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Questionnaire: Basements Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Feb 2015 
Question: [3] Do you have any comments on Section 2: Pre-application Consultation or on Appendix 1 
and 2? 
 

Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

CRUMP I feel that the pre-application consultation process 
is not stringent enough, there should be a much 
more thorough process that applicants must be 
made to observe with the council nominating 
structural engineers whose fees must be paid by 
the applicant and more research should be done 
about the long term effect basement excavations 
will have on surrounding properties. 

Noted. The start of section 2 of the draft SPD includes an 
excerpt from the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) regarding pre-application consultation. 
 
There are two types –  

1. Applicants seeking pre-application advice from the 
Council. 

2. Applicants undertaking pre-application consultation on 
their proposal with the surrounding 
residents/neighbours. 

 
As stated in the excerpt from the NPPF both of the above 
are not mandatory requirements. Section 2 of the SPD is 
strongly encouraging that applicants undertake both of the 
above as there are many benefits to all parties but the 
Council cannot take this a step further as it is not within the 
remit of the SPD to introduce new requirements. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
The Council relies on the professional integrity of the 
structural engineer working for the applicant. Neighbours 
also have recourse to the Party Wall Act. 
 
The Council did undertake a survey of neighbours of 
basement development in formulating Policy CL7. This 
survey revealed a number of issues but the long-term impact 
of such development cannot be monitored at present as 
these are a relatively recent phenomenon. 

Norland Society 
(Clive Wilson) 

No Noted. 

Harriet Stevens It is imperative that applicants discuss their 
proposals with neighbours - especially if the 
house is terraced as mine is. 

Noted. The start of section 2 of the draft SPD includes an 
excerpt from the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) regarding pre-application consultation. 
 
There are two types –  

1. Applicants seeking pre-application advice from the 
Council. 

2. Applicants undertaking pre-application consultation on 
their proposal with the surrounding residents/neighbours. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

As stated in the excerpt from the NPPF both of the above 
are not mandatory requirements. Section 2 of the SPD is 
strongly encouraging that applicants undertake both of the 
above as there are many benefits but the Council cannot 
take this a step further as it is not within the remit of the SPD 
to introduce new requirements. 
 

MacAulay There is a significant development in my street 
(Essex Villas) which is currently taking place. The 
owners did not consult us on their plans. 

Noted. The SPD is in a draft form and would not have been 
in existence when the said development was granted 
planning permission. 
 
The start of section 2 of the draft SPD includes an excerpt 
from the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
regarding pre-application consultation. 
 
There are two types –  

1. Applicants seeking pre-application advice from the 
Council. 

2. Applicants undertaking pre-application consultation on 
their proposal with the surrounding 
residents/neighbours. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

As stated in the excerpt from the NPPF both of the above 
are not mandatory requirements. Section 2 of the SPD is 
strongly encouraging that applicants undertake both of the 
above as there are many benefits but the Council cannot 
take this a step further as it is not within the remit of the SPD 
to introduce new requirements. 
 

Royal Avenue 
residents 
(Martin Flash) 

Support the Council position Noted. 

Cynthia Oakes agreed Noted. 
Sydney St. & 
District R.A. (R. 
Alexander) 

Fully support it Noted. 

ASUC (Rob 
Withers) 

ASUC would like to see the following used as 
guidance 
 
ASUC Guidelines on Safe and Efficient Basement 
Construction directly below or near to existing 
structures 
http://www.asuc.org.uk/specialist_underpinning_s
ubsidence_publications.html 

Noted. It is not considered appropriate to refer to trade 
bodies. Only professional bodies can be recognised in a 
Council document such as the SPD.   
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
Other useful contacts 
 
Association of Structural Underpinning 
Contractors (ASUC) 
For lists of contractors with specialist expertise in 
underpinning and subsidence repair techniques, 
engineered foundation solutions and retrofit 
basement construction. 
www.asuc.org.uk/ 

Underpin & 
Makegood 
(Contracting) 
Ltd (Sharon 
Tindale) 

No Noted. 

Robin Purchas Appendix 2: a compact for residents – the advice 
is deficient in not ensuring that there is informed 
consultation on all the material put before the 
committee or officers by delegation. Frequently 
there is consultation at the outset before 
significant additional material is submitted by the 
applicants in support of an application which 

Noted. 
 
The Council does not accept material changes to planning 
applications once they have been submitted. Therefore the 
scenario outlined does not normally occur in this Borough.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

makes a material difference to the matters for 
consideration and can often be misleading and/or 
materially inaccurate. It should be made plain that 
consultees should be notified of any additional 
material submitted in support of the application 
after the consultation period has ended and 
further representations should then be permitted 
on that new material so that there is full and fair 
consultation that is valid in law. 

Susan Van 
Noorden 

Agree Noted. 

Victoria McNeile We approve Noted. 
Susan Johns No Noted. 
Ian Rickword See Comments on Section 1 Noted. 
Young A good idea although it is a very general 

statement and hard to validate. 
Noted. 

Onslow 
Neighbourhood 
Association 
(Eva Skinner) 

para 2.2 we suggest that this paragraph is 
amended as follows: 
Applicants should consult with their neighbours 
and any local Residents’ Organisation in the 
vicinity of the site……………. 
 

Noted. 
 

2.2 Not all residents’ associations wish to be consulted in 
this way on every basement planning application. 

 
2.3 No evidence has been provided to support the claim 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

para 2.3 at the end of this paragraph we suggest 
that this sentence is modified: 
Similarly even modest development in a small 
mews may cause significant amount of local 
disruption and environmental pollution given the 
confined nature of the street. 
 
para 2.5 
When a planning application is submitted the 
Council will expect evidence to be submitted that 
the developer has carried out adequate 
consultation with neighbours, and the local 
Residents’organisation. 
 
In Appendix 1 Figure A.1. Role Of Parties the 
Association feels that Building Control should 
have an input at the Planning Stage in connexion 
with Fire Escapes in Mews Basements 
 
In Appendix 2 A Compact for Residents 
Residents Check List: insert a new bullet point 
“Talk to your local Residents’ Organisation” 

that modest development in a small mews may cause 
significant amount of environmental pollution. 
Concerns about environmental pollution can be dealt 
with by Environmental Health enforcement. 
 

