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Questionnaire: Basements Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Feb 2015 
Question: [8] Do you have any comments on the Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) as set out in Section 6 
and Appendix 4? 

Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
CRUMP Since so many building contracts are being 

undertaken in the Borough together with a large 
number of developers and contractors often ignoring 
traffic restrictions the obvious solution is to make it a 
condition that substantial sums of money are lodged 
with the council which will be forfeited in the event 
that any conditions are ignored and that sums in 
excess of £100,000.00 should be the starting point. 

Noted. The Council enforces against 
breaches of CTMPs and cannot require 
sums of money to be lodged as 
suggested. 

Norland Society (Clive 
Wilson) 

No Noted. 

Harriet Stevens Agree. At the end of the day, whenever a large lorry 
arrives at a property - even if the street is wide - it 
will cause disruption. 

Noted. 

MacAulay As above - none of the contractors seem to conform 
to this. They frequently block the roads on the 
Phillimore Estate and are totally unapologetic about 
doing so. 

Noted. The Council enforces against 
breaches of CTMPs robustly where they 
are brought to the attention of the 
Council’s enforcement team. It is 
unclear if the respondent has 
complained to the Council’s 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
enforcement team. 

Royal Avenue residents 
(Martin Flash) 

Support the Council position Noted. 

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

Completely agree Noted. 

ASUC (Rob Withers) No comment Noted. 
Underpin & Makegood 
(Contracting) Ltd (Sharon 
Tindale) 

No Noted. 

Susan Van Noorden Agree Noted. 
Victoria McNeile We approve. Noted. 
Susan Johns No Noted. 
Ian Rickword See Comments on Section 1 Noted. 
Young The guidelines on traffic management, noise dust 

and vibration are only guidelines. There would 
appear to be no enforcement of them or 
measurement of them. This makes them merely a 
low fence for the developer to jump over by 
providing a plan to keep the council happy. He 
knows though that it is unlikely to be checked 
afterwards. The time estimated to complete the 
development is a good example. 39 Brunswick 

Noted. The Council enforces against 
breaches of CTMPs robustly where they 
are brought to the attention of the 
Council’s enforcement team. It is 
unclear if the respondent has 
complained to the Council’s 
enforcement team. 
The Council’s new policy has been 
designed to mitigate construction 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
Gardens submitted two applications for a basement 
development, one substantially larger in scale than 
the other. The time estimated for both was an 
unrealistic one of 44 weeks. Given the length of time 
that projects take is one of the most impactful things 
about a development this should be taken into 
account by the council and strict time guidelines 
should be laid down and enforced. 
There is a guideline that states developers are to 
keep the impact on parking to a minimum. This is 
sensible but has led to parking spaces being 
blocked by lorries for hours at an end without 
suspensions being sought. Parking attendants turn 
a blind eye and so we are in a position where the 
private individual individual has to live with one set 
of parking rules while the basement developer lives 
with another. Some consideration should be taken 
of this and introduced into the rules. 
 
My overall comment about current planning policy 
notwithstanding the restrictions that came into force 
on January 1st 2015 is that they are weighted too 
far in favour of the applicant and take insufficient 

impacts on residents. It could not have 
gone any further in terms of the limits on 
scale as there is no overwhelming 
evidence to do so. The Council cannot 
adopt a new planning policy by itself. 
The policy needs to be found ‘sound’ by 
an independent Inspector. Getting the 
policy through the examination was a 
long process with the hearings lasting 
over four and a half days and facing 
strong objections.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
account of the impact of residents. There seems to 
be no enforcement of the various guidelines that are 
in place and in addition nothing to prevent a 
development going on for years. I currently live next 
to a development that is currently entering its third 
year and on the other side I will have a development 
that will likely start in June and take at least 2 years 
despite the builders assurance that it will only take 
44 weeks. Neighbours in Palace Gardens Terrace 
have been living with a development that has been 
going on for 4 years and which has an industrial 
crane in the garden. To say that these 
developments change the character of the 
neighbourhood is an understatement and I believe 
that the existing rules do not take sufficient amount 
of that. 
 
