
PLANNING STATEMENT 28th October 2021 

21/AP/2823 Howard Court, 33 Peckham Rye, London  

Construction of a roof extension at second floor level to provide a 1 bedroom residential unit 

 

Item 01: The Council’s Residential Design Standards SPD require a 2b4p unit to have an overall 

floorspace of 70sqm. The proposed unit would measure 54sqm, as such it would be of a substandard 

quality accommodation and would fail to comply with the requirements of the Residential Design 

Standards SPD and saved policies 3.2 'Protection of amenity' and 4.2 'Quality of residential 

accommodation' of the Southwark Plan (2007). The individual room sizes required would also fall 

below the standards required. 

 The proposed development has been revised to meet the council’s Residential Design Standards for 

a 1 bedroom 2 people flat with a total floor area of 50 msq. And to prevent overlooking, the window 

toward 18-24 Scyllia road has been minimised. 

A private outdoor amenity space of 4.2 msq has been provided to improve the quality of the 

residential accommodation. Pekham Rye Park is practically at the doorstep of the proposed flat and 

hence the residents of the proposed flat will benefit from open space of the park.    

 

 Item 02: Furthermore, you might be aware that quite a number of objections were received from 

members of the public. For the benefit of the application, it is recommended that any future 

application to address these comments in a Planning Statement. 

 This objection have been addressed in the revised design and included in this planning statement. 

 

 Item 03: The application will only be acceptable from a transport perspective once the applicant has 

addressed the following points: 

 1. The applicant will be expected to ensure that the development is car-free given the high PTAL and 

being located in a CPZ.  Future residents will be prohibited from applying for residential parking 

permits (only exception being for blue badge holders).  

There is no new car parking space proposed. 

 2. The applicant will be required to summarise how it intends to manage the construction process 

associated with the construction works to minimise impact on the local highway network and 

community.  

 “Construction Management plan 12th October 2021” have been submitted summarising how we 

intend to manage the construction process associated with the construction works to minimise impact 

on the local highway network and the community. 



 

3. The applicant will be expected to agree to a condition to make good any footway that is damaged 

during the construction process. 

The applicant agrees to the condition to make good any footway that is damaged during the 

construction process. 

             

Item 04: Objection 01 

Comment submitted date: Sun 26 Sep 2021 

Howard Court already struggles with fly-tipping and insufficient bin and bike storage and is poorly 

maintained by the management company. This proposed development would exacerbate an already 

unworkable situation. I would suggest that the freeholder focuses on resolving the above issues first 

before submitting proposals to bring more people into the block. I am also uncomfortable with the 

proposed new stairwell as this would pose a security risk. This area is currently locked and only 

opened to read the gas meters. If this area became a through-way it would make that end of Howard 

Court more vulnerable to unwanted intrusion. 

There will be 9 Eurobins provided on the Site with 1100 Litres capacity each which has a total 

capacity of 9900 Litres of refuse which is above the recommended volume in Southwark waste 

management guidance notes. This is shown in drawing number 21115_00_06A Proposed Cycle and 

Bin Storage. The developer have taken note of the residents comments about fly-tipping and security 

risk with the new stairwell and will look into it. 

 

Item 05: Objection 02 

Comment submitted date: Sun 19 Sep 2021 

I object to the proposal mainly on the grounds of over development. Over the years, Howard Court 

has witnessed the addition of numerous new units and the development of common amenities has not 

followed pace. Waste management in particular is already a significant challenge due to the lack of 

capacity leading to excess bin filling. Nauseating smells and the spread of wild foxes feeding on the 

excess wastage has become the norm. 

As indicated in Item 04 response extra space will be provided for general waste and recycled waste 

and the developer will work to provide the sufficient capacity. Additional cycle storage has been 

proposed. This is shown in drawing number 21115_00_06A Proposed Cycle and Bin Storage 

  



Item 06: Objection 03 

Comment submitted date: Sat 18 Sep 2021 

Hello 

I live in flat 33 of Howard Court. I have just received the letter concerning the construction of a roof 

extension. I wanted to clarify the location of this extension: where will it be built (i.e. adjacent to which 

flat)? This information was not provided on the letter. 

For the moment, I am objecting to this development given the ongoing issues neighbours raised of 

overdevelopment, and the fact that I am assuming this development would be built on top of our 

current flat which would bring about a lot of nuisance for us personally, but given I do not have the full 

detail, I would appreciate further information to make a final decision. 

Thank you in advance 

Isabelle 

The proposed 1 bed flat is adjacent to existing Flat 31.  Submitted construction management plan 

“Howard Court CM Plan 211011” outlines the estimated working hours and the programme of the 

construction. Care will be taken to ensure that the works cause the minimum practicable disruption to 

residents and all concerned residents will have receive good communication with contact details 

should there be a complaint.  