2.5 Not all residents’ associations wish to be consulted in 
this way on every basement planning application. 

 
Appendix 1 – It is unclear how Building Control can input 

at the planning stage on fire escapes. It may be 
possible to flag up that at the design stage 
applicants should be aware of any building 
regulation requirements that may have a bearing 
on design. 
 

Appendix 2 - Not all residents’ associations wish to be 
consulted in this way on every basement planning 
application. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
Applicants: insert a new bullet point “Consult the 
local Residents’ Organisation” 

Knowles & 
Associates Ltd 
(Alan Everett) 

2.2  
Applicants consultation with actual immediate 
neighbours is very difficult except nearer the 
actual time of commencement of works as 
neighbours often change/are tenants/live or travel 
abroad a great deal… 
 
Agreed that neighbour consultation can be 
beneficial, but very difficult for the contractor to 
undertake…yet it is the contractor who is often 
required to compile the CTMP by the developer 
 
2.5  
Otherwise, neighbour consultation adequately 
initiated by planning process where neighbours 
are free to consult one another having received 
notice from the council...difficult to consult every 
‘neighbour’ as often the people with an axe to 
grind are not the immediate neighbours. 

2.2 Noted. If the applicants/owners are considering 
undertaking a construction project that is likely to cause a 
great deal of disruption to their neighbours it is considered 
that both they and their neighbours will benefit from the pre-
application consultation in the long-term. The 
applicants/owners should be thinking of the issues raised at 
the start of the process and this may include engaging 
constructors at an early stage. 
 
2.5 Noted. A pragmatic approach as suggested in para 2.3 
should be used in assessing who is likely to be affected. As 
stated in this paragraph it is possible that the development 
(such as construction traffic) can affect the whole street so 
consultation should be undertaken proportional to the scale 
of the proposed development and reflect the location. 
 
Appendix 1 – The requirement to provide a draft CTMP with 
the planning application was discussed as part of the 
examination into Policy CL7. The reasoned justification to 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
Appendix 1.  
Much of owner/developer consultation with 
neighbours appears to be required to be included 
on a CTMP, which is now required at time of 
planning application…yet often the works do not 
commence straight away, so consultation 
becomes out of date as new neighbours 
surface… 
 
Also, if CTMP is devised at same time as 
planning application then it can be extremely 
difficult to anticipate what situation will be like, 
exactly, once work commences often six months 
later. 

the policy refers to the need to include a draft CTMP. It is not 
the subject of this consultation whether a draft CTMP should 
be submitted with the planning application but rather the 
details of the information that should be submitted with the 
draft and final CTMP. 
 
 

Sam Gordon 
Clark 

Have read this and am supportive of the Council's 
position. 

Noted. 

Gerald Eve 
(Joanne Rams) 

N/A Noted. 

Tracey Rust 2. Pre-Application Consultation 
 
It is recognised that to discuss proposals 

In-line with the NPPF (as outlined in the Draft SPD page 7) 
local planning authorities should (where this is considered 
beneficial) encourage applicants to engage with the local 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

informally with neighbours can be beneficial but to 
insist that evidence is produced at application 
stage to prove this has been carried out is 
unreasonable. Not all neighbour's are 
approachable and others can stir up matters even 
before an application is submitted; get the wrong 
end of the stick so to speak and before you know 
it all kinds of objections are being made which 
bear little resemblance to the scheme proposed. 
 
Further, it is irrelevant and Officer's do not need 
this evidence in order to consider an application 
and make an informed decision. If it was 
necessary then ALL applications would need to 
prove that prior engagement with neighbours had 
occurred. Not ALL basement applications cause 
(significant) concern to neighbours but some 
other types of applications (a rear extension or 
roof terrace for instance) can cause significant 
concern to neighbours for a number of reasons. 
 
The SPD is "guidance". It should recommend to 

community before submitting their planning applications.  
Given the likely disruption caused by basement development 
in the densely built up residential neighbourhoods of this 
Borough, it is considered beneficial that applicants consult 
the local community prior to submitting their planning 
applications.  
 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

engage in discussions with the neighbours but not 
to insist on evidence to prove it. 

ESSA (Anthony 
Walker) 

2.2-2.5 We welcome the public pre-application 
consultation but consider that more detailed 
guidance as to what should be covered would be 
beneficial. At present we are receiving pro forma 
draft CTMPs from applicants, but there is no 
indication as to who else has been consulted. 
There should be some mechanism for sharing 
this information. It also needs to be made clear to 
applicants that while some aspects of the work, 
such as parking bay suspensions, may only affect 
those in the immediate vicinity, the routes for 
construction traffic may affect a far wider area 
where all residents need to be consulted. We are 
also concerned that applicants refer to sending us 
an email as ‘consulting us’, implying that we have 
had an opportunity to comment but have not done 
so. This is misleading. 

Noted. Para 2.3 is clear that “...the related construction traffic 
could affect the whole street for example”. The paragraph 
provides general advice but in essence is stating that 
applicants will have to use their own judgement in what is 
proportional to the scale and location of the development. 
Ultimately the Council will consult when a planning 
application has been submitted. At that stage it will become 
apparent if there are a large number of unresolved issues 
which can in turn affect the outcome of the planning 
application. 
 
As the excerpt from the NPPF states pre-application 
consultation is not mandatory the Council cannot set specific 
requirements that applicants must adhere. The draft SPD 
seeks to make it clear that it is in the applicants own interest 
to undertake such consultation and has gone as far as it can 
within the planning regulatory framework. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

application consultation. 
Physic Triangle 
Residents 
Association 
(Margaret 
Thompson) 

This is essential and NEVER happens or hasn't 
so far the first one hears is when the application 
comes in following preapplication advice which 
means the thing is fixed 'in stone'. 
 
This should never happen, in fact I believe the 
council should refuse to give preapplication 
advice until residents and RAs have been 
consulted and representatives of these should be 
invited to attend preapplication advice meetings. 
It would save a lot of time if their input were made 
clear at that stage. 
 
A different planner should then be assigned to 
consider the application when submitted since it 
is evident that any planner involved in pre-
application advice will be involved with his own 
advice and at decision and may find it harder to 
turn down something close to that simply because 
he was owned 'it'. 
 