Eventually this will show up in the ballot box and 
when it does perhaps the rules will start to change 
in favour of the vast majority instead of the few. To 
be clear I am not advocating and end to basement 
developments. Just that the rules governing them 
take more account of the horrendous impact it has 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
on those living nearby them and ties to control it. 

Onslow Neighbourhood 
Association (Eva Skinner) 

Very good apart from our comments re section 6. 
 
And one further point that there is no mention on the 
CTMP template relating to Mews Entrance Arches, 
many of which are listed structures. There should be 
a question asking what protective measures are 
being taken to protect any listed structures (Mews 
Entrance Arches) through which construction traffic 
might pass; and what action will be taken to remove 
such protection when the construction traffic has 
ceased . 

Noted. A clause has been added to 
the CTMP proforma. 

Knowles & Associates Ltd 
(Alan Everett) 

Draft CTMP as designed appears to be required to 
be completed by the contractor rather than 
owner/developer. Neighbour consultation content in 
this CTMP, however, should be by 
owners/developers who, currently, are putting 
pressure on contractor to do this… 
 
Often, by the time of the final version, it is a different 
contractor on the job, who then is committed to a 
certain CTMP style that may not be their style? 

It is for the reasons cited that the 
Council requires a Draft CTMP at the 
planning stage and a final CTMP (which 
should be submitted close to when 
construction is about to start). The final 
CTMP is the one that should be followed 
and that the Council can enforce.   

Sam Gordon Clark Have read this and am supportive of the Council's Noted. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
position. 

Karl Sternberg General question: How will the approval of CTMPs 
take into account the cumulative impact of multiple 
developments in the same street? Methods that are 
workable when only one site is operational may not 
be so when there are multiple sites.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Existing CTMPs claim that sites will co-ordinate, but 
this rarely happens in practice. Can this requirement 
be strengthened somehow? Can the transport 
department legitimately stage parking suspensions 
and skip licences (where allowed at all) such that 
sites have to wait for others to be finished or to 
make fair the sequencing of works? 
 
There needs to be much tougher 
sanctions/penalties for breaches of CTMPs. 

Our new approach should prevent the 
street from becoming blocked by other 
development traffic, limiting cumulative 
traffic impacts.  
 
The Council’s guidance on CTMPs aims 
to contain any on street development 
activity as close to the development site 
as possible (whilst maintaining 
pedestrian passage). This approach 
means that in most circumstances any 
approved methodology will remain 
workable even when there are several 
sites in close proximity.  
 
If the circumstances on a street are 
such that an agreed CTMP cannot be 
complied with –for example because an 
adjacent development is relying on the 
use of the same part of the carriageway 
– then an alternative CTMP that can be 
complied with would have to be agreed 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
Enforcement more generally is an issue, but the 
current fines are no deterrent. 
 
6.15 Will there be some transparency in the 
decision-making process so that we are all aware of 
the Transport Department’s thinking when they 
approve CTMPs? Can a CTMP be reviewed if there 
is a mistake by the Transport Department, or it 
becomes clear that it is not working? At the 
moment, we are faced with bad CTMPs that we are 
told cannot be reopened. 
 
6.11 The 3m rule is a sensible proposal. Can it be 
clarified? Is it between a parked delivery vehicle and 
the pavement when a suspension has been 
granted? Or between a parked vehicle and cars 
both opposite the site and further along? Unless 
multiple suspensions are granted, parked cars are 
soon encountered beyond the immediate delivery 
area, and delivery vehicles find it difficult to 
manoeuvre. In our view, the 3m should apply 
between parked vehicles as measured by the 
Transport Department on multiple days to establish 

if the development is to progress.  
 
 
From 1st June 2015, all comments from 
the Council’s internal consultees are 
published online on the point of making 
a decision. Once a CTMP has been 
approved it cannot be rescinded. The 
purpose of the current consultation is to 
ensure that all future CTMPs are robust 
and satisfy the requirements of CL7 (k).  
 
In some circumstances, the 3m of clear 
carriageway width will be achieved 
through the suspension of parking bays. 
In assessing CTMPs the Council will 
avoid agreeing to unnecessary parking 
suspensions. Given the range of 
potential circumstances possible, it is 
not considered appropriate to be 
prescriptive about how 3m might be 
measured in all circumstances.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
the average or minimum. There are many streets in 
the Borough where even without basement sites, 
the carriageway width between parked cars is 2.45-
2.65metres- less than the 3m. Does this rule out 
wide construction vehicles and skip lorries in such 
streets? 
 
