential (flats and 
houses), but also interspersed with some shops and other commercial uses. The application 
property is a two storey semi-detached building with some roof accommodation. It originally 
contained a shop at ground floor level, but permission was granted in 1999 for alterations 
and conversion to create a single dwelling.   

 
Key Issues  
 
Principle of flat conversion 
 
13. The dwellinghouse was converted to five self contained flats without planning permission. 

Planning consent for the five flats was refused, due to the layout and number of flats being 
an over-intensive use for the site, harmful to the character of the area as well as providing 
poor living conditions for occupants and parking concerns. The refusal of five flats was not 
appealed by the applicant. A subsequent planning application was submitted for four flats, 
which was then reduced to three flats.  

 
14. That planning application for three flats was appealed and was dismissed by the Inspector in 

February 2018 (APP/G1250/W/17/318752 – attached to this report). That appeal is a 
significant material planning consideration in the assessment of this proposal. Essentially 
the principle of a flat conversion was considered acceptable by the Inspector and the size 
and living conditions of the proposed three flats were considered acceptable, with the appeal 
only failing on highway safety and parking matters.  

 
15. Two flats are now proposed: a two bedroom unit on the ground floor, and a four bedroom 

unit on the first floor and roof level. Policy CS19 of the Core Strategy requires the protection 
of small family dwellinghouses, which are those with an original gross external floor space of 
less than 140m². The application property is larger than this, even when the roof 
accommodation is not included. The loss of this dwelling would not therefore be resisted in 
principle and some form of conversion may be possible.  

 
16. The 2002 Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan contains saved policies relating to flat 

conversions. Policy 6.13 states that the proposal for sub-division of a property should not 
harm the appearance or character of the building or area, or amenities of neighbouring 
residents, and Policy 6.14 states that semi-detached properties are not suitable for 
conversion unless the adjoining property is already established as flats or a non-residential 
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use which would be an appropriate neighbour.  These aspects will be considered in the 
relevant sections of the report below.  

 
17.      Paragraph 11 of the NPPF and Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy place a presumption 

in favour of sustainable development. Policy CS21 relates to the location of new 

housing and states that urban intensification will take place in areas that are well 

served by sustainable modes of travel. The application site is located within an area C 

– which is a site within 400m of a key transport route (Alma Road is part of this key 

transport network). The application would therefore provide additional residential 

accommodation within a sustainable location. 

18.      The application site is considered brownfield land and the NPPF places significant 

weight on the development of such sites in order to meet local authorities housing 

targets. Furthermore, Bournemouth is unlikely to be able to demonstrate a five year 

housing land supply and consequently the NPPF advises in paragraph 11 that the 

policies which are most important for determining the application are therefore out-of-

date. This means that the “tilted balance” described in para. 11 of the NPPF has to be 

applied to the proposals and the weight attached to the adopted policies listed at 8. 

above is affected as a result. This site does not involve policies in the Framework that 

protect areas or assets of particular importance which are listed in Footnote 6 on page 

6 of the NPPF and includes for example habitats sites/SSSIs, green belt, heritage 

assets and areas at risk of flooding. Therefore, the application should be approved 

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework taken as a whole. 

 
Impact on character and appearance of the area 
 
19. There are no physical alterations proposed to the building itself. The consent in 1999 for the 

conversion of the shop to a dwelling had a condition attached, which stated: 
 

“Prior to the use being commenced, the forecourt shall be reinstated/formed into a garden 
area and enclosed with a boundary wall or similar means of enclosure, to details to be 
approved by the Local Planning Authority in conjunction with the Local Highway Authority 

 
Reason: To ensure that uncontrolled parking of vehicles likely to endanger other road users 
does not occur”. 

 
20. This condition was not complied with and no application has been submitted for the relief of 

this condition. The existing site with the hard surfaced front forecourt does not therefore 
make a positive contribution to the appearance of the street scene and it would be desirable 
to restore this condition to provide a front boundary enclosure and some landscaping to 
improve the character and appearance of the area. A balance has been struck with the 
parking and access requirements to provide an area of walled front garden with soft 
landscaping to part of the frontage. The landscaping strip will be around 4 metres wide, 
which will be sufficient to break up the frontage somewhat with some soft landscaping and a 
low wall, which is an improvement over the existing situation of a completely open and hard 
surfaced forecourt. A detailed landscaping plan has not been provided at this stage and 
therefore should be the subject of a condition (see Condition 2). Bin storage has been 
accounted for with storage behind the gate and a narrow access at the side. 
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21. The intensity of use of the building would be acceptable with two flats. There are many flats 
evident on Alma Road, and this is typically from the conversion of original houses to two 
flats, so the proposal here would be in keeping in that respect. Overall it is considered that 
the proposed development would not be harmful to the character and appearance of the 
area. 