Noted. The start of section 2 of the draft SPD includes an 
excerpt from the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) regarding pre-application consultation. 
 
There are two types of pre-application that both the NPPF 
and the Draft SPD are outlining –  

1. Applicants seeking pre-application advice from the 
Council. 

2. Applicants undertaking pre-application consultation on 
their proposal with the surrounding 
residents/neighbours. 

 
As stated in the excerpt from the NPPF both of the above 
are not mandatory requirements. Section 2 of the SPD is 
strongly encouraging that applicants undertake both of the 
above as there are many benefits to all parties but the 
Council cannot take this a step further as it is not within the 
remit of the SPD to introduce new requirements. 
 
Pre-application advice from the Council to the applicants is 
confidential as at this stage there could be commercially 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

Certainly no further progress should be made 
until the planners are sure that neighbours have 
been consulted. 

sensitive information. The Council cannot undertake 
consultation on any pre-application material submitted by 
applicants or involve residents’ associations due to the 
confidential nature. Pre-application advice also has a quick 
turnaround. Depending on the level of advice the applicants 
are seeking it can vary between 2 – 5 weeks unless the 
application is for a large scale scheme where the timescales 
may be longer. 
 
Planning decisions are not taken by the individual case 
officer assigned to the planning application but are either 
delegated to the authority of the Executive Director or the 
Planning Committee.  
 

John Simpson 2.5 As written this provision has little effect. Any 
developer can say he has consulted with 
neighbours. It should be expanded to require 
details to be given of what consultation has been 
carried out: names + addresses of neighbours 
consulted, date(s) of consultation, information 
provided, whether neighbours had access to 
expert advice, outcome of consultation. 

As stated in the excerpt from the NPPF both of the above 
are not mandatory requirements. Section 2 of the SPD is 
strongly encouraging that applicants undertake both of the 
above as there are many benefits to all parties but the 
Council cannot take this a step further as it is not within the 
remit of the SPD to introduce new requirements. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
Often developers will be reluctant to provide more 
information to neighbours than they have to. It is 
good that neighbours are encouraged to get as 
much information as 
possible (fig. A.1) but the primary obligation 
should be on the applicant to provide neighbours 
with all relevant information - this is currently 
lacking in the draft. 
 
Applicants should also keep neighbours informed 
of changes in their proposals. There is nothing 
more frustrating for a neighbour than finding that 
they have been spending time examining an out-
of-date version of the project. 
 
Neighbours should be encouraged to raise and, 
where possible, resolve issues, directly with the 
applicant during the design phase. Comments on 
the planning application should be limited to 
issues where the parties have failed to resolve 
their differences.  

reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
The Council does not accept material changes to be made to 
proposals once a planning application has been submitted. 
Therefore the scenario of looking at an out-of-date version of 
the project does not arise. If applicants are preparing a new 
application the Council would expect them to follow the 
guidance in the SPD (once adopted) including on pre-
application consultation. 
 
Appendix 2: 
Residents 
Add - Also keep note of information requested and 
information supplied.  
 
Party Wall surveyor will be concerned only with the limits 
within with the Party Wall Act applies and not beyond. This 
would not be feasible. 
 
Council  
Monitoring and receiving reports – Applicants undertake the 
monitoring of their sites. The Council will take enforcement 



15 
 

Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
In Appendix 2:  
 
Residents 
Also keep note of information requested and 
information supplied.  
 
Include children and elderly residents in particular 
issues - just as important as working from home.  
Ensure party wall surveyor understands the 
concerns of residents. 
 
Council  
Monitoring and receiving reports? 
What information will be published re changes? 
What consultation when finalising CTMP? 
 
Applicants 
Provide all relevant information to neighbours. 

action in response to valid complaints. No change. 
 
What information will be published re changes? – See 
response above. The Council does not accept material 
changes once proposals have been submitted.  
 
Applicants 
Provide all relevant information to neighbours – This is 
explained in detail in Section 2 and cannot be a mandatory 
requirement. 

Self (Don 
Cruickshank) 

no Noted. 

Ladbroke Consultation and pre-application advice (para 2.1) Noted. Pre-application advice is confidential, has a quick 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

Association 
(Sophia 
Lambert) 

 
We are strongly of the view that problems could 
often be avoided if the neighbours had some 
input to the pre-application advice. The 
neighbours may know of problems of which the 
advice officer is unaware. And if the advice officer 
knows what objections are likely to be raised, 
they will be more able to give sensible advice on 
what is likely to be acceptable to the planning 
committees. 
 
Ideally, we would like it to be a condition of the 
provision of pre-application advice for larger 
projects that the neighbours be given a chance to 
express concerns to the officer. At the very least, 
applicants should be encouraged to consult the 
neighbours at the pre-application stage; to make 
their responses available to the officer; and 
possibly to organise a meeting between the 
neighbours and the officer. We would suggest 
adding a new paragraph after paragraph 2.2: 
 

turn around and the Council cannot consult neighbours at 
this stage. 
 
As the excerpt from the NPPF states pre-application 
consultation is not mandatory the Council cannot set specific 
requirements that applicants must adhere. The draft SPD 
seeks to make it clear that it is in the applicants own interest 
to undertake such consultation and has gone as far as it can 
within the planning regulatory framework. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
 
Point regarding consulting immediate neighbours on the 
plans but wider for construction traffic will be 
incorporated in the revised Draft SPD. 
 
Comments on the revised Compact submitted by Ladbroke 
Association have been considered and relevant points 
added to Appendix 2. Many points raised relate to wider 
development management procedures which are outside the 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

"The results of any consultation with neighbours 
should be given to the pre-application advice 
officer, as they are better able to give useful 
advice if they know what the objections are likely 
to be. If possible, a meeting between the advice 
officer and the neighbours should be arranged." 
 
Consultation of neighbours (paras 2.2-2.5 and 
Appendix 2) 
 
We think that there needs to be more precise 
guidance on when and how to consult 
neighbours, and we attach a suggested expanded 
set of guidelines that could be issued either as 
part of the SPD (instead of the applicants section 
in Appendix 2) or separately or both. See the 
redraft of the Compact for residents annexed to 
this note. 
 
Some developers are excellent and make sure 
that their architects make appropriate 
opportunities available for residents to see and 

remit of this SPD. 
 
