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Love Norbury Planning Committee 

Response to Article 4 Direction on houses in multiple occupation consultation 

Introduction 

1. The Committee welcomes the proposal of the Council for an Article 4 Direction to give it more 

control over the different types of houses in multiple occupation. 

Recommendations 

2. The Committee recommends: 

(1) adoption of the proposed Article 4 Direction on HMOs 

(2) publication of more research findings on:  

(a) the growth of HMOs since 2011 

(b) the outcome of HMO improvement action 

(c) the number of family homes lost under permitted development 

(d) the percentage of fire incidents in non-HMOs in order to ascertain whether there is a greater risk 

in HMOs 

(e ) the causes of fire incidents by type of housing to identify whether there are particular problems 

associated with HMOs 

(f) the percentage of both types of known HMO of each ward’s housing stock 

(g) Map concentrations of small pockets of HMOs in particular individual or clusters of streets 

(3) More publicity about HMO improvement action 

(4) consideration in the proposed Local Plan review of 

(a) enlarging the size of protected 3 bedroom houses above 130m2 to encompass all 3 bedrooms based 

on their original footprint regardless of size, and ignoring any enlargements under permitted 

development rights or full planning permission. 

(b) explaining in more detail what ‘cumulative  impact’ means and how it will be assessed.  

(c) introducing a geographic limit on the number HMOs that can be allowed in specific 
neighbourhoods. 

 
(d) adding a suggestion/requirement that planning applications for HMOs of all sizes should 

incorporate a clear statement of the intended number of residents and that, after such 
developments are approved and occupied, regular inspections should record compliance with the 
numbers approved.   

 
 
 
Supporting Appendices 
 
A - Local Plan Examination submission by Norbury Joint Planning Committee 
 
B - Houses in Multi Occupation – demand and concentrations in Croydon. Committee comments on Council 

proposed Local Plan Modification re DM.11.1  

C - Design Guidelines Consultation - Committee proposed amendment 

D- HMOs in Norbury. Some examples 
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Detailed views 

3. The Committee regrets that the Council did not take the opportunity to include tighter controls in 

the Local Plan 2018. Appenidix A sets out the Committee’s submission to the Inspector’s Examination 

Hearings. Even though it was under pressure to do so from the Inspector, it was only prepared to modify 

the Plan in relation to conversions or HMOs: “The council will take into account cumulative impact”. It did 

not accept the suggestions made by the Committee on the draft Modifications (Appendix B). At the 

moment the Committee does not know whether its suggestions (Appendix C) for amendments to the draft 

SPD on Design have accepted.  

4. The Article 4 Direction will improve the Council’s ability to exercise tighter control of houses 

being changed from family to houses in multiple occupation. 

5. The Committee particularly welcomes the admission of the Council that HMOs lead to loss of 

family homes, that its planning policies have led to ‘a gap’ in its approach ‘which is resulting in the loss of 

family homes, as well as other neighbour amenity issues, that need to be addressed to provide good 

quality housing for Croydon residents.’ 

6. The Committee has been arguing for a long time that the Council needed to be more robust in 

policing its policy to prevent the loss of 3 or more bedroom family homes to meet the borough’s housing 

needs. It has been particularly concerned that the way permitted development have subverted this policy. 

It  has particularly drawn attention to the problems which the Council has identified about ‘small HMOs 

that are defined as the use of “a dwelling house between three and six unrelated individuals, used as their 

only or main residence, who share basic amenities such as a kitchen or bathroom”.’ 

Purpose of Article 4 Direction 

7. The Committee supports the aims of the proposed Article 4 Direction to:  

(1) To ‘ensure that any new proposed small HMOs are compliant with other planning issues, such as 

the Council’s bedroom space standards for HMOs and the provision of adequate bin storage’ 

(2) To ‘regulate living standards through planning permission …. helping to provide a better standard 

of living for residents who may reside in an HMO property in the future, potentially reduce the negative 

impacts of anti-social behaviour and to encourage families to remain in the borough by retaining our 

existing stock of family homes.’ 

Research Evidence and comments  

8. The Committee regrets that the Council’s research findings are out of date. For example the 42% 

growth in the number of people living in HMOs between  2001 and 2011 will have continued to increase 

since. It notes the findings: 

(1) that over the past 10 years Croydon has lost over 900 family homes to conversion and to large HMO 

properties, an issue that has been at the centre of several of the Committee’s objections to 

planning applications. 

(2) There has been ‘a projected rapid decline in the stock of family homes’ due to ‘acute housing 

need and the inability for people to access home ownership due to local affordability rates’, which 

‘remain considerably worse than the national average’. 