6.11 When it says that the carriageway should 
remain operational for other vehicles, it should be 
clarified that this means other similar vehicles, 
especially when there are multiple sites. 

The street width available on the 
construction traffic route will inform the 
construction vehicles types that will be 
permitted under a CTMP. CTMP 
necessarily apply to planning 
permissions for development. They do 
not relate to non development traffic. 
The aim of the guidance is to achieve 
site layouts that would not prevent any 
general traffic from passing the site. No 
clarification is considered necessary. 
 
 
 

Alana Spence My neighbours have little enough parking spaces, 
let alone my friends or relatives visiting! 

Noted. 

Gerald Eve (Joanne Rams) N/A Noted. 
Tracey Rust Section 6 Managing Construction Impacts 

 
Paragraph 6.10 - Whilst the Council already require 
a draft CTMP to be submitted with basement 
applications, we understand they will not be an 
"approved" document and a pre-commencement 

Noted. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
condition requiring a final CTMP will always be 
attached to a grant of permission. 
 
This makes complete sense because the 3 year 
time limit on applications renders meaningless any 
attempt to assess the cumulative impact of 
construction traffic etc and the impacts upon the 
highway as it is not possible to predict at application 
stage what other works might be taking place at the 
time at which the approval itself might be 
implemented. It could be 1 year, two or nearly 3 
before development commences. Again, for the 
reasons already given, a draft CTMP should not 
require details of pre submission neighbour 
consultation. 

ESSA (Anthony Walker) 6 Managing Construction Impacts. We welcome the 
greater detail required, particularly with regard to the 
CTMP, but consider again that the means of public 
consultation in terms of method, timing and extent 
needs further consideration and guidance. 
 
Construction Traffic Management Plan. In the 
questionnaire it is acknowledged that some of the 

Noted. A final CTMP is conditioned for 
the reasons stated in the response. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
detail cannot be determined at too early a stage. We 
suggest that there be provision for a review of the 
plan if adjustments are needed, which must include 
provision for re-consultation of neighbouring 
residents. 

Physic Triangle Residents 
Association (Margaret 
Thompson) 

Agree with all this but will you use powers available 
to LA from the Control of pollution Act 1974 section 
60 and 61 to restrict use of tools, machinery and 
require work to be done by hand? 
 

Noted. See section 6 of the Draft SPD 
which sets out how S60 and 61 will be 
used. 

Simpson 6.9 and Q29 How will the taking into account of 
cumulative impacts with other developments be 
made meaningful?  
 
6.11 ‘…by keeping a minimum of 3m of the 
carriageway unobstructed (or the width of the 
existing carriageway where less)…’ The CTMP 
should make it clear that any loading/unloading that 
obstructs the highway will only be permitted in the 
limited circumstances set out in Q16 of the 
template. What remedies will be available to 
neighbours who find that access is blocked without 
authorisation? Traffic wardens should be required to 

Where possible, agreed construction 
traffic routes will be set to avoid 
concentrations of other construction 
activity.  
 
Where there are multiple developments 
on a single street we expect developers 
to take this into consideration in the 
CTMP and ensure that their activities do 
not interact in a way so as to be 
detrimental to highway operation or local 
amenity.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
report, photograph and take immediate enforcement 
action in cases of obstruction of the highway or 
pavement or unauthorised use of residents’ or 
metered parking space. 
 
6.12 Where there is less than 3m clear carriageway 
skips should not be allowed. 
 
6.14 The Council should require evidence of 
adequate prior consultation with neighbours. 
 
Delivery/removal of plant and machinery to the site 
needs to be covered specifically in the CTMP. 
 
How will draft of final CTMP be notified to 
neighbours? What consultation? And opportunity for 
comment? 
 
To what extent can the CTMP be changed? How 
will neighbours be notified of any changes? What 
rights of redress exist if the applicant fails to comply 
with the CTMP? 
 