Valid point has been made by other parties regarding the 
role and power of residents associations. The Council will 
not be providing a public record of residents’ association. 
Not all residents’ associations have indicated that they would 
like to be contacted or their details made public.  The Draft 
Basements SPD has flagged this up and wherever 
appropriate applicants should undertake consultation with 
the relevant residents’ association.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

discuss plans in advance. But there are some 
who simply send a letter round and then claim on 
their application or CTMP form that they have 
"consulted" neighbours. It needs to be stressed in 
the SPD, therefore, that consultation needs to be 
a two way process. 
 
At the end of paragraph 2.5, add: 
 
"The form of the consultation should be described 
and the responses of the neighbours submitted 
with the application." 
 
A clearer distinction needs to be made between 
consultation on the works and consultation on 
traffic management. The results of our 2009 
survey showed that the works cause nuisance 
above all to the immediate neighbours and the 
developer should concentrate on consulting them. 
For construction traffic matters, however, the 
developer needs to go much wider. We suggest 
the following be added to paragraph 2.2: 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

 
"Consultation needs to be a two way process, 
and the neighbours should be invited to comment 
in time to influence the plans. For consultation on 
the plans, the immediate neighbours will be the 
most affected and should be targeted. 
Construction traffic, however, can affect a much 
wider number of households and businesses, so 
consultation on the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan (see Section 6) will need to be 
wider." 
 
We suspect there is a real problem for developers 
in finding suitable consultees for such wider 
consultation. In some areas, there is a ready 
made residents' association that is prepared to 
take it on. But such associations do not exist in all 
areas. Even when they do exist, it is not always 
easy to find out about them as the Council lists 
are incomplete and out of date (it also includes 
bodies like conservation societies and garden 
square committees who would not normally take 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

this on). It will be important therefore for the 
Council to develop more comprehensive list of 
associations. 
 
We also suggest that the Council positively 
encourages residents affected by the traffic 
aspects of a development to form their own 
informal group to talk to the developer. For very 
large projects a more formal liaison group, 
financed by the developer, may be appropriate. 
 

DP9 (Jeff 
Wilson) 

N/A Noted. 

Richard Max & 
Co Solicitors 
(representing 
Zipporah Lisle-
Mainwaring) 
(Gemma R... 

Comments in relation to Section 2: Pre-
application Consultation 
1. The use of the word 'should' in paragraph 2.2 
of the SPD places a higher burden on applicants 
than that which is outlined in Policy CL7. Policy 
CL7 does not make it a mandatory requirement 
for applicants to consult with neighbours, rather 
paragraph 34.3.70 of Policy CL7 states that 
applicants are 'strongly advised' to consult with 

‘Should’ is provided as guidance of what is desirable and is 
likely to result in a more positive outcome for the applicant. It 
provides a degree of flexibility as such matters may not be 
feasible or suitable in every case. 
 
‘Must’ is provided as a mandatory requirement. This is 
normally provided for requirements which are already set out 
in Policy CL7. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

neighbours. Therefore, the SPD should be 
amended to mirror the wording and obligations 
contained in Policy CL7, not least because the 
SPD cannot be used to increase the obligations 
contained within Policy CL7; to do so would be to 
circumvent the lengthy consultation procedure 
required to bring about policy change, specifically 
the recent adoption of Policy CL7; but also 
because a difference between the SPD and 
Policy CL7 will cause confusion, will be difficult to 
apply and will generally create uncertainty in the 
application process. 
 
2. The use of the word 'should' in paragraph 2.5 
of the SPD, follows the same logic as point 1 
above and should be replaced. The SPD cannot 
cast a positive obligation for disclosure of 
consultation of neighbours, when the consultation 
of neighbours itself is not a mandatory 
requirement. 
 
3. Furthermore, although Mrs Lisle-Mainwaring 

The purpose of the Draft SPD is to provide further guidance 
on how to meet the various requirements set out in Policy 
CL7. Simply mirroring the adopted policy would render the 
Draft SPD meaningless. The Council is aware of the 
statutory framework within which planning policy documents 
must be prepared and the Draft SPD has been prepared 
within this in mind. 
 
The benefit of local consultation in planning is a well 
established principle. The NPPF itself encourages this. The 
Council is not attempting to give residents and residents’ 
associations any additional powers through the Draft SPD. 
As stated in paragraph 2.3 the Draft SPD expects applicants 
to undertake consultation that is proportional to the scale 
and location of development and does not impose 
prescriptive requirements. 
 
Pre-application consultation is important and if not carried 
out at all is likely to result in a greater number of unresolved 
issues which in turn may impact the outcome of the planning 
application. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

understands the issue of courtesy in consulting 
with neighbouring residents and Residents 
Associations, there is no concomitant obligation 
on those individuals or associations to act 
reasonably. It appears that the SPD is attempting 
to give those residents and associations power 
without responsibility. There is also the issue that 
currently a Residents Association is merely a 
group that has registered with the Council. There 
is no obligation for it to clarify whether it 
represents the area it suggests or has any wider 
remit than 2 or 3 individuals. There are Residents 
Associations, such as the Kensington Society, 
who no doubt are a proper Residents Association 
and represent a body of opinion, but there are 
Residents Associations which are really the 
creature of just one individual. 
 
4. Finally, there is no precise definition or 
requirement of association for Residents 
Associations. There should be included within the 
Draft appropriate guidance detailing the required 

Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

structure of a Residents Association to ensure 
that applicants are appropriately protected from 
having to consult with groups who are not 
associated for any particular or proper cause, 
residential or otherwise. 

The Markham 
Square 
Association 
(David Cox) 

We welcome the principle of ensuring that there is 
adequate consultation with neighbours by the 
Applicant. The difficulty is in ensuring that this is 
carried out in good time and to a satisfactory 
level. There should be an obligation upon the 
Applicant to provide all relevant information at an 
early stage. In order to ensure that this provision 
is effective, details should be required of what 
consultation has been carried out, including the 
names and addresses of those consulted, dates 
of consultation, information provided and the 
outcome of the consultation. There should also be 
a continuing obligation upon Applicants to keep 
neighbours informed of modifications to their 
proposals. 
 