9. There are over 925 licensed HMOs. The Council recognises that most common problems associated 

with some HMOs beyond that expected from a family home are: anti-social behaviour, noise, litter and 

management of refuse, excessive parking, fires, cramped living conditions,  unkempt premises and 

overcrowding. Since 2015 the Council’s HMO team has issued over 600 Improvement Notices to HMO 

properties. This is welcome but it would have been  useful if the Evidence document had contained 

analysis of what the outcome has been, and the problems involved in enforcing them. It is also 

unfortunate that the Council has not been giving publicity to these actions, similar to the naming and 

shaming of people fined and convicted for litter and fly-tipping. 
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10. Research evidence could be provided to show the number of family homes lost under permitted 

development as this should be analysable from the Planning Register. 

11. The level of complaints about HMOs is high. Over the past 5 years, there have been over 270 

complaints reported to the Council in relation to noise, litter and anti-social behaviour associated with an 

HMO when the report incident states the property is an HMO. Over 400 complaints re-HMOs identified r 

flats/studios and over 150 complaints were identified for outbuildings.  

12. The Council states that there have been 21 counts of HMO specific related fire incidents in the 

borough since January 2015. It would be helpful to contextualise this in relation to the number of fire 

incidents in all homes broken down by tenure, to see if this is a higher percentage than incidents in non-

HMO properties. 

The Geography of HMOs (Recommendation 1) 

13. The Evidence report shows maps: 

(1) with the HMOs - the ‘higher concentration areas reflect a higher housing density in the north of 

the borough compared to the south’; 

(2) showing where over the last 10 years family homes in the borough are known to have been lost to 

conversion/change of use.   

(3) the number of improvement notices served on HMOs. 

14. The maps do not show the ward boundaries, nor state that HMOs are a particular problem in CR0 

2, CR0 6, CR7 7, CR7 8 and CR0 3 postcode areas, despite these being included in the Council’s submission 

to the Local Plan Inspector. The report does not set out the percentage of both types of known HMO of 

each ward’s housing stock, and whether there are concentrated small pockets in particular individual or 

clusters of streets. 

Concerns during the Local Plan Examination  

15. A number of witnesses at the Local Plan Inspector Hearings, including the Committee, wanted 

greater protection of three-plus bedroom houses from being HMOs and being converted into flats.  In 

addition to the loss of family housing, they drew attention to the adverse accumulative effects on the 

character of individual streets and neighbourhoods, including stress on local services due to increasing 

population living in multi-occupied houses. The submission on behalf of the Committee is attached as 

Appendix A. 

16. Since those hearings it appeared that in its drive to meet housing targets regardless of the other 

aspects of planning policies and cumulative effects, the Council had not been listening.  

17. It is therefore welcome that the Council is arguing that ‘The introduction of an Article 4 Direction 

would require small HMOs to be considered through the Development Plan as it is necessary to apply 

Development Plan policies for design and neighbour amenity, such as providing refuse and storage 

facilities and managing car parking arrangements, to ensure a plan-led approach to the sustainable 

development of the borough and an appropriate balance between the need for HMOs and family housing.’ 

The Need for HMOs 

18. The Council recognises that ‘the amount of housing stock used as HMOs will remain as a means to 

meet the needs of those who are unable to access homes to buy. There will also be continuing pressure on 

the existing housing stock to be converted to HMOs, as a way in which people are able to access 

accommodation. Therefore, whilst recognising that existing HMOs will continue to play a role in the 

housing market, there is a requirement to ensure that a stock of good quality family accommodation is 

available for residents in the long term, so that the objectives of the Local Plan can be achieved and 

housing supply is balanced across the borough.’ 

Protecting 3 bedroom houses 
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19. The Croydon Local Plan is based on the assessment ‘that to meet future housing needs over 20 

years, approximately 50% of homes need to be delivered with 3 or more bedrooms.’ 

Policy SP2.7 sets ‘a strategic target for 30% of all new homes in Croydon up to 2036 to have 3 or more 

bedrooms to provide homes for existing and future families in Croydon.’ 

Policy DM1.2 on Housing Choice for Sustainable Communities ‘seeks to protect the loss of 3 bedroom 

homes (as originally built) or the loss of homes smaller than 130m2.’ 

Policy DM1.1 ‘requires that any new build development or conversions consisting of 10 or more units will 

need to provide a minimum percentage of 3 or more bedroom units as part of their scheme.’ 

20. It was unfortunate that the Council would not modify the plan to give protection to 3 bedroom 

family homes larger than 130m2 as was argued for by witnesses at the Local Plan Hearings. 

21. The Council states: ‘When the Article 4 Direction is in place, the planning application will be 

considered against Local Plan Policy SP2.8’. to ‘ensure adequate living standards for residents of Croydon, 

as new HMOs will be established through the plan-led process and will consider other policy 

requirements.’ 