 
Impact on neighbouring residents 
 
22. Policy 6.14 of the Local Plan states that “semi-detached properties will not be considered 

suitable for conversion unless the adjoining property is already established as flats or a non-
residential use which would be an appropriate neighbour”. The pre-amble to the policy 
clarifies this by stating that “flat conversions may introduce or increase common problems 
such as overlooking and increased noise transmission through party walls and floors”. The 
property in this case is semi-detached and therefore is not generally considered suitable for 
conversion according to the policy. However, it is considered that suitability depends on the 
specifics of the proposals and the intensity of use, because other low level conversions of 
semi-detached properties have been permitted where they have demonstrated not to have a 
harmful impact.  

 
23. In this case the proposed first floor of the application property would only have bedrooms 

directly adjacent to the party wall at the front and rear, which would not present a problem or 
conflict to number 86 Alma Road, and the staircase and landing would only serve Flat 2 
rather than being communal. The intensity of use of the building would not be significant with 
only two flats, and it is noted that the previous proposal for three flats was not identified as 
having a harmful impact on neighbouring properties in the reasons for refusal or by the 
Inspector.  

 
24. The only physical alterations are to create a front landscaping enclosure, which will not have 

any impact on neighbouring properties, and to create a cycle store at the side. Details of the 
cycle store have not been provided at this stage, but it is considered that in the location 
proposed it would not have any impact on neighbouring properties.  

 
25. It is therefore considered that the proposed development at the level of conversion proposed 

would not have a materially harmful impact on neighbouring residents. 
 
Living conditions for future occupants 
 
26. The Inspector in the decision on the appeal for three flats considered that the living 

conditions for future occupants would be acceptable, because although there were some 
small rooms in the development the flats would have acceptable outlook and all the facilities 
required for self-contained living. It was concluded that “the proposed development would 
provide acceptable living conditions for future occupiers” (paragraph 10). 

 
27. The application here differs in that there are now only two flats proposed: a two bedroom 

unit on the ground floor, and a four bedroom unit on the first floor and roof level. The 
dismissed three flat scheme had an additional maisonette at the rear of the property at 
ground and first floor level. The two flats are now much larger, and therefore it follows that 
the living conditions would remain acceptable and that there are no additional implications 
as a result of the fewer number of units and the proposed layout.  

 
28. The site plan indicates access to external amenity space is only for the ground floor flat (1), 

which is the smaller of the two. The larger flat would have no access to external amenity 
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space on the site, although this is not particularly unusual among flat conversions and there 
is access locally to public open space, such as Winton Recreation Ground. Again, this was 
not a concern of the Inspector on the three flat scheme. Overall it is considered that living 
conditions for occupants are on balance acceptable.     

 
Parking/traffic/highway safety 
 
29. The only reason that the appeal scheme for three flats was dismissed was due to the 

highway safety impact of the additional forecourt parking on site. Alma Road is a busy main 
road, designated as a County Distributor Road (A3049). There is an existing established 
vehicular access for one vehicle, but the previous scheme proposed an additional forecourt 
space (two in total), with a smaller area of garden enclosure than that proposed here.  

 
30. The Inspector stated that: 
 

 “the forecourt area (in front of the building) is only some 4.6 m deep, meaning that any end-
on spaces would be well short of the 5.5 m length specified in the Parking SPD. This means 
that parked cars are likely to overhang the footway, causing an obstruction and 
inconvenience to users of the footway. I fully accept that some vehicles would comfortably fit 
within these smaller bays, but there is no way of restricting the use of the bays to certain 
vehicle types… There is a single-width dropped-kerb at the appeal site, at the eastern side 
of the property, and I also accept that parking currently occurs on the appeal site forecourt… 
To extend the existing dropped kerb further to the west and authorise parking spaces in 
such close proximity to this junction would, in my assessment, be condoning what I consider 
to be an unsafe situation”.  

  
Access 

31. An existing vehicular crossover (dropped kerb) provides access from Alma Road to a single 
driveway space upon the site frontage, adjacent to the eastern boundary wall. The 
remaining area of frontage is laid to hard-standing although this is unsuitable for use as a 
parking area given there is insufficient depth to accommodate additional cars, as determined 
by the Inspector above, and the vehicle crossover does not extend sufficiently to facilitate 
access. Notwithstanding this, it has been observed that vehicles have historically ‘bumped’ 
up the kerb, contrary to Section 184 of the Highways Act 1980, to park across the entire 
width of the frontage causing vehicles to overhang the footway and unauthorised vehicle 
movements closer to the nearby junction. This has occurred notably in recent years since 
the unauthorised conversion to five flats.  