 

Item 07: Objection 04 

Comment submitted date: Thu 16 Sep 2021 

The building will be overbearing over our property, 20 Scylla Road, as well as lead to loss of privacy, 

loss of light, noise nuisance, and pollution. I think the planning application is disingenuous and does 

not give a fair representation on how these issues will affect our property. In addition, this is already a 

heavily and densely developed area. The new car park is also in breach of the covenants that bind 

the property. 

There is no new car park proposed. 

 

1/ Privacy and domineering building: 

We note that the "view from the roof" (picture 3 of the Sight Photograph) is taken from the opposite 

end of the roof from where the building is planned. So doesn't show how invasive the new building will 

be - it doesn't show the direct sight into our bedroom windows from close proximity, direct sight into 

our garden nor direct sight into our ground floor living space. 

The two bed flat will put it in direct eye line of the bedrooms on the top floor of 20 Scylla Road, which 

is where we have bedrooms (including nursery room). When the current maintenance staff climb on 

the roof of Howard court (where the new flat will be built) they have direct view into our rooms and we 



close all curtains - we've already caught one peeping before! The proposal will make this a permanent 

problem as the flats will be located on that roof that have direct sight into our house. 

Furthermore, the new flat will have direct view of our garden and into our ground floor into our sitting 

room. This clearly will affect our privacy and is not adequately considered. In addition the new flat will 

be a dominating view from our garden, downstairs and top floor. 

There is no overlooking from the proposed high level kitchen window. There are no additional opening 

proposed on the external wall adjacent to the 12-24 Scylla Road. 

 

2/ Loss of Light: 

The new building will also affect our light. The "Daylight and Sunlight" report in paragraph 4.13 says 

they confirm the "windows assessed" on the ground floor "facade" of 18 and 20 Scylla Road will see a 

change of less than 20%. But the diagram is misleading as it does not actually show the ground floor 

windows on either 18 or 20, nor does it even show the extension to 20 (and there is a random window 

drawn that doesn't exist). 18 and 20 do not have a brick wall facade but have ground floor windows, 

which we use as the main source of light into the ground floor living space as they face south. Further 

there is no consideration given to blocking of light onto our small patio/garden which we use to dry our 

clothes and to play with our baby (as well as feeling penned in). 

I also do not believe para 4.11 which says that the top floors will see less than 20% light reduction. 

Even if that were true, I don't see why it is appropriate. This is already a high density living area, and 

there is no reason why we should have to suffer loss in light so that somebody else can build a new 

flat for £2m (and I assume plan to sell it at a profit). 

GIA chartered surveyors were consulted to minimise the loss of daylight and sunlight to the existing 

amenity spaces. And care has been taken to minimise the negative impact on the existing amenity 

space. The design of the proposed 1 bed flat were informed by the available BRE guidelines.  

 

3/ Fumes and noise pollution of car park: 

Lastly the new car park (for 2 cars) will back onto our patio/garden, with only a wooden fence 

separating us. First this will create noise into our garden (and house) of cars coming and going as 

well as pollute our garden (and house) with car fumes, which is where we play with our baby and 

where we dry clothes. I don't see this considered anywhere in the planning permission. 

There is no new car park proposed. 

  



4/ Car park in breach of covenants: 

I would also mention that the car park will be in breach of the restrictive covenants that legally binds 

the property that the car park will be built on (this was signed with council 19 March 1979, HM Land 

Registry Land Registration Acts 1925 and 1971, Transfer of Parts). This is available at the land 

registry, but I am happy to provide a copy. 

I should make clear that these are covenants give legal rights to the council but also all adjoining 

properties, so each have an independent contractual right to prevent the development (as well as 

legal right to take action and litigation against the council if it permits the developer to breach this). 

The 4th Schedule, paragraph 1 makes clear that there should be no new car parking (other than the 

existing car parking spot in front of the house of 20 Scylla Road). So using this as a car parking spot 

will be in breach of the covenants. 

Paragraph 2 of the 4th schedule also says not to do anything that will cause a nuisance or annoyance 

to adjoining property. I say that putting a car park less than a meter away from our garden and less 

than 5 meters from our house will also be in breach. 

There is no new car park proposed. 

 

Item 08: Objection 05 

Comment submitted date: Thu 16 Sep 2021 

Howard Court is already over-extended in terms of number of residents, after previous extensions; 

with the bin facilities not being able to cope and always over flowing, and rubbish scattered with pests 

(squirrels, foxes and pigeons) a nuisance as a result, unhygienic and was reported there is a mouse 

infestation. Fly tipping a real problem with constant dumping of large items which was raised and has 

never been addressed. 

More building on top of existing blocks including the other proposal on the front wing, are all adding to 

the light being blocked out in the central courtyard, and loss of privacy to neighbouring flats. 