22. The Committee recommends that this size of protected 3 bedroom houses be enlarged over 130m2 

to encompass all 3 bedrooms based on their original footprint regardless of size, and ignoring any 

enlargements under permitted development rights or full planning permission. 

Concerns about the Council’s approach to HMOs 

23. In their comments on the Council’s modification to Policy DM11 of the emerging Local Plan, 

Norman Cooper and the Chatsworth Area Residents Association argued: 

‘This statement has no measures or definition to support it  i.e. what is meant by cumulative  impact?  

presumably the number of conversions or HMOs in an area or street, but this is not quantified making the 

statement vague and open to many interpretations by planners, developers and residents. Therefore  

(1) The proposed plan has not addressed residents concerns about high concentrations of HMOs .   
 
(2) In contrast with other types of housing, the proposed plan does not provide any measures to 

ensure HMOs are considered in the overarching objective of the plan to provide balanced and 
sustainable communities. The proposed plan is therefore inconsistent and not objective. 

 
(3) By not including measures for HMOs the plan fails to provide support for the objective in SP2 .’ 
 
24. They suggested that an additional policy be added Policy DM11.1 or SP2.7: ‘The cumulative 
number of  HMOs should not exceed an average of 2 per hectare and  a maximum of 10 in any area of 10 
Hectare based on a rolling and overlapping basis of all streets in an area.’   
 
25. It can be argued that while the proposed Article 4 Direction it is a welcome step, there will 
continue to be problems with the accumulation of HMOs, because of the absence of a geographic limit on 
the number that can be allowed in neighbourhoods. 
 
HMOs in Norbury 
 
26. Appendix D sets out details of the Committee’s concerns about some HMOs in Norbury, including 
14 Norbury Crescent and 4 Stanford Rd. 
 
Problems with decision making 

27. These two hmo examples raise questions about the way in which consultations between officers 

about HMO development may affect the standards of such accommodation. 

28. An application for an increase from 5 to 10 (reduced to 9 during the course of pre-decision 

consultations) bedsit-type units at 14 Norbury Crescent, SW16 4LA, ref. 17/00896/FUL, was refused on 5 

May 2017 on the grounds of "an over-intensification of the site evidenced by the number of rooms and 
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likely number of occupants as evidenced by the number of bed spaces shown on the plans."  The Planning 

Officer's Report accompanying the Decision reveals at para. 5.10 that "the Council's Housing Officer has 

stated that the property would be acceptable, in HMO terms, for 9 people". No reference was made by the 

Housing Officer to compliance with the HMO Standards for such accommodation.  Furthermore, at para. 

5.14 the Planning Officer reports: "The Croydon Council Adult Services Health and Housing Team have 

been consulted on the proposals in relation to the quality of accommodation to be provided for future 

occupiers.  They have confirmed that the room sizes and overall amenity provision are acceptable for 9 

people."  Again, there is no specific reference to the HMO Standards.  In response to further queries by us, 

HMO Officer Carol Woolmough stated that a renewed application was expected. This has now been lodged, 

and is awaiting decision (ref. 17/03005/FUL, change of use from 5 rooms HMO to 9 rooms HMO, with 

various modifications including alterations to room sizes on the plans so that they now appear to comply 

more nearly with HMO space standards. 

29. Another application, ref. 17/02927/FUL, lodged on 9 June 2017, for an increase from 6 to 8 

bedsit-type HMO units at 4 Stanford Road, SW16 4PY, contains a covering letter in support of the applicant 

from his planning adviser stating that [for some 12 months] "There have been no issues with the running of 

the Units and the Licensing official Sarah Anandaram will extend the license to include the additional two 

units should you give planning permission." 

30. Theoretically, of course, it is desirable for the officers of all Council departments concerned with 

planning development and housing needs to consult freely about the cases before them, provided that the 

overriding aim is always to protect the interests of existing and potential residents.  It is also essential 

that this consultation process be transparent and accessible to all interested parties during the 

consideration of possible changes.  It is not at all clear to us what the relative powers and responsibilities 

of Planning Officers, Licensing Officers, Housing Officers and Adult Services Health and Housing Officers 

are in these HMO cases.  In particular, it is unclear when and by whom compliance with the HMO 

Standards is checked and enforced.  Since the Planning Officer makes no reference to these Standards in 

his Report, it seems fair to assume that the HMO Team ensure compliance at some point after a planning 

application has been approved, but it seems to us that this could lead to a conflict of decisions between 

different Council departments.  Could HMO Officers overturn the effects of a Planning decision if they 

deemed a development unsuitable or unsafe?  Or do they negotiate before a planning decision is taken 

until an acceptable compromise is reached?  And, if the applicant developer plays a part during this 

process, as clearly happens and is possibly desirable, how is the wider community involved with what is 

going on (no consultation dates have been published for either of these two cases); and last but definitely 

not least, where do the interests of existing and potential tenants come in?  