 
32. The introduction of a low boundary wall across the site frontage will help prevent 

unauthorised vehicle access to the site and reduce potential conflict between reversing cars 
and other highway users thus a significant improvement upon the existing situation. Revised 
plans annotate the full extent of the boundary wall.  The wall is to extend across the frontage 
to a point no further than 3.7m from the eastern boundary, thereby providing a sufficiently 
wide vehicle access for a single car. No alterations to the existing vehicle crossover are 
required. 

 
33. The drawings also annotate a 2m by 2m driver/pedestrian inter-visibility splay to the west of 

the vehicle access, the depth measured from the back footway into the site and the width 
measured outwards from the edge of the access. No fence, wall or other obstruction to 
visibility over 0.6m in height should be erected within the splay. It is noted that the proposed 
front boundary wall is to be limited to a height of 0.6m which accommodates the above 
requirement. 
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Car Parking 

34. For the proposal to satisfy Core Strategy Policy CS16, car parking provision should be in 
accordance with the Parking Supplementary Planning Document (Parking SPD), adopted 
July 2014. The application site is located within parking zone 3, consequently the 
benchmark parking requirement for the existing established 9-habitable room dwelling 
equates to 3 spaces (approximately 2.5 unrounded given 7-habitable room = 2.1 spaces). 
Conversely, Table C3-D: Flats with One Allocated Space and Table C3-E: Flats with 
Unallocated (Communal Parking) can be used to calculate the benchmark parking 
requirement for the proposed development, see below. 

 
Allocated Parking: 

 1 x 4-habitable room flat = 1 allocated + 0.2 unallocated + 0.2 visitor = 1.4 
spaces 

 1 x 5-habitable room flat = 1 allocated + 0.3 unallocated + 0.2 visitor = 1.5 
spaces 

 Total = 3 spaces (2.9 unrounded) 
 
 

Unallocated Parking: 

 1 x 4-habitable room flat = 1/unit = 1 

 1 x 5-habitable room flat = 1.2/unit = 1.2 

 Total = 3 spaces (2.2 unrounded) 
 

35. Based on the above calculations, the parking requirement for the proposed development is 
comparable to that of the existing either with allocated or unallocated parking. Consequently, 
this proposal will not result in a material increase in parking demand given that it will retain 
the existing single driveway space only. 

 
36. The application provides one parking space for the two flats. The previous application 

provided two parking spaces for three flats. The Inspector, based on evidence from the 
applicant showing a number of space parking spaces in the locality, stated “I consider it 
reasonable to assume that the appeal proposal’s shortfall of 1 parking space could regularly 
be accommodated in the nearby streets. As such, I am not persuaded that this single space 
shortfall should weigh heavily against the appeal proposal, or that it would result in 
unacceptable parking stress, or significant illegal or inconsiderate parking”.  

 
37. Therefore, based on the fact that the parking demand for two flats would not materially 

increase over that associated with the existing large dwelling, and the fact that the Inspector 
considered that the area can accommodate a small parking shortfall, there is no highway 
objection to the proposals in this respect. 

 
38. On the plans the existing established parking space has been angled slightly to give slightly 

greater depth to the space and to enable satisfactory access to the bin and cycle store at the 
rear. This would overcome the Inspector’s comment that “it is difficult to see how cycles and 
refuse bins could easily be manoeuvred past any parked vehicles… However, there could 
be some scope to rearrange the layout of this forecourt area to ensure satisfactory access to 
the cycle and bin store areas”. There is a pinch point of around 760mm at the front of the 
site, but in reality a car would be unlikely to completely fill the space and would give some 
additional room for access. The pedestrian access then widens to around 1.7 metres. 
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Cycle Parking 
39. Secure cycle parking can be provided beyond the side gate within the rear amenity area, 

accessible by residents of both the proposed flats. As stated, pedestrian access between 
the cycle parking and bin storage areas and the public highway is slightly constrained. 
However, a slight increase in the width of the car parking area (hard-standing) on the site 
frontage now would allow for a car to park at more of a diagonal orientation thereby 
increasing the available width of pedestrian access to the side gate of the property.  

 
Heathland Mitigation 
 
40. The site is within 5km of a designated Dorset Heathlands SPA (Special Protection Area) and 

Ramsar Site, and part of the Dorset Heaths candidate SAC (Special Area of Conservation) 
which covers the whole of Bournemouth. As such, the determination of any application for 
an additional dwelling(s) resulting in increased population and domestic animals should be 
undertaken with regard to the requirements of the Habitat Regulations 1994.  It is 
considered that an appropriate assessment could not clearly demonstrate that  there 
would not be an adverse effect on the integrity of the sites, particularly its effect upon bird 
and reptile habitats within the SSSI. 

 
41. Therefore as of 17th January 2007 all applications received for additional residential 

accommodation within the borough is subject to a financial contribution towards mitigation 
measures towards the designated sites. A capital contribution is therefore required and in 
this instance is £129, plus a £75 administration fee based on the two flats minus a credit for 
the existing dwelling. A signed legal agreement is required to secure this contribution. 