In Appendix 2, Residents’ checklist: 

As the excerpt from the NPPF states pre-application 
consultation is not mandatory the Council cannot set specific 
requirements that applicants must adhere. The draft SPD 
seeks to make it clear that it is in the applicants own interest 
to undertake such consultation and has gone as far as it can 
within the planning regulatory framework. The Council 
cannot put an obligation on the applicants to provide the 
information at an early stage as stated. 
 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
 
Appendix 2: 
Residents 
Add - Also keep note of information requested and 
information supplied.  
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Respondent 
Name 

Consultation Responses Council’s Response 

It is important that residents keep a note of the 
information requested and information supplied. 
Children and elderly residents are important as 
well as those working from home. 
The Council’s checklist should include the 
requirement to monitor and receive reports, 
publish information about amendments and 
consult residents when reviewing final CTMPs. 
The Applicants’ checklist should require the 
provision of all relevant information promptly and 
fully to neighbours. 

 
Specific reference only to consult children and elderly 
residents is not appropriate as there can be a wide range of 
groups that can be affected. The Draft SPD provides 
guidance that consultation should be tailored to the site and 
this adequately covers differing circumstances. 
  
Party Wall surveyor will be concerned only with the limits 
within with the Party Wall Act applies and not beyond. This 
would not be feasible. 
 
Council  
Monitoring and receiving reports – Applicants undertake the 
monitoring of their sites. The Council will take enforcement 
action in response to valid complaints. No change. 
 
Publish information about changes - The Council does not 
accept material changes once proposals have been 
submitted.  
 
Applicants 
Provide all relevant information to neighbours – This is 
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explained in detail in Section 2 and cannot be a mandatory 
requirement. 

DP9 Ltd 
(Matthew 
Gibbs) Ilona 
House 
Securities Ltd 

It is essential that the requirements in this respect 
are proportionate. 
The draft SPD recognises that a draft CTMP 
should accompany applications for basement 
development. It is further anticipated that a 
condition will be imposed on any grant of planning 
permission requiring the submission of a final 
CTMP for approval. 
Whilst pre-application consultation may be 
undertaken the likelihood is that consultation will 
be necessary and continue throughout the 
planning process. The draft SPD should 
recognise the opportunities for on-going 
consultation and should not imply that application 
proposals may be refused where evidence of 
consultation pre-submission is not apparent. 

Paragraph 2.3 of the Draft SPD does support consultation to 
be proportionate. 
 
Planning applications cannot be refused for the sole reason 
that no evidence of pre-application consultation is submitted. 
However, failing to undertake either the pre-application 
advice from the Council or the pre-application consultation 
with the local community may lead to unresolved issues 
which in turn may lead to a refusal. 
 
Appendix 2 does support dialogue at all stages. 

Austin Mackie Pre-Aplication Consultation 
Whilst It is neither lawful nor reasonable for an 
application which complies with the Regulations 
to be refused to be registered simply because the 

The Council has not stated that it will refuse to register an 
application on the basis that pre-application consultation has 
not been carried out. 
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Council wishes to dictate a certain level of pre-
application consultation. 
 
Whilst consultation may be beneficial for all 
parties, ultimately many developments offer 
limited flexibility in terms of construction 
techniques and many neighbours are either 
uncooperative or unreasonable when faced with 
the prospect of neighbouring construction. 
 
The fact that a neighbour or local amenity society 
may have a particular view, does not mean that it 
is reasonable or appropriate for it to be imposed 
upon a scheme. Nor should it be necessary for an 
applicant to demonstrate that neighbours have 
dictated the form or detailed scheme for 
implementation of a basement. 

The Council is not expecting all issues to be resolved and is 
aware that it is not always possible to resolve all potential 
issues. However, pre-application consultation is good 
practice, is supported by the NPPF and is in the best interest 
of all parties that it is undertaken. 
 
 

Cranbrook 
Basements 
(Kevin 
O'Connor) 

Neighbours are already consulted as part of the 
planning process during the statutory 21 day 
consultation period.  
 
The flow chart on Page 51 within Appendix 1 Role 

Noted. Reference to Building Control will be deleted. 
Reference may be made to a Party Wall surveyor. 
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of Various Parties suggests Building Control will 
investigate complaints of structural damage. This 
is misleading as this is the role of Party Wall 
Surveyor. 

Chelsea 
Society 
(Michael 
Stephen) 

2.3 Consultations with neighbours must be 
meaningful, and not a mere formality. Good 
developers will take notice of their neighbour’s 
concerns but some will not. One important factor 
to be discussed with neighbours is whether they 
want continuous work during working hours or 
whether they would prefer, say, two hours on and 
two hours off for very noisy work. Also, whether 
they would prefer weekend working while they are 
away from home. 

Noisy working hours are dealt with by Environmental Health. 
Appendix 5 of the Draft SPD sets out the permitted hours for 
work audible at the site boundary. These hours are expected 
to be included in the Code of Construction Practice which is 
being produced by Environmental Health. It may be possible 
to tailor these hours specific to a site through the Section 61/ 
60 notices (page 34 of the Draft SPD). The relevant section 
60 and 61 will be used on the advice of the Director of 
Environmental Health. 
 

The Kensington 
Society 
(Amanda 
Frame) 

Consultation 
 
The Society welcomes the emphasis on both 
early and pre-application consultation with 
neighbours and residents' associations. We do, 
however, consider that further advice is needed 
on timing, duration, feedback on what neighbours 
said and what changes were made as a result of 

Consultation 
The Council cannot introduce new mandatory requirements 
in the Draft SPD. As the excerpt from the NPPF states pre-
application consultation is not mandatory the Council cannot 
set specific requirements that applicants must adhere. The 
draft SPD seeks to make it clear that it is in the applicants 
own interest to undertake such consultation and has gone as 
far as it can within the planning regulatory framework. 
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consultation. The guidance appears to have been 
driven by the need to find resolution of problems 
in CTMPs, but applies more generally to 
basement applications and even to all 
applications, although it needs to be proportionate 
(see para 2.3). This suggests the need to revisit 
the current "Involving People in Planning" which 
is still rather vague on pre-application 
consultation and seems to avoid reference to 
residents' associations. 
 