31. The Committee’s concern is that, with different expert groups applying varying rules, and 

consultations taking place at unspecified points in the process, decision-making responsibility becomes 

blurred and the result may be an imbalance in the influence exercised by the various parties involved.  We 

fear this is most likely to be to the detriment of the quality of HMO accommodation in the private rental 

sector, with tenants and the community left without a clear avenue by which their interests may be 

represented. 

Love Norbury Planning Committee 
6 Oakhill Rd 
London, SW16 5RG 
 
7 March 2019 
 

APPENDIX A 
 
Houses in Multi Occupation – demand and concentrations in Croydon - Local Plan Examination 

Submission 

Comments by Sean Creighton 

1. The response LBC-PR-063 of the Council is welcome in relation to the overall analysis of 

registered HMOs. 
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2. It notes that the number of such HMOs increased by 42% between 2001 and 2011, and states 

‘which is a symptom of under-provision of housing in the same period’. 

3. The conclusion, however, does not follow on from the increase. 

4. It is more likely that what the increase did was to make more HMOs available attracting people 

who want or can only afford that kind of housing into the Borough helping the population growth. If the 

additional HMOs had not been provided then those living in them will have had to have found similar units 

elsewhere in London, or moved out of London. 

5. The Council emphasises ‘the importance of good quality HMO accommodation for younger people’. 

However it unlikely that registered HMOs are attractive to those of that age group who wish to share 

housing with friends. They are more likely to prefer to rent a whole house that is not divided into a way 

that enables it to be registered as an HMO. 

Analysis 

6. It is unfortunate that the Council has not supplied the Inspector with analysis of those properties 

registered under the Registered Landlord Licence scheme in relation to those that scheme’s team knows 

are houses in multiple occupation (hmos) but not HMOs. 4 Stanford Rd is an example of an hmo which was 

refused HMO registration and is having another attempt to be registered.  

7. It is the growth in hmos rather than HMOs which are causing the problems that have been outlined 

to the Inspector. 

8. LBC-PR-063 is also limited in its analysis in that it does not provide more detailed data analysis,  

showing: 

(1)    the number per ward per annum  

(2)    the number in  (1) that required Council intervention to improve conditions.  

9. Without the figures in (1) it is not possible to work out how important a housing sub-sector HMOs 

are as part of the private rented sector. I attach a tenure analysis of the 2011 Census which shows the 

ward breakdown (as well as bedroom sizes). This was provided to me through a FOI request in 2013. 

10. The response also overlooks to report previous analysis by the Council e.g. 

‘As at April 2006 the Council estimated that there were 3,457  HMOs in the borough, of which 897 were on 

the Council’s register. (Section G. The Housing Strategy Statistical Appendix (HSSA) 2006. Croydon’s 

Housing Strategy 2006/10. The Evidence Base. p. 49) However the text of the report stated that there 

were ‘1,900 houses in multiple occupation (HMOs) - this includes bedsit or hostel type buildings but not 

converted houses.’ ‘Over half of HMOs are in a group of four wards in the north of the borough.’  

11. Following raising the issue at the 18 June 2013 Scrutiny Sub-committee I submitted a Freedom of 

Information request seeking information on the areas  of the Borough where there are high concentrations 

of poor private landlord properties. The reply (dated 1 August 29013) states:  ‘The council does not record 

this information.’ I have not submitted a fresh FOI to check whether this situation has changed. 

12. In its consultation document for the introduction of its private landlord licence scheme the 

Council stated that it is: 

‘aware that an increasing number of less ethical landlords have identified high returns from the sector and 

are operating in the market, not with the intention of providing a sustainable letting business but with the 

aim of maximising financial return without due regard for the health, safety and wellbeing of residents 

and neighbours.  

These landlords are prepared to wilfully provide substandard accommodation to tenants who tend to be 

the most vulnerable and carry out illegal practices including harassment and intimidation.’ 
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‘Although the council recognises that many landlords operate professionally, there  is a genuine concern 

about a number of landlords who rent properties which fail to meet the required standards of tenancy and 

property management. This results in complaints from tenants and neighbours on a variety issues from 

housing conditions, health concerns and ASB.’ 

‘The council is however becoming increasing concerned about the rising numbers of homes at the ‘low 

end’ of the market with poor management and property standards. Evidence shows there are an increasing 

number of landlords who are prepared to rent properties with very low standards and who resolutely 

refuse to engage with the council and who do not respond to enforcement action. 

Increasing numbers of properties are found to have poor standards in terms of safety, security, repairs and 

energy efficiency. The Council is also dealing with illegal conversions, improper adaptations and 

properties never intended for residential use being let.’ 

As ‘one of the most diverse London Boroughs, has a considerable number of tenants who are vulnerable 

for a variety of reasons including; language barriers, unfamiliarity of UK standards, mental health issues or 

lack of personal confidence who are not able to defend their interests in the sector.’ 