At 6.11 (or another appropriate place 
in this section) add an additional 
sentence. Further guidance on what 
the Council expects CTMPs to 
achieve is included within the CTMP 
proforma at Appendix 4.   
 
 
The point related to 6.12 is covered by 
6.11 
 
The Council does not have a legal basis 
to require that evidence of adequate 
prior consultation be submitted. We 
must assess a submission as we 
receive it. However, it is clear from this 
guidance that pre-application 
consultation has benefits for all parties 
and not undertaking this could result in 
unresolved issues resulting in an 
unfavourable outcome for the planning 
application.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
Many of the requirements for the CTMP are 
contained in the template in Appendix 4. Is this 
adequate? Is it not preferable that all significant 
provisions are included in the SDP itself? 

Residents can sign up for notifications of 
planning applications made within a 
defined area through the myRBKC web 
portal. Details of agreed planning 
documents are available online. We will 
forward you a copy of an agreed CTMP 
on request. 
 
Our requirements in respect of CTMPs 
are set out in the Core Strategy Policy 
CL7 (k) and its reasoned justification.  
The CTMP proforma is a tool to assist 
applicants in the drafting of CTMPs. The 
use of the proforma greatly increases 
the likelihood that precise enforceable 
CTMPs, compliant with Council Policy 
CT7 (k), will be produced. As well as 
being a useful tool, the CTMP proforma 
provides guidance for applicants as to 
what is expected of CTMPs. Thus if 
applicants choose, against the Council’s 
strong advice, not to fill in the proforma, 
they should still read the proforma (in 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
conjunction with the Draft Basements 
SPD and the Draft Transport and 
Streets SPD) for the guidance it 
contains.  
 

Self (Don Cruickshank) Yes. 
 
At the heart of the proposals is an assertion that 
there should be at all times be 3000mm road space 
free for traffic in front of any house at which a 
basement is being constructed. This assertion is 
then used to argue against skip use. 
 
Hold on! One third of Clareville Grove has road 
space between parking bays of less than 3000mm. 
The free space is but 2590 mm opposite No 41. The 
space increases gradually as the street widens but 
is still under 3000mm at No 21. Only outside No 19 
does it reach 3000mm. Residents are quite happy 
with this and would hate to lose about 15 parking 
bays were this rule to be applied. Doubtless it will 
not be applied, so on what grounds does RBKC 
propose to discriminate against those residents who 

Given the number of basement 
developments occurring within the 
Borough, often many on a given street, 
the temporary blocking of a carriageway 
can result in significant traffic impacts. 
 
3m clear carriageway width will not be 
required in circumstances where such 
clearance is not normally available. The 
guidance within the Basement SPD at 
6.11 states that the carriageway should 
remain operational for other vehicles by 
keeping a minimum of 3m of the 
carriageway unobstructed at all times 
wherever possible.  
 
The CTMP proforma is a tool to assist 
applicants in the drafting of CTMPs. The 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
wish to use the skip method for basement 
excavation? To do so would result in immediate 
challenge. 
 
A 5 cubic metre skip fits within a parking bay and 
thus for most of the Grove allows of a 3000mm free 
space between it and the opposite parking bay. A 
skip of this scale requires but two changeovers per 
day between 10.00 and 15.00. I have been 
recording the dwell time of skip changeovers in 
circumstances where the skip lorry is obliged to 
occupy the carriageway (about 70 % of changeover 
events). The average time is 7 minutes. A 
banksman is deployed and inconvenience is 
minimal. In fact, Ocado and similar deliveries can be 
worse. There is no case for denying skip use on the 
grounds, to quote the RBKC test, that it would 
“significantly increase traffic congestion”. To do so 
would be perverse. 
 
A second reason given for denying skip use is 
deprivation of residents’ parking bays outside of 
working hours. A 90% occupation measure is 

use of the proforma greatly increases 
the likelihood that precise enforceable 
CTMPs, compliant with Council Policy 
CT7 (k), will be produced. As well as 
being a useful tool, the CTMP proforma 
provides guidance for applicants as to 
what is expected of CTMPs. Thus if 
applicants choose, against the Council’s 
strong advice, not to fill in the proforma, 
they should still read the proforma (in 
conjunction with the Draft Basements 
SPD and the Draft Transport and 
Streets SPD) for the guidance it 
contains.  
 