The increased dependence on consulting 
residents' associations, especially with CTMPs, 
raises the issue of the completeness of the 
Borough's lists of residents' associations, the lack 
of information of their spatial coverage/area of 
benefit, and the existence of at least two lists – 
the one held by the Planning Department and the 
one held by the Community Engagement Team. 
 
The Society welcomes the emphasis on 
consulting "neighbours living in the vicinity of the 

 
2. Pre-application Consultation 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
 
Para 2.1: Line 3: add "the" before "pre-application" and 
change "can" to "should". – “the” will be added. The 
excerpt from the NPPF is includes at the start of this section. 
It states “...they should also, where they think it would be 
beneficial, encourage any applicants who are not already 
required to do so by law to engage with the local 
community....”(our emphasis).  Therefore the Council can 
“encourage” but not make it mandatory. Mandatory 
requirements are set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 
2015. The use of “can” is there to reflect the optional 
element of this approach.  
 
Para 2.3: Line 1: Change "proportional" to "in proportion" or 
"proportionate" – Use of proportional is correct. 
 “Proportional” is defined in Oxford English Dictionary as an 
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site" in terms of seeking improved outcomes for 
"the local community". This is clearly wider than 
notifying adjoining owners, which is the current 
extent of the Council's commitment. 
 
With regard to both the timing and period for 
consultation, the document should give more 
guidance of what will be expected. Whether it is 
"early" or "timely", the timing and duration should 
be indicated, as well as how it should be reported 
showing what people said and how the proposal 
has been amended. This is particularly the case 
with draft CTMPs, where the process often seems 
to be geared to the convenience of the contractor 
not the quality of life of residents. 
 
2. Pre-Application Consultation 
 
Box: After "evidence of this" add "including 
changes made in response," 
 
Para 2.1: Line 3: add "the" before "pre-

adjective “That is in proportion, or in due proportion; related 
proportionately to something; corresponding, esp. in degree 
or amount.” 
 
Para 2.3: Line 5: this is covered in ‘consulting a wider area’ 
stated in the Draft SD. 
 
Para 2.3, Line 9: mews is provided as an example and this is 
not an exhaustive list. 
 
Para 2.4 – this section is providing guidance on the 
importance of pre-application consultation but is not intended 
to be prescriptive about how it is done. 
 
Para 2.5 – Pre-application consultation is not a mandatory 
requirement either in the NPPF or in the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) 
Order 2015. The Council will amend paragraph 2.5 to 
highlight that further information should be provided but 
cannot make this a requirement.  
 
Appendix 1 
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application" and change "can" to "should". Both 
the NPPF and the Core Strategy advocate the 
use of pre-application consultation. It is not just 
useful, but is the preferred approach – it needs to 
become the norm not just a possible choice. 
 
Para 2.3: Line 1: Change "proportional" to "in 
proportion" or "proportionate" 
Line 5: Add ", across the street" after "back on to 
the site" 
Line 9: After "mews" add "cul de sac or narrow 
street" – to recognise that mews are not the only 
constrained situations. 
 
Para 2.4: "Early consultation" needs explaining – 
it is not three days before the application or draft 
CTMP is submitted. This will need to be explained 
in both Appendix 1 and Appendix 2. 
 
Para 2.5: If the applicant is expected to submit 
evidence of consultation, this should include 
saying "they said" and "our response is" so that 

 
Para 2 – Spatial brief will be replaced by more 
appropriate text. 
 
Para 3 – Noted. 
 
Para 3 already covers the point made in the last sentence.  
 
Figure A1 – is kept deliberately simple and is not meant to 
be a comprehensive diagram of every possible stage and 
step. 
 
Compact 
A separate iteration of the compact jointly by Ladbroke 
Association and Kensington Society has been received and 
Appendix 2 has been modified to take relevant points on 
board. Some of the suggested changes to the compact are 
beyond the scope of a topic based SPD and relate to wider 
development management procedures. 
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the exercise informs the case officer's 
assessment not merely ticks a box. 
 
Appendix 1: Role of the Various Parties 
 
Para 2: What is a "spatial brief" in plain English? 
 
Para 3: The Society strongly endorses "early 
neighbour engagement" – at the conception 
stage. 
 
Add at the end: 
"Applicants should programme neighbourhood 
consultation into all key stages of the project, 
allowing sufficient time for their response and for 
responding to their comments. " 
 
Figure A.1: It would be useful to split the 
Applicant's Design Stage into clear stages: 
conception, site investigation and preparation of 
application, or alternatively to have a Pre-
Application Stage that involved preparing the 
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application. The latter would be useful in 
separation neighbour involvement at conception 
from engagement when the proposal is well 
advanced. 
 
Construction Stage: Communication is essential 
and for larger projects this should include regular 
monitoring meetings to allow problems to be 
resolved through discussion rather than by 
seeking enforcement action (eg De Vere Gardens 
development and Young Street Car Park 
development) on the whole range of planning, 
environmental health and transport matters. 
 
Appendix 2: A compact for residents 
 
A compact is a formal agreement between the 
parties – in the case of basement development 
what the Council will do or secure on behalf of 
residents to ensure that these developments are 
designed and implemented in a manner which 
minimises the impact on residents. This will be 
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achieved by securing, in terms of scale and 
design, an acceptable development and ensuring 
that in its implementation the quality of life of 
neighbouring residents is protected and the harm 
is mitigated. 
 
This checklist needs more of a clear structure in 
terms of the stage of the process as in Appendix 
1. We also consider that it would be much more 
useful if it could be expanded to cover more of the 
issues, more explicitly, and attach a suggested 
fuller version, prepared jointly with the Ladbroke 
Association. 

Basement 
Force (Simon 
Haslam) 

Yes. 
Comment 1 
General - it should be made clear that there are 
two types of pre-application 
process. In the current draft, it is not clear that the 
pre-planning advice service and the pre-
application consultation (collectively referred to as 
"Pre-Application Actions") of neighbours/ 
Residents Associations (RAs) are two 

Comment 1  
General – Para 2.1 is clear that ‘The Council offers a pre-
application advice service for applicants...’ 
 
Para 2.2 states ‘Applicants should consult with the 
neighbours living the vicinity of the site...’ 
 