13. It is likely that many of these poorly run properties are hmos (as opposed to HMOs). 

14. Therefore despite its serious concern in 2014 about  the state of the private rented sector the 

omission of the issue of hmos and HMOs from the Local Plan is unfortunate. It is another example of how it 

is not seriously addressing the issues of social inequality through the Plan, and weakening its soundness, 

effectiveness and delivery. 

15. Although it is now nearly nine years old the Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research 

Private rents and rental rates of return,1996/97 to 2006/07 (August 2008) showed  that for house non-

owners in Croydon on average: 

 households earning less than £20,000 p.a. could only afford social housing 

 those  earning up to £30,000 p.a. can only afford social or intermediate affordable housing 

(collectively termed affordable housing) 

 those earning upward of £30,000 p.a. should be able to afford local market housing whether for 

owner occupation or for rent. ‘ (p. 75)  

16. The Centre’s report Housing Costs, Affordability and Rent Setting A report to Affinity Sutton 

(2014) provides statistics on affordability in Croydon. 

(http://www.cchpr.landecon.cam.ac.uk/Projects/Start-Year/2013/Housing-Costs-Affordability-Rent-

Setting/OutputTemplate) 

17. Under the Localism Act local authorities are supposed to prepare a Tenants’ Strategy. In 2012 the 

Centre produced for Richmond Council the report Analysis of the private rented sector in Richmond upon 

Thames and surrounding areas’.  

18. Croydon’s Tenancy Strategy published in November 2012 (attached) does not indicate that it 

undertook a detailed analysis of the private rented sector as the Centre did for Richmond. It does make 

clear that it expects housing providers to help meet its long-term housing aims: 

‘3.3. Long‐term housing aims 

The tenancy strategy will also contribute to achieving the long‐term housing aims set out in the housing 

strategy 2011‐15 which are to: 

• provide a choice of housing for people at all stages of life, and meet housing need by providing good 

quality, decent, affordable housing to those who need it, for as long as they need it 

• ensure that social housing is used to benefit society, and encourage independence and positive 

behaviour rather than entrench dependency and despondency 

http://www.cchpr.landecon.cam.ac.uk/Projects/Start-Year/2013/Housing-Costs-Affordability-Rent-Setting/OutputTemplate
http://www.cchpr.landecon.cam.ac.uk/Projects/Start-Year/2013/Housing-Costs-Affordability-Rent-Setting/OutputTemplate
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• ensure that we contribute to giving children and young people a good start in life 

• create and maintaining strong, active, thriving communities; and to reducing concentrations of social, 

economic and environmental deprivation 

• make the best use of our existing housing and to reduce carbon dioxide emissions through effective 

management, maintenance, improvements and adaptations 

• enable older and vulnerable people to achieve and maintain independence for as long as possible 

• contribute towards improving the health and well‐being of Croydon’s residents and enabling them to 

achieve their potential, rather than holding them back 

• play our part in reducing crime and anti‐social behaviour, developing the economy and increasing labour 

market mobility, and reducing social exclusion’ 

19. Many of the above link in with several of the Strategic Policies other than the provision of housing. 

The Local Plan does not appear to include much of this as important considerations for future land use 

proposals for private rented housing, and how they can be met so that housing growth takes place in a 

way that contributes to the achievement of other Strategy and Detailed Policies.   

8 July 2017 

Note. The above Appendix refers to some attachments. These are not attached for this Article 4 

submission. 

APPENDIX B 

Committee comments on Council proposed Modification re DM.11.1 paras. Where a conversion 

….impact. Delete and replace by: 

Where a conversion or house in multiple occupation is proposed the Council will also consider the effects 
of noise, refuse storage and collection and additional car parking on the character of an area and its 
potential cumulative impact on weakening the existing or preventing the strengthening of a sustainable 

community.  

 In the case of development in the grounds of an existing building which is retained, development shall 

be subservient to that building. 

Design (MMD26-28) 
 
‘16. MMD26-28 involve a complete reorganisation and re-write of the Design standards. 
 
17. In relation to conversions and houses in multiple occupation this is a welcome inclusion as the 
latter was not previously included in the Plan draft and its omission was a matter of concern to the 
Inspector and subject to evidence from Norbury Joint Planning Committee, Norman Cooper and others 
arguing the need to include mention. However the wording is weak and also opens up the invitation to 
applicants to build basements to existing property which has been a great cause of concern elsewhere in 
London. 
 
18. The Committee appreciates that different areas experience different challenges over parking that 
can result from conversions and houses in multiple occupation, especially where there is substantial 
Controlled Parking Zoning. Rather than have a blanket policy for the whole Borough it would be better to 
have a policy that reflects the different challenges in different areas. 