The use of full width vehicles on narrow 
streets can result in blockages occurring 
away from the development site and 
occasionally damage to parked vehicles 
can occur. We expect CTMPs to be 
formulated so as to reduce the likelihood 
of such occurrences.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
proposed. This level is never reached in Clareville 
Grove. Parking bays are freely available night and 
day. To deny skip use against this test would be 
totally unreasonable. Permanently situated skips, 
again to quote the RBKC test, do not “place 
unreasonable inconvenience” on residents. 
 
In addition, though not an issue addressed in the 
consultation, the most common cause of traffic 
congestion in Clareville Grove is the frequent 
attempts by lorries which have nothing to do with 
basement development and are not making 
deliveries to residents, to use Clareville Grove as a 
rat-run from the Old Brompton Road to the 
Gloucester Road – a passage recommended by sat-
navs. If the objective is to “significantly decrease 
trafic congestion” then a vehicle width limit of 
2400mm would do most of the work at very little 
cost save for signage at the entry to the Grove (and 
Clareville Street). 

The specifics of the circumstances on 
any given street can be discussed with 
the respondent outside this process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

London Basement (Stephen 
Merritt) 

6.11 Whilst the use of narrow bodied vehicles may 
be seen as a good idea, the impact of the increased 
number of vehicle movements (narrow body vehicle 

It is accepted that each potential spoil 
removal methodology has shortcomings. 
Generally additional vehicle movements 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
capacity circa 1 tonne versus 8 yard skip capacity of 
4.5 tonnes) has not been considered. Surely 
blocking the road for 10/15 minutes for a skip 
exchange once or twice a day is better than 6-8 
vehicles removing spoil daily? 

are preferable than blockages occurring 
on street.  

Ladbroke Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Construction Traffic Management Plan 
 
Both the check-list at the beginning of this section 
and paragraph 6.9 mention the need to take into 
account cumulative impacts with other 
developments. Nothing, however, is said on how 
this should be done. This is already a requirement, 
and we suspect that it is more honoured in the 
breach. We think that more thought needs to be 
given to this issue. It is not just a question (as 
suggested for instance in the consolidated checklist) 
of schemes likely to be ongoing at the start of 
construction; account needs to be taken of what is 
happening elsewhere throughout the construction. 
There may be a need for some sort of forum to be 
set up in streets where there are a number of 
projects so as to coordinate all this (and to bring in 
residents). 

Where possible, agreed construction 
traffic routes will be set to avoid 
concentrations of other construction 
activity.  
 
Where there are multiple developments 
on a single street we expect developers 
to take this into consideration in the 
CTMP and ensure that their activities do 
not interact in a way so as to be 
detrimental to highway operation or local 
amenity.  
 
Our new approach should prevent the 
street from becoming blocked by other 
development traffic, limiting cumulative 
traffic impacts.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Council’s guidance on CTMPs aims 
to contain any on street development 
activity as close to the development site 
as possible (whilst maintaining 
pedestrian passage). This approach 
means that in most circumstances any 
approved methodology will remain 
workable even when there are several 
sites in close proximity.  
 
If the circumstances on a street are 
such that an agreed CTMP cannot be 
complied with –for example because an 
adjacent development is relying on the 
use of the same part of the carriageway 
– then an alternative CTMP that can be 
complied with would have to be agreed 
if the development is to progress.  
 
An agreed CTMP must satisfactorily 
cover all stages of the development 
(unless a CTMP is specifically for a 
particular stage) and will endure for the 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 6.11 says that a minimum of 3m of the 
carriageway should be kept unobstructed at all 
times "wherever possible". We think that this is too 
weak. It should be made clear that any exceptions 
should be for very few vehicle movements and for 
very brief periods. We think some toughening up of 
the relevant part of the CTMP template may also be 
appropriate. If a street is too narrow to 
accommodate normal deliveries without reducing 
the clearance below 3 metres, it may be necessary 
to transport material by hand. 
 