These paragraphs are preceded by an excerpt from the 
NPPF that outlines these two very different tasks at the pre-
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independent processes. I think that this confusion 
was probably shared by others at the Basements 
Working Group meeting on Wednesday 25 March 
2015, including by at least some of those 
representing RAs. 
 
For clarity, it would be better if the two separate 
processes that are being encouraged are 
identified as follows: 
 
1. Pre-application advice - is a service offered to 
developer / applicants and takes place between 
the developer / applicants and the Local Planning 
Authority (LPA), and is entirely confidential. i.e. 
not communicated to residents, neighbours or 
RAs. 
 
2. Pre-application consultation - is between the 
developer and local residents / neighbours / RAs. 
 
Comment 2 
Para 2.2 - use of the word 'should'. 

application stage.  
 
Action: Nevertheless, a sentence explaining that two 
types more clearly can be drafted at the start of this 
section.  
 
Comment 2 
Use of the word ‘should’ 
 
‘Should’ is provided as guidance of what is desirable and is 
likely to result in a more positive outcome for the applicant. It 
provides a degree of flexibility as such matters may not be 
feasible or suitable in every case. 
 
‘Must’ is provided as a mandatory requirement. This is 
normally provided for requirements which are already set out 
in Policy CL7. 
 
It was explained at the Basements Working Group meeting 
that a planning application cannot be refused for the sole 
reason that no evidence of pre-application consultation is 
submitted. However, failing to undertake either the pre-
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"Applicants should consult with the neighbours..." 
Both pre-application advice and pre-application 
consultation with local residents / neighbours / 
RAs by the applicant / developer is voluntary. i.e. 
it is not compulsory or a requirement for a 
planning application that either of these 
processes are completed before the main 
planning application. 
 
That neither Pre-Application Action is mandatory 
was confirmed by the Council in the 25 March 
2015 Basements Working Group meeting1 and is 
further supported by paragraph 189 of the NPPF 
and Policy CL7 paragraph 34.3.70: 
 
NPPF paragraph 189 (included at the start of 
section 2 of the draft SPD states, LPAs "cannot 
require that a developer engages with them 
before submitting a planning application." 
 
CL7 paragraph 34.3.70 states "Applicants wishing 

application advice from the Council or the pre-application 
consultation with the local community may lead to 
unresolved issues which in turn may lead to a refusal.  
 
Comment 3 
Paragraph 2.5 regarding evidence will be revised to 
reflect the voluntary (but beneficial) nature of pre-
application consultation. 
 
 
Comment 4 
It is not the purpose of planning policy consultations to get a 
view on stylistic or tracked changed amendments. The 
purpose is to seek a view on the principles of what is being 
proposed. As such the Council will not be providing a 
detailed response to these stylistic or tracked changed 
changes. 
 
Mr Haslam has provided detailed comments on the 
principles and having reviewed the tracked change 
document it appears that these are simply repeated in that 
document. Therefore a separate response to the tracked 
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to undertake basements are strongly advised to 
discuss their proposals with neighbours and 
others..." 
 
I cannot find anywhere else in CL7 where pre-
application consultation by the applicant with 
neighbours and others is given as a mandatory 
requirement. 
 
I submit that the word 'should' will be regarded as 
meaning that the Pre- Application Actions are 
mandatory. 
 
The word 'should' in ordinary English has multiple 
uses (obligation, duty or correctness; desirability 
or expectation; advice or suggestion; probability; 
conditional mood; conjecture or 
hope; emphasis of surprise), its use is therefore 
likely to introduce ambiguity or will be taken by 
Planning Officers to mean that Pre-Application 
Actions are mandatory. 
 

change document is not provided. 
 
Comment 5 
Figure A.1 – The first bullet point under design covers this.  
 
Comment 6 
Noted. Suggested change accepted. 
 
1. Basements SPD Working Group meeting notes - 
confirmatory email from Simon Haslam to RBKC - 25 March 
2015. – Mr Haslam has provided his own notes but the 
Council does not necessarily agree with them as they do not 
provide a complete picture of what was said. The Council 
has produced its own minutes of the meeting and these will 
be available on the Council’s website. 
 
2. Appeal decision report for 31 Radnor Walk SW3 4BP – 
This is a one off appeal decision and does not necessarily 
apply in each case. 
 
3. Draft SPD with comments by Force Foundations t/a 
Basement Force detailed in tracked changes 1 April 2015 – 
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Further to this, that the word 'should' in the SPD 
will be taken as meaning that there is a 
requirement is supported by the meaning taken 
by the Planning Inspector in a recent appeal 
decision, appeal ref: APP/K5600/A/14/2227436 - 
31 Radnor Walk, London, SW3 4BP. Decision 
date: 23 March 2015.2 
 
In paragraph 9 of that decision the Planning 
Inspector refers to the Draft Basements SPD (the 
SPD that it is the subject of this consultation). 
Paragraph 5.7 the draft SPD states: 
 
"The site investigation should be undertaken 
using boreholes on the application site." 
 
In the appeal decision the Planning Inspector 
states (paragraph 9, third sentence): 
"Indeed, it is this policy that the Draft SPD, with 
the requirement that site specific boreholes are 
necessary to establish ground conditions, is 
intended to support." 

It is not the purpose of planning policy consultations to get a 
view on stylistic or tracked changed amendments. The 
purpose is to seek a view on the principles of what is being 
proposed. As such the Council will not be providing a 
detailed response to these stylistic or tracked changed 
changes. 
 
Mr Haslam has provided detailed comments on the 
principles and having reviewed the tracked change 
document it appears that these are simply repeated in that 
document. Therefore a separate response to the tracked 
change document is not provided. 
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The Planning Inspector has read the basements 
SPD and taken the meaning of the word 'should' 
as meaning 'a mandatory requirement'. The 
ordinary meaning of the word 'requirement' is that 
a thing is compulsory; a necessary condition. 
Paragraph 189 of the NPPF also uses the word 
'require' to mean a mandatory action - "They 
cannot require that a developer engages with 
them...". 
 
The Planning Inspector's reading of the draft SPD 
supports the view that the word 'should' in the 
draft SPD will be taken to mean that an action, in 
this case the Pre-Application Actions, is 
compulsory. 
 