19. The Committee understands, for example, that in the Chatsworth Road Conservation Area (CRCA) 
where the bulk of the properties are large but sit on small plots of land, the rear and side if existing - are 
relatively small. Creating car parks at the rear will impact neighbours by introducing security issues, 
destroy green space and nature, increase noise where one would expect relative peace and quiet and 
allow back garden development. It would have the same detrimental effect that has already been 
occurring in that Area namely the destruction of front gardens and brick walls to create hard standings for 
vehicles. Whilst this second point is already identified as a threat in the CRCA Appraisal and Management 

Plan (CAAMP), the Council appears to see it only as guidance and is perceived as taking little notice of it.  
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20. Because the CRCA is so close to the Town Centre it has a very high PTAL rating. Consequently the 
Council have not agreed (in previous applications) to create additional off street parking because of this. 
Furthermore if the development is likely to increase the number of occupants the Council have started to 

impose a condition that denies occupiers from automatic entitlement to a residents parking permit.  

21. Unless the Council can draft a revised modification that has different approaches in different parts 
of the Borough it would be best to delete any suggestion that parking will be considered at the side, or 
rear of properties, and leave it to applicants to test the degree to which the Council will be flexible 

depending on the local circumstances. 

22. Proposed amendment Modification MMD28  
 
Delete Where a conversion ….underneath building 
 
Add: Where a conversion or house in multiple occupation is proposed the Council will also consider the 
effects of noise, refuse storage and collection and additional car parking on the character of an area and 
its potential cumulative impact on weakening the existing or preventing the strengthening of a 
sustainable community.  
 
In the case of development in the grounds of an existing building which is retained, development shall be 
subservient to that building. 
 

22. Proposed amendment Modification MMD28  
 
Delete Where a conversion ….underneath building 
 
Add: Where a conversion or house in multiple occupation is proposed the Council will also consider the 
effects of noise, refuse storage and collection and additional car parking on the character of an area and 
its potential cumulative impact on weakening the existing or preventing the strengthening of a 
sustainable community.  
 
In the case of development in the grounds of an existing building which is retained, development shall be 
subservient to that building.’ 
 

APPENDIX C 

Design Guidelines Consultation - Committee proposed amendment 

(underlined add; italic delete) 

Policy DM11. Design and character 

The following policies DM11.1 to DM11.11 apply in circumstances other than those where intensification 

policies (DM11.12) and place specific policies (DM36 to DM51 and table 11.1) specify otherwise and will be 

interpreted with reference to the description of each of the Places of Croydon set out in the introduction 

to each policy DM36 to DM51 and in the Council’s Borough Character Appraisal and by reference to table 

11.4.  

DM11.1 To ensure that development enhances and sensitively responds to the predominant built form and 

spaces that define the character of places, proposals should be of high quality and, whilst seeking to 

achieve a minimum height of 3 storeys, should respect:  

a) The development pattern, layout and siting;  

b) The scale, height, massing, and density; 

c) The appearance, existing materials and built and natural features of the surrounding area; the Place of 

Croydon in which it is located.  

d)Where an extension or alteration is proposed, comply with Supplementary Planning Document 2 

Residential Extensions and Alterations or equivalent.  
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Where an extension or alteration is proposed, adherence to Supplementary Planning Document 2 

Residential Extensions and Alterations or equivalent will be encouraged to aid compliance with the 

policies contained in the Local Plan. 

Where a conversion or house in multiple occupation is proposed the Council will also consider the effects 

of noise, refuse collection and additional car parking on the character of an area. For this reason, the 

Council will seek proposals to incorporate parking within the rear, to the side or underneath building.  

In the case of development in the grounds of an existing building which is retained, development shall be 

subservient to that building.  

The council will take into account cumulative impact.  

APPENDIX D 

HMOs in Norbury. Some examples 

49 Stanford Rd 

This property may be a house in multiple occupation as an application was applied for in 2011 for a 

certificate of continued use as such. However none of the documentation is on the Council’s website. 

14/05275/LP | Erection of replacement dormer extension in rear roof slope and three rooflights in the 

front roof slope | 49 Stanford Road, Norbury, London, SW16 4PP 

This was approved in February. 

14/05296/GPDO | Erection of single storey rear extension projecting out 6 metres with a height to the 

eaves of 2.65 metres and a maximum height of 3.2 metres and three rooflights in the front roof slope | 49 

Stanford Road, Norbury, London, SW16 4PP 

This was rejected in January 2015 as  

  ‘detrimental to the amenities of the occupiers of adjoining properties by reason of its size and 

siting resulting in visual intrusion and a loss of outlook and would thereby conflict with’ various 

policies 

 ‘out of keeping with the character of the existing building and detrimental to the visual amenity 

of the terrace by reason of its scale, design and dominance and would thereby conflict with’ with 

various policies. 

