
Hyndburn Borough Council – Committee Update Report 

 

 

Application Ref:    11/20/0369 

  

Application Address:  36 NUTTALL STREET (FORMER BRITANNIA PUBLIC HOUSE) 

ACCRINGTON BB5 2HN 

 

Date Registered:   20 October 2020 

 

Date for Decision:   30 November 2020 

 

Date Report Written:  20 November 2020 

 

Description of Development:  Change of use of public house into 13 bed house in multiple 

occupation.   

 

 

Additional Information: 

 

Neighbour Comment Received 

 

A neighbour’s property adjoins the Britannia Public House. The party wall between the properties is 

only a single brick thick and is easily penetrated. The change of use will place bedrooms/individual 

living spaces and a communal lounge adjacent the party wall. Due to the sloping site the cellar 

partly adjoins the front room. Although the use of a public house presented noise pollution, this was 

generally limited to opening hours and busy periods. The new use is likely to cause noise pollution 

at all times from four separate occupiers and a communal area. The planning makes no reference 

to the historic construction and acoustic considerations necessary. For these reasons the 

neighbour objects to this current application. 

  

Officer Comment: Should committee decide to approve the application, a planning condition should 

be applied which requires details to be submitted of sound insulation. 

 

Revised Plans Received 

 

Revised plans were received after the report was written. These will be presented at the meeting. 

 

Revised Comments from Planning Policy 

 

In response to the revised plans, the planning policy comments are as follow The dimensions have 

been emboldened simply to allow them to be located in the text. 

 

Space standards 

 

The application proposes the conversion of a public house into a 13 bed HMO over three floors 

with a communal kitchen/living area on the first floor and in the basement.  Each bedroom has a 



small en-suite bathroom, which is not included in the measurement of the floor space of the 

bedroom itself.  

 

Revised plans have been submitted which show that the smallest 4 bedrooms measure between 

7.55 and 7.83 m2 in size. The remaining bedrooms range from 8 to 13.29 m2.   

 

Apart from the overall room floorspace, no other measurements are provided, such as the room 

widths.  The proposed plans suggest these would be single bedrooms.  

 

Hyndburn Council has formally adopted the Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS), as set 

out in policy DM16 of the adopted Development Management DPD, which require a minimum size 

of 11.5 m2 for a double bedroom (with a minimum width of 2.75 m for at least one double room and 

2.5m for all the others) and a minimum size for a single bedroom of 7.5 m2 (at least 2.15m wide).   

 

The rooms proposed would meet the standards set out in separate national guidance “Housing in 

multiple occupation and residential property licensing reform: guidance for local housing 

authorities” which suggests a minimum standard for sleeping areas of 6.51 m2 for one person over 

10 years of age and 10.22 m2 for two persons over 10 years. Notwithstanding this, as the Council 

has adopted NDSS, these are the standards which should be used.  

 

The floorspace of the bedrooms now appears to meet the minimum standard for a single bedroom 

as set out in NDSS.  However, the NDSS guidance is clear that room widths are an integral part of 

the space standard and, as there are no room width measurements provided, it cannot be 

confirmed that the rooms meet the NDSS. Further information should be provided which shows 

these measurements, including the width of the narrowest part of the room.   

 

The increase in the size of the smallest rooms has had the effect of making the corridors narrower 

which could make the overall internal space feel cramped.  Also, the configuration and layout of 

some of the rooms means there is very little usable space inside. For example, some of the 

bedrooms effectively have internal L-shaped corridors which could not accommodate any furniture 

or possessions or otherwise be usable. Whilst the overall square metres of the room may meet the 

minimum standard, the functional space is very small.   

 

It is important to remember that both the NDSS and the separate national HMO guidance set out 

minimum standards and are not intended to represent the optimum room size.  This is particularly 

the case for the HMO guidance which sets a minimum statutory standard which is largely targeted 

at existing HMOs in order to protect the basic amenity of residents against “rogue landlords”. The 

Council would therefore reasonably expect higher standards for a new HMO.   

 

This is particularly the case given the fact that communal living space is not provided on every floor 

where bedrooms are present and there is no outdoor amenity space. It is therefore clear that 

residents would be expected to spend much of their time within their own rooms which are to 

perform a greater function than just a “sleeping space”.   

 

Loss of the Public House 

 

Policy DM8 (Public Houses) requires the loss of a public house to be justified, as they can play an 

important social and economic role, providing a community facility as well as employment 



opportunities.  The policy states that “Proposals for the loss of a public house through demolition, 

or change of use to any other use class, will only be supported if an applicant can demonstrate 

that: 

a.  the public house has been marketed as a public house, at market rate, for a consistent 

period of 12 months; and 

b.  the loss of the pub will not result in a shortfall of local pub provision in the area; or 

c.  the public house is no longer economically viable. 

 

The CAMRA guidance on viability referred to the policy explanation can be found here: https://s3-

eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/www1-camra/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/14082430/Public-House-

Viability-Test-v.2015.pdf. 

 

The application has a marketing report but this lacks adequate information and does not address 

the other criteria. The policy does not refer to the length of time that a public house has remained 

vacant before a change of use is proposed but this may be a relevant factor, as long as the 

applicant can demonstrate that the building was appropriately marketed in the past, in line with the 

policy. 

 

Comment from the Borough Conservation Officer 

 

The stone-built Britannia Inn is a non-designated heritage asset which was built around 1860. It is 

covered by Policy DM22 of the Development Management DPD. If the application is approved, a 

building archaeological recording condition should be applied in accordance with this policy. 

There are two parts to the Nuttall Street frontage.  On the right is the three bay main front of the 

pub, with a central door and windows either side on the ground and first floors. On the left is the 

three bay frontage of the former stables with characteristic arched window and circular pitching 

hole above. Between the two are the windows of a cottage, where the door has been bricked up. 

This may have been the landlord’s house.  

 

The Nelson Street frontage is almost identical to the main Nuttall Street front but with a central first 

floor window where, on the Nuttall Street side, there was the original pub sign (now removed). The 

two frontages are separated by a vertical line of robust quoins at the corner of the building. This 

double symmetrical frontage gives the building a strong presence at the road junction. The roof is 

hipped so the gutter line wraps around the corner adding to the unity of the two elevations. There is 

a beer drop on the right hand side of the Nelson Street frontage. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Amended Reason for Refusal 

 

In addition to the revised comments above by the Policy Officer concerning the quality of design 

and amenity of the some of the rooms and corridors, it should be noted that the basement 

communal room and two first floor bedrooms have levels of natural lighting which are considered 

inadequate  to the detriment of residential amenity. 

 

In the light of the above, it is therefore recommended that the second reason for refusal should be 

amended to: 

https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/www1-camra/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/14082430/Public-House-Viability-Test-v.2015.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/www1-camra/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/14082430/Public-House-Viability-Test-v.2015.pdf
https://s3-eu-west-1.amazonaws.com/www1-camra/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/14082430/Public-House-Viability-Test-v.2015.pdf


2  The proposed development has not been designed to meet the standards required by 

the nationally described space standards nor to the amenity levels required by the 

Development Management DPD to the detriment of the amenity of future residents, 

contrary to Policy DM16 Housing Standards and Policy DM29: Environmental 

Amenity, of the Development Management DPD.   