More capacity for bins and cycle storage has been proposed as indicate in Item 04 – Item 07 

 

Item 09: Objection 06 

Comment submitted date: Tue 14 Sep 2021 

1. Insufficient Bike Store: 

Currently, in Howard Court, with the increase in popularity of cycling during 2020/2021, there is 

excess demand for the current bike storage. Simply adding two spots is not enough, and the 

developer/land owner should be encouraged to fix this issue, before adding to the pressure that 

already exists. 



Four secure cycle storage has been proposed exceeding the recommended 2 for the 1 bedroom flat. 

2. Bin/Recycling Capacity 

We have had numerous issues with the bins being overfull ever since I moved here in 2018. This has 

got significantly worse since more people have begun working from home (a trend that will not be 

reversed). The current proposals state that there are more bins currently in use than there actually are 

(we only have 6 in use overall). Like the issue above re. bike storage, there are issues with this 

aspect of Howard Court that the freeholder needs to address, before we start thinking about adding to 

current demand/capacity. 

More capacity for bins and cycle storage has been proposed as indicate in Item 04 – Item 08 as per 

council’s requirement and guidance. There are 9 Eurobins proposed with the proposal to enlarge the 

bin storage area. Should the problem still persist the developer assess the requirement again. 

 

Item 10: Objection 07 

Comment submitted date: Tue 14 Sep 2021 

This is adding yet another household to an already overdeveloped site. The freeholder fails to 

maintain the existing blocks to a satisfactory standard or control the tenants who dump rubbish and 

block the drains. Parking in the area is nil, we have had our permit parking bays removed by the 

council and the cycle storage is full to bursting - 3 added stands will add little to the current problem. 

The development carried out on the roof of the block nos 17-30 was of poor quality, inferior 

soundproofing and causing problems to existing flats due to shifting of weight from roof development. 

Leaseholder suffer continual disruption and noise nuisance from the works and don't get consulted 

about the plans, or informed properly about the measures being taking to ensure building doesn't 

affect their properties. Also there are not 9 bins on this site, there are 7 and 2 more would be a tight 

fit. 

More capacity for bins and cycle storage has been proposed as indicate in Item 04 – Item 09. There 

are 9 Eurobins proposed with the proposal to enlarge the bin storage area and additional 4 cycle 

storage. 

Item 10: Objection 08 

Comment submitted date: Sun 12 Sep 2021 

Our family fundamentally oppose these plans on the grounds of over-development. In an already 

densely populated area, this is an unnecessary addition that would negatively affect numerous 

neighbouring properties, ours especially. 

The sunlight and daylight report does not take into account the downstairs windows of ours and our 

neighbours properties'. Only taking into account the loss of light on the top floors is not satisfactory. 

 



We believe we will lose a significant percentage of daylight and sunlight in the downstairs of our 

property (living room and kitchen) and will also lose a high percentage of our current skyline. This 

would result in a very real feeling of enclosure in our house and garden. 

The reports overshadowing section is nonsensical. It claims we will have less overshadowing after the 

project is carried out. We strongly disagree with with this impossible proposal. 

Our garden will suffer significant loss of light, effecting; sitting out during warmer months, our child's 

play outside, our ability to dry clothes outside, the growth of our plants and flowers (which attract 

birds, insects, bats and squirrels). We also believe it will encourage dampness and moss in our 

garden and inhibit the melting of frost and snow in the colder months. 

The proposed plans are inaccurate in a second instance. They misleadingly present our property as 

much further away from the proposal than is the reality. The current block is only 2 meters from our 

garden fence and 6 meters from our property. The plans fail to demonstrate this and manipulate the 

viewer. 

The external metal staircase will be an eyesore and in direct view of all windows at the back of our 

property. It will also be far too tall to be located immediately behind our garden fence. 

As the proposed accommodation has no outside amenity space or balcony, there is concern about 

the use of the fire escape in this regard, a clear infringement of our privacy and one that would be 

impossible to control. 

The flat roof must also not be used in anyway as it would completely overlook our property's windows 

and garden. Any potential access to the roof, even through open windows would undoubtedly 

compromise our privacy. Again, this cannot be policed and is inevitable and unacceptable. 

The potential noise of a new residence this close to our property is also a concern. Once again, if the 

flat roof was accessible by tenants, this would be particularly problematic. 

We also object to the proposal of parking for two cars next to our garden and only meters from our 

back door. The noise pollution and potential air pollution of this would be unacceptable. 

Finally, we do not feel that those impacted have been made sufficiently aware. How can it be that only 

one property on Whorlton road will be affected? There are a number of other properties that will face 

disruption. 

GIA chartered surveyors were consulted to minimise the loss of daylight and sunlight to the existing 

amenity spaces. The design of the proposed 1 bed flat were informed by the available BRE 

guidelines. The plan is stepped back to minimise impact of 18-24 Scylla Road. 

The external stair case can be made a private stairs accessible only to the resident of proposed flat 

unit if there is sufficient evidence that there is security and privacy risk posed by it. 

There is no new parking space proposed 