15/00996/GPDO | Erection of single storey rear extension projecting out 4.5 metres with a height to the 

eaves of 2.75 metres and a maximum height of 3.75 metres | 49 Stanford Road, Norbury, London, SW16 

4PP 

Apart from the projection distance the plans look the same. So clearly it is an attempt to test the Council. 

It seems to me that the objections are valid in respect of this application. 

4 Stanford Rd (16/03174/P) 

House in Multiple Occupation Refused 

The Norbury Joint Residents Associations Joint Planning Committee (JPC) opposes this retrospective 

application for works already carried out. It requests on behalf of its member Associations  which are 

recognised by the Planning Department to have this referred to Committee whether or not the officers are 

mindful to approve or reject it. It raises a number of issues that should be aired in public at the Planning 

Committee about the issue of the quality of Houses in Multiple Occupation. If it does go to Committee we 

urge that members visit the property and its location. The objections are as follows: 

1. Confirmation that this can remain as a House in Multiple Occupation will mean that up to 18 

people could  be living in this one property, in a stretch where other properties are already in some kind 
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of multiple occupation use,  is divided into flats contributing  to a concentration of problems in the 

stretch from the end of the Barclays Bank Car Park to the back of Harlow Hall: 

(1) unsightly number of refuse bins and boxes, which are unable to cope with the quantity of waste 

created by the occupants. 

(2) litter slippage from over full bins, including the occasional ripping open of bags by foxes or cats.  

(3) what appears to be the lack of provision by property owners of the right number of general waste, 

recycling and food waste bins. 

(4) competition for car parking in a road which already has problems as a result of commuter parking, 

and the increase in residents across the road in the new flats above Paddy Power and in ???? House. 

(5) constant fly-tipping on the grass areas in front of this stretch of properties, which may or may not 

be linked to the nature of the use of the properties. 

2. The light into the basement front room may well be inadequate because the waste bins are sited 

high above the windows. 

3. There appears to be inadequate bathroom and shower facilities, with the bathroom being on the 

second floor, which could result in difficulties for all residents in using it at busy times such as getting 

ready to go to work in the morning. Further the residents living in the basement and on the ground floor 

will have to walk up and down to the second floor. There is likely to be unacceptable noise created with a 

continual stream of residents walking up and down the stairs to use the bathroom. 

4. There appears to be only two kitchens, one on the ground floor and one on the first floor both of 

which are very small for the use by residents which will create problems of use between them and 

inadequate storage for their separate foods. 

5. The laundry room in the basement appears to be the only facility, and is likely to cause a lot of 

noise problems for the occupants of the room in the basement.  

6. There appear to be only three toilets, and it is not clear from the drawing whether the one next 

to the kitchen is for the exclusive use of Unit 4, meaning that there are only two toilets for the other 8 

units, which will create problems over useage, noise going up and down stairs. 

7. The toilet on the first floor in above Unit 2 on the ground floor and therefore could cause noise 

problems and water/sewage leaking problems into that room.  

8. The bathroom on the second floor is above Unit 4 on the first floor and therefore will be the cause 

of a lot of noise for the occupants of that room and may cause water/sewage leakage problems for them. 

This application is clearly going to create a sub-standard House in Multiple Occupation, with many 

problems for internal management especially if the inadequate amenities lead to constant friction 

between occupants, and with waste management difficulties, and likely addition to the existing parking 

problems in this stretch of Stanford Rd. 

The application represents overdevelopment of the property. 

The planners rejected the application because ‘The development would result in sub-standard 
accommodation by reason of unsatisfactory layouts to rooms and unsatisfactory provision and layout of 
washing and kitchen facilities…..’ 

4 Stanford Rd (17/02927/FUL)  

This application was for a change in use as house in multiple occupation from 6 to 8 bedrooms.  The 

planners refused it on the following grounds. ‘The proposed use would constitute an over-intensification 

of the site, evidenced by layout, number of rooms and an unspecified number of occupants which would 

exacerbate an existing situation and have an adverse impact on neighbouring amenity leading to increased 

activity and possibly general noise and disturbance’  
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14 Norbury Crescent, 17/00896/FUL 
 
Objection letter 21 March 2017 

The JPC opposes this application on the following grounds: 
 
1. Overcrowding, poor design and poor quality of living space for potential HMO tenants.  Details below. 
 
2. Insufficient detail provided by the applicant: 
 
a) There is a lack of clarity as to number of residents.  The proposal refers to the target capacity as "up to 
10 residents".  The drawings - 1702-DRG-PLN-01 - show 10 bedsits/studios, but 5 double beds are 
illustrated and, assuming that the remaining 5 rooms are for one person each, this gives a total of 15 
residents.  The JPC assumes 10 rooms for 15 residents. 
 
b) Room sizes: The drawing states that the floor areas are approximate.  This is not satisfactory for 
consultation purposes.  See below. 
 
