
 

 
 
 
Note of Local Meeting 
Land Adjoining 25 Fordyce Road, London SE13 
 
7.00pm, 6th September 2016 
Hither Green Baptist Church 
 

 
 
Application details  
 
Reference: DC/16/96329 
 
Proposal: The demolition of the existing garages on land adjoining 25 
Fordyce Road SE13 and the construction of 4 three storey three bedroomed 
houses with garden area, together with the provision of cycle spaces and bin 
stores. 
 
Attendance  
Councillor Stella Jeffrey (SJ) 
Councillor Luke Egan (LE) 
Karl Fetterplace, Planning Officer (KF) 
 
16 local residents (signed attendance sheet) 
 
Applicants:  
Harry Gerrard (HG)  
Oliver Pedley (OP) 
 
Baca Architects (agent):  
Patrick Carter (PC)  
Richard Coutts (RC) 
 
Note of Meeting 
 
Introduction 
Councillor Jeffrey explained the reason for holding a meeting and that it was 
an opportunity for those attending to listen to the applicant speak on the 
proposal, seek clarification on elements of the proposal and provide 
comments on points of concern. It was confirmed that objections can be made 
available to members. 
 
Officers explained the process to this point and moving forward and stated 
that notes of the meeting would be taken and appended to the officers report 
and any concerns raised would be considered in this report, in addition to the 
concerns that had already been raised in submissions. It was clarified that if 
officers were minded to approve the development that it would need to be 
considered at a committee meeting due to the number of objections. 



 

 
Applicant’s Presentation 
RC provided an overview of the proposal and also noted the history of the site 
in relation to this scheme – this being one pre-application meeting with 
officers and a previous refusal followed by two further pre-application 
meetings.  
 
Q & A Session  
 
Q: The ecology level of the site is proposed to be raised, how would this 
occur? 
RC: Through the provision of more permeable surfaces and new planting.  
 
Q: Query that there were trees cleared on site last summer.  
RC: There are no mature trees on site. If this was last summer, this was 
before current owner had the site and it is disputed whether they were mature 
trees. 
 
Q: The site slopes from East to West – how has this been considered? This 
would require retaining walls to the properties on Lewisham Park. Has the 
applicant been into the gardens of other residents? 
RC: Gardens of other residents have not been entered. The survey data will 
be double checked and we are happy to modify the proposal to take on board 
these comments, for example for the garden to slope away down to a smaller 
retaining wall.  
 
It was also discussed that if officers were minded to approve the development 
that a condition could be proposed required that further detail to be provided 
re: survey levels & more section drawings. 
 
Q: Why has the siting of the dwellings been changed to use the full site width 
rather than the previous proposal with space to the sides? 
RC: This was due to pre-application meeting feedback received from officers.  
 
Q: No community consultation was undertaken by the developer. 
Cllr Egan: Disappointment is expressed that no consultation was had with 
Councillors or the community previously. 
HG: This is acknowledged. 
 
Q: Re: the height of the houses on Fordyce Rd: the scale of the proposed 
buildings is not included in comparison to the buildings on the opposite side of 
Fordyce Rd.  
RC: The level of the ridge heights would not be higher than those dwellings on 
the opposite side of Fordyce Rd. The houses are 2 storey plus loft space & all 
the points have been surveyed. With regard to any obscured glazing, this has 
not been stipulated on the front elevations, however this could be considered. 
 
Q: Why are the properties 3 storeys rather than 2?  



 

RC: The typical form of development in this area is 2 storeys with loft, 
therefore the proposal reflects this – particularly the form from the exterior. 
The same space is used more efficiently.   
 
Q: How tall would the buildings be, when compared to the houses opposite 
and adjacent? It appears that the house is higher in comparison if it were 
sitting on a level playing field.  
RC: The dwellings would be taller than those on the opposite side of Fordyce 
Road, but sit at a lower height - the site is not level so the slope of the site has 
been taken into consideration. The dwelling widths take cues from the 
surrounding area. 
 
Q: What is the height of the dwellings compared to that of the properties on 
Lewisham Park? They would appear very tall when viewed from Lewisham 
Park & this exacerbates the impact of the distance between habitable 
windows being less than 21m.  
RC: This built form is typical of the area, i.e. distances less than 21m would 
be experienced in the surrounding area. 
 
Q: The distance between habitable room windows to the properties to the rear 
does not meet the 21m that is required.  
RC: If the 21m distance was met, then the total required floor area could not 
be met. This is noted and the applicant is of the opinion that the policy allows 
for flexibility. This has been considered in the wider context of the proposal.   
 
Q: A deficiency in amenity space was noted, what would this be?  
RC: This would have to be checked, however it could be 1-2sqm. 
 
Q: Was the pre-application planning advice given by members?  
RC: This was formal pre-application advice given by planning officers in 
conjunction with urban design officers and was signed off by management.  
 
Q: Has consideration been given to fire safety?  
RC: This would be considered by Building Control, if a planning permission 
were to be issued. 
 
Q: The design appears modern and is different from other dwellings in the 
street in terms of appearance, materials and form. 
RC: The design picks up on historical elements but its role is not to imitate the 
past. The appropriateness of the appearance of the materials can be 
examined in Approval of Details applications imposed by condition if 
necessary. The roof designs have been considered in pre-application 
discussions and officers considered it suitable in the context of the 
surrounding area. 
 
Q: With reference to children playing safely in the garden, there would be 
mutual overlooking with no.44 Lewisham Park, as the windows are angled 
towards no.44. 
CJ: The sensitivity of this site should be noted, as with the mutual impact. 
 



 

Officers and the applicant were invite to look at the site from the rear of no. 46 
Lewisham Park. KF clarified that there were photographs from the previously 
refused scheme from a property on the opposite side of Fordyce Road and 
also on Lewisham Park that officers still have access to and these will be 
reviewed in the preparation of the officer’s report. RC stated that he stands by 
the survey levels provided, but that a site visit could be arranged. 
 
Clarification given by KF about process & that minutes won’t be circulated & 
additional comments can be made & original comments will be considered in 
officer report. 

 
 