We also think that there needs to be more guidance 
on consulting local people about CTMPs. We have 
made some suggestions in our proposed guidelines 
on consultation. But we think this issue needs to be 
picked up in the body of the SPD. 

lifetime of a development. Further 
restriction cannot be imposed once a 
CTMP has been agreed. Therefore 
there would be significant limits to what 
a local forum could achieve.    
 
 
In this context, ‘wherever possible’ 
refers to streets where achieving 3m 
clear carriageway width cannot 
reasonably achieved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SPD includes sufficient 
emphasis on pre-application 
consultation. The redrafted Compact put 
forward jointly by Ladbroke Association 
and Kensington Society has also been 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
 
Finally, we see it as important that the Council 
should subject the final version of the CTMP to the 
normal consultation procedures, alerting neighbours 
that it is now available for comment. 

considered and relevant comments 
taken on board. 
 
The comment relating to subjecting 
planning conditions (final CTMP) to 
normal consultation procedures relates 
to wider development management 
procedures which are beyond the scope 
of this SPD. 
 
 

DP9 (Jeff Wilson) We welcome the Council's acknowledgement at 
paragraph 6.9 that Construction Traffic 
Management Plans often change depending on the 
Contractor , and that Contractors are often brought 
in after the substantial planning work has been 
undertaken. We therefore welcome the provision to 
allow for a new Construction Management Plan to 
be secured by Condition should this situation arise, 
following the submission of an indicative (draft) 
Construction Management Plan at application stage. 
 

Noted. 

The Markham Square We welcome the requirement for the submission of The Council does not have a legal basis 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
Association (David Cox) a draft CTMP with a planning application for a 

basement development (and indeed believe that this 
should apply to all significant developments). We 
also welcome the requirement that there should be 
a minimum 3m of carriageway to be kept 
unobstructed at all times wherever possible. The 
occasions when this is not possible should be very 
rare and very brief. The use of only small vehicles at 
all times is essential. 
 
The Council should require evidence of adequate 
prior consultation with neighbours (point 6.14 and 
Appendix 4, Q7). Neighbours must have adequate 
opportunity to comment upon the draft and final 
CTMP. 
 
The CTMP must include the delivery and removal of 
plant and machinery. 
 
There must be a continuing obligation upon 
Applicants to advise and consult neighbours upon 
proposed modifications to the CTMP. 

to require that evidence of adequate 
prior consultation be submitted. We 
must assess a submission as we 
receive it. However, it is clear from this 
guidance that pre-application 
consultation has benefits for all parties 
and not undertaking this could result in 
unresolved issues resulting in an 
unfavourable outcome for the planning 
application.  
 
Residents can sign up for notifications of 
planning applications made within a 
defined area through the myRBKC web 
portal.  
 
Any modification to a CTMP would 
require an application to the planning 
authority to be made.  
 

DP9 Ltd (Matthew Gibbs) The requirements for a CTMP and separate pro- Noted. The Council is not requiring two 



21 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
for Ilona Securities Ltd. forma document to be submitted is considered 

unnecessary. The information in the pro-forma 
repeats that included in the CTMP. 

separate documents. The proforma 
provides all the details and can be used 
by applicants to draft the CTMP. 
 

Austin Mackie The CTMP that was accepted by the Appeal 
Inspector clearly shows on-street skips and on-
street vehicle parking at a property that has only 
minimal off-street parking/access. 
 
The SPD ignores this appeal and seeks to suggest 
that only far larger sites will be considered 
appropriate. 
 
This serves to demonstrate that the LPA is being 
entirely unreasonable in its assessment of 
construction impacts. 
 
In terms of assessing construction impacts, the 
controls and tests that section 6 of the SPD seeks to 
impose go well beyond what is reasonable of a 
planning policy ‘interpretation’ document. 
 
We would suggest that in addition to taking these 

Noted. The SPD is not formulated based 
on an appeal decision. There have been 
other appeal decisions that support the 
Council’s approach.  
 
Section 6 is in accordance with the 
relevant criteria of Policy CL7 and the 
reasoned justification at para 34.3.71. 
 
The Council is not prepared to put ‘on-
hold’ all policy work on basements 
pending the outcome of the legal 
challenge. 
 