In my view an applicant / developer will in most 
cases be wise to undertake both pre-planning 
advice from planning and engage in pre-
application consultation with neighbours / local 
residents / RAs. However as these Pre-
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Application Actions cannot be mandatory 
requirements, if an application is refused because 
either of the Pre-Application Actions have not 
been completed then the applicant will have good 
grounds for a successful appeal, with a strong 
claim for costs. 
 
Successful appeals and an undermining of the 
SPD are unhelpful to all parties. Therefore, the 
wording of the SPD should be sufficiently rigorous 
to remove doubt about whether either of the Pre-
Application Actions are mandatory. 
 
In summary, the word 'should' imposes a 
requirement beyond that stated in Policy CL7 or 
the NPPF and should be changed. 
 
Suggested alternate wording is "Applicants are 
encouraged to consult with the neighbours..." 
Comment 3 
Para 2.5 
"When a planning application is submitted the 
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Council will expect evidence to be submitted that 
the developer has carried out adequate 
consultation with neighbours." 
 
The same argument as outlined above for 
Comment 2 applies. 
 
The Council cannot correctly expect evidence to 
be submitted for an action that is not mandatory. 
 
The wording should be changed to the following: 
"When a planning application is submitted the 
Council will encourage the applicant to submit 
evidence to demonstrate that consultation with 
neighbours has been carried out." 
 
Comment 4 
In the same vein as Comments 2 and 3, alternate 
wording should be used throughout the SPD 
where the word 'should', 'expect' or any other 
form of wording is used to impose a requirement 
more restrictive than that given in CL7. 
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A revised version of the draft SPD is included 
where changes of this type have been made and 
are highlighted using Review / Track Changes.3 
 
Additional comments are also made in the 
attached Review / Track Changes document. 
 
Comment 5 
 
Appendix 1, Figure A.1 
Add the following bullet in the Construction Stage 
relevant to the Applicant / Owner: 
 
• Appoint a suitably experienced and competent 
contractor. 
 
Comment 6 
 
Appendix 1, Figure A.1 
Add the following bullet in the Construction Stage 
relevant to the Neighbour -: 
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• Communicate with the Contractor prior to, or at 
the start of, the work on site. 
 
 
 
1 Basements SPD Working Group meeting notes 
- confirmatory e mail from Simon Haslam to 
RBKC - 25 March 2015, included with this 
response form. 
2 Appeal decision report included with this 
response form. 
3 Draft SPD with comments by Force 
Foundations t/a Basement Force detailed in 
tracked changes 1 April 2015 
 

Richard 
Grantley 

Suggest consolidating the wording in the blue box 
and para 2.2 by referring, in each place, to 
engaging with neighbours before finalising 
proposals and before submitting the planning 
application. 
 

The Council cannot see the merit in consolidating the two. 
The boxes throughout the document are there to provide a 
short checklist on each topic for applicants. The text 
provides the details. Applicants cannot rely simply on the 
checklist and are expected to read all the relevant details in 
individual sections. 
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More detail to be inserted about the consultation 
process, and the nature of the evidence required 
to demonstrate that “adequate consultation with 
neighbours" has been carried out. 
 
[5] as opposed to formalising 
 
Appendix 1: Role of Various Parties 
In the Applicant/Owner chain, make reference to 
the likelihood of party wall agreements being 
required for the initial investigatory works as well 
as the main construction works and make clear 
that close liaison with neighbours is not confined 
to notifying them of forthcoming noisy 
works/change in programme. 
 
In the Neighbour chain, what should the 
neighbour do if he/she cannot get the requisite 
information at the design stage? At the 
construction stage, dialogue with the 
Applicant/Owner should be encouraged first, with 
enforcement as a follow up. 

 
The Council will amend paragraph 2.5 to highlight that 
further information should be provided but cannot make this 
a requirement.  
 
Appendix 1 – The Draft SPD is not intended to provide 
guidance on the provisions of the Party Wall Act. 
 
Neighbour chain – If the neighbours do not get enough 
information at the design stage, the Council will be 
consulting during the course of determining the planning 
application. Section 2 explains the benefits of carrying out 
such consultation for all parties. Failing to undertake either 
the pre-application advice from the Council or the pre-
application consultation with the local community may lead 
to unresolved issues which in turn may lead to a refusal.   
If the development is in breach of the approved drawings or 
planning conditions it is not considered appropriate to expect 
neighbours to resolve this directly with the 
applicants/owners. No change. 
 
Planning chain – The comment related to wider development 
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In the Planning chain, consultation should not just 
be with the adjoining owners. There have been a 
number of instances where our members who 
back on to developments have not been 
specifically consulted by the planners. 
 
In the Environmental Health chain, if section 61 
notices are made compulsory as we suggest, 
changes will be needed to the boxes relating to 
the Planning and Construction stages. 
 
Appendix 2 : A compact for residents 
 
We have read the joint statement of the 
Kensington Society and the Ladbroke Association 
on this Appendix and fully endorse their 
comments. 

management procedures which are beyond the scope of the 
Basements SPD. 
 
Comment on s61 is provided in the relevant section. 
 
Appendix 2 
The Council has provided a separate response to the 
compact jointly proposed by the Kensington Society and the 
Ladbroke Association. 

Juanita 
Tennyson-
d'Eyncourt 

Applicant Checklist 
 
What is the purpose of all this engagement and 
consultation when, quite clearly, the council 

The Draft SPD includes an excerpt from the NPPF (see 
page 7 beginning of the section. The Council has to work 
within the national planning policy framework and cannot 
impose new requirements that are not supported in the 
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cannot enforce that it be undertaken? The only 
consultation one generally sees is an 
announcement fastened to a lamppost. And if the 
neighbour does not see it, he or she can end up 
with no recourse to articulate an objection. 
 
The council should require an applicant to 
demonstrate correspondence with the 
neighbours, in the form of signed replies to an 
application, even if all the neighbours write is 
confirmation of having been told about it at least 
several weeks before the end of the notice period. 

national policy. 
 
The Council writes to adjoining owners to consult on 
planning applications. The Council has also introduced new 
type of site notices which are more robust.  
 
The Council has to work within the remit of the planning 
legislation. The suggestions in the third paragraph cannot be 
made mandatory. 

ASRD Ltd 
(Gerald Eve) 

N/A Noted. 

 