3) The application form indicates that no assistance has been sought from Croydon Planning Officers.  This 
seems cavalier with such a major development required to meet the Standards for Houses in Multiple 
Occupation.   
 
4) The following aspects of the proposal appear to fail to meet the HMO Standards 
 
a) Space Standards 
 
Based on our assumptions concerning the number of occupants of each room, of the 10 rooms only Room 1 
and Room 7 appear to meet the space standards.  The remaining 8 rooms as indicated in the drawings are 
too small.  
 
b) Natural Lighting: Habitable rooms 2, 3 and 10 do not comply with the standards. 
 
c) Ventilation: Habitable rooms 2, 3? and 10? do not comply with the standards (and no indication is given 
of mechanical ventilation instead). 
 
d) Space heating: no proposals are indicated. 
 
e) Water supply: access to drinking water is shared or indirect in all but rooms 1, 2 and 3. 
 
f) Personal washing facilities: A wash-hand basin with hot and cold water supply and waste drainage is 
supposed to be provided in each separate occupancy - there is no indication of this except for rooms 1, 2 
and 3. 
 
g) Bath/shower facilities:  Two such facilities are needed for the first-floor (7 persons); the proposals do 
not comply. 
 
h) WCs: the separate WC on the 1st floor is supposed to have its own wash-hand basin. 
 
i) Kitchens: Ground-floor room 1 has no direct access to a kitchen, nor are in-room cooking facilities 
indicated.  The 2nd floor kitchen appears to be shared by 11 residents from the 1st and 2nd floors; this is 
non-compliant - the maximum kitchen share is supposed to be 5 residents.  
 
j) No food storage facilities are shown in the drawings. 
 
k) No fire safety measures are mentioned in the application. 
 
5. There is a lack of proposals for waste storage and collection. 
 
6. There is a lack of proposals for cycle storage. 
 
7. There is a lack of proposals for parking   
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Even allowing for the possible use of the front garden for parking, a house containing potentially 15 
residents is certain to generate additional demand for on-street parking in an area already under severe 
pressure in this respect.  Since the site is close to Norbury railway station and London Road and Norbury 
Crescent buses, the development might be designated as "car-free", but can such a decision be enforced 
or is it mere lip-service to well-meant policies? 
 
8. Danger to pedestrians 
 
This portion of Norbury Crescent has no on-footway parking bays so, where there are no dropped kerbs, 
parking is fully on the road.  This represents a danger to pedestrians attempting to cross Norbury 
Crescent, and from the junction between Norbury Crescent and St Helen's Road to the pavement alongside 
the green.  Despite the presence of 3 bus stops, there is no provision for protected pedestrian crossing in 
the triangle contained between London Road, St Helen's Road and Norbury Crescent.  A Highway Officer 
should be requested to comment on this aspect of the application, and his/her views made public and sent 
to the JPC. 
 
On behalf of its recognised RA members it supports the request of Cllr Mansell to refer this application to 
Committee if you are intending to approve it. 
 
The Committee submitted the following review of the property in the Local Plan submission for Session 7 
of the Hearings in its paper The Intensification of Norbury. 
 
14 Norbury Crescent 
 
Application to convert a 5-person House in Multiple Occupation to one for up to 10 residents 
17/00896/FUL 
 
The Joint Planning Committee lodged an objection on detailed grounds relating to: 

 Overcrowding, poor design and poor quality of living space for potential HMO tenants.  
 

 Insufficient detail provided by the applicant: e.g. only approximate room sizes were shown.  
 

 Apparent failure  to meet planning and HMO standards require re-space, natural lighting, 
ventilation, access to water supply, personal washing facilities, bath/shower facilities, kitchens, 
food storage, fire safety, waste storage and collection, cycle storage, parking. 

 
We also requested an enforcement investigation into the observed work already being done on the house. 
The following is a summary of how the Council has responded to this request. 
 
11 April 2017: we made further approach requesting an enforcement investigation as, well before the 
decision date of 28 April, the conversion work appeared to be completed and residential units were being 
advertised as "Available NOW" by the estate agent, with a board up outside the house.   
 
2 May 2017: A further JPC reminder was sent about the requested enforcement investigation.   
 
5 May 2017: Decision issued on the application: Refusal. 
 
9 May 2017: A member of the JPC was told that one of the new tenants had moved in 5 weeks earlier. 
 
17 May 2017: A member of the HMO team told a member of the JPC that a new application was expected 
from the developer. 
 
None of our attempts to obtain an explanation of this sequence of events has been acknowledged and as 
far as we know no news of our requests, submitted through Development Management, has reached the 
enforcement team.’ 
 