 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
 
42. The development proposal is not liable to a community infrastructure levy charge as it does 

not involve any increase in floor space.  

 
Summary 
 
43. It is considered that: 
 

 The proposed development would not be harmful to the character and appearance of 
the area. 

 The proposed development has an acceptable level of conversion/intensification and 
would not be harmful to the living conditions of neighbouring residents. 

 The proposal would provide acceptable living conditions for future occupants. 

 The proposal would be acceptable in terms of parking provision and highway safety. 
 
Planning Balance 
 
44. Taking account of the planning history, including the recent appeal determination, it is 

considered that a conversion to flats is acceptable in principle and that two flats would not 
be an over-intensive use for the site. The proposed layout is compatible to the adjoining 
dwelling, the frontage wall and planting will enhance the appearance of the site, and parking 
and highway safety issues that arose as a result of the three unit scheme have been 
resolved with the reduction of one flat and one new parking space. Living conditions for 
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future occupants are considered acceptable, and the proposal would make a small 
contribution toward housing provision in the Borough with two good sized units.   

 
45. Therefore, having considered the appropriate development plan policy and other material 

considerations, including the NPPF, it is considered that subject to compliance with the 
conditions attached to this permission, and the completion of a satisfactory S106 agreement, 
the development would be in accordance with the Development Plan, would not materially 
harm the character or appearance of the area or the amenities of neighbouring and 
proposed occupiers and would be acceptable in terms of traffic safety and convenience. The 
Development Plan Policies considered in reaching this decision are set out above. 

 
Recommendation 
 
46. GRANT permission with the following conditions, which are subject to 

alteration/addition by the head of planning services provided any alteration/addition 
does not go to the core of the decision and the completion of a Section 106 
agreement with the following terms: 

 
Section 106 terms 

 
Financial contribution of £129, plus £75 administration fee towards Heathland Mitigation 
measures (SAMM) 

 
Conditions 
 
1. Development to be carried out in accordance with plans as listed 

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following 
approved plans: A/404/1 Rev.A, and A/404/3. 

 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper planning. 

 
2. Detailed landscaping layout 

Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, full details of landscape 
proposals shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The details should include where appropriate: 
Planting plans, including suitable soft landscaping to frontage area as indicated on the 
approved plan; Schedule of plants; Implementation timetable; proposed finished levels; 
Layout of car parking space(s); Surfacing materials; boundary treatments including low 
front boundary wall/enclosure where indicated. The approved landscape scheme shall be 
implemented in full prior to the occupation of development, and permanently retained 
and maintained thereafter unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 
Reason: To ensure that the proposed development includes a properly designed and 
suitably landscaped amenity area in the interests of visual amenity and to accord with 
Policy 4.25 of the Bournemouth District Wide Local Plan (February 2002) and Policy 
CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 

 
3. Cycle storage 

Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, details of a cycle store 
showing the site location, elevations and materials to be used in the construction shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved cycle 
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store shall be completed prior to the occupation of any of part of the development 
granted by this permission and shall be retained and maintained thereafter unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
Reason: To promote alternative modes of transport and in the interests of amenity in 
accordance with Policies CS18 and CS41 of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy 
(October 2012). 

 
4. Access/parking 

Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved, the access and areas for 
parking shown on the approved plan shall be constructed in accordance with the 
approved details and permanently retained thereafter.  

 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and in accordance with Policies CS14 and 
CS16 of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 

 
 5. Bin storage 

The bin storage area hereby approved shall be provided in accordance with the 
approved details prior to the occupation of the proposed development and shall be 
retained and maintained for that use thereafter. Bins shall not be stored on the forecourt 
or highway unless being presented for collection and shall return to the storage area 
following the collection of waste until the day of the next collection.  
 
Reason: To preserve the visual amenities of the locality in accordance with Policy CS41 
of the Bournemouth Local Plan: Core Strategy (October 2012). 

 
 
 Statement required by National Planning Policy Framework 
47. In accordance with paragraph 38 of the NPPF the Council takes a positive and proactive 

approach to development proposals focused on solutions.  The Council work with 
applicants/agents in a positive and proactive manner by: 
• offering a pre-application advice service, 
• as appropriate updating applications/agents of any issues that may arise in the 
processing of their application and where possible suggesting solutions,  

 
 In this instance:  
 

the applicant was provided with pre-application advice,  
the applicant/agent was updated of any issues after the initial site visit, 
the applicant/ agent responded by submitting amended plans, which were found to be 
acceptable and the application is recommended for approval to the planning committee.  

 
Background Documents: 
 
Case File – ref 7-2019-19298-D 
 
 NB For full details of all papers submitted with this application please refer to the 
 relevant Public Access pages on the council’s website. 
 Background Documents 
 
 

 