The protocol as stated –  
Bullet 1 – this is exactly what officers do 
when determining planning applications. 
Bullet 2 – there is a pre-application 
process available to applicants for this 
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Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
points on board, the ‘adoption’ of the SPD should be 
delayed pending the legal challenge. 
 
In addition, recognising that basement development 
is a sensitive issue, it is important that the Council 
adopts a positive protocol in itself. For example:  
 
- officers should be more willing to test and confirm 
the acceptability of draft CTMP’s and associated 
measures  
- officers should allow applicants to test details with 
transport and other relevant teams prior to 
submission (otherwise it is perverse to encourage 
pre-engagement with neighbours, but then to 
discourage engagement with the technical 
consulates that it later relies upon to reject CTMP’s). 
- officers should be encourage to review 
submissions at an early stage after submission, to 
engage with applicants on queries at an early stage 
and to allow sufficient time for updates prior to 
determination. 
- officers should be encouraged to seek solutions, to 
work with applicants and their advisers, not simply, 

very purpose. 
Bullet 3 – the pre-application process 
should be used for this purpose 
planning application procedures do not 
allow material changes to be made.  
Bullet 4 – applicants are encouraged to 
engage in the pre-application process. 
Post submission of planning 
applications as stated above further 
material alterations are not acceptable. 
 
Applicants have recourse to the appeal 
process if they are aggrieved by the 
Council’s decisions. 
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process through and reject as many CTMP’s and 
basement schemes as it can. 
 
We have a number of clients who have experienced 
such frustrations and one who is considering 
whether the Council’s practice in assessing 
basement development rather than other forms of 
development is equitable and fair under various 
legislative regimes. 
 
It is important that the Authority demonstrates that it 
is willing to act proactively and reasonably towards 
basement development. 

Cranbrook Basements 
(Kevin O'Connor) 

“Submit a Final CTMP using the same template 
provided in Appendix 4 to discharge the planning 
condition. This should update the draft CTMP with 
any necessary changes such as taking account of 
other on-going schemes close to the start of 
construction and including the contractors name and 
details.” 
 
“All CTMPs will be reviewed by the Transport and 
Highways Department as part of assessing the 

The procedure set out in the Basements 
SPD is the one that will be followed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



24 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
planning application. The Transport and Streets 
SPD, which applies to all classes of development, 
provides further advice on reducing the impact of 
construction on the highway.“ 
 
We have been advised by the planning department 
(discussion between a planning officer and 
Cranbrook personnel) that the Local Authority may 
not even submit the draft CTMP for comments to 
Highways as they have the fall back of being able to 
simply condition the CTMP. What is the point of 
submitting a draft CTMP that is close to the final 
submission which will not be passed on to Highways 
for consultation? 
 
For clarification if a site has two approved 
applications, one for basement works and one for 
above ground works, a CTMP condition will only be 
applied to the basement works? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The planning conditions applied to any 
grant of planning permission will depend 
on the details of a development 
proposal.    

Chelsea Society (Michael 
Stephen) 

6.9 Each draft CTMP should be placed on the 
Council’s website and notified to local residents and 
to local residents’ associations for their comments  
6.11 Traffic Wardens should be expected to report, 

6.9 – As this is submitted with the 
planning application it will be available 
with the suite of planning application 
documents. 
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photograph, and take immediate enforcement action 
in case of obstruction of the road or footway, or any 
unauthorised use of any residents’ or metered, 
parking space or on single or double yellow lines or 
near drop-kerbs or pedestrian crossings.  
6.12 Where practicable, skips should not be used, 
especially if they cause an obstruction outside the 
site. Very large bags are now available which can 
be lifted on to a truck with its own crane, which 
would involve only one heavy-truck journey, to 
remove the filled bag from site. 

 
6.11 Our parking enforcement officers 
will take action against parking offences. 
The highways enforcement officers take 
action against the placing of unlicensed 
objects on the street. The obstruction of 
traffic is a matter for the police. CTMPs 
are enforced by the Council’s planning 
enforcement officers. The Council’s 
enforcement officers from different 
departments exchange information to 
ensure that concerted action is taken.   
 
6.12. The Council’s guidance does not 
preclude the use of skip bags. The use 
of skip bags is not appropriate for large 
volumes of spoil and in practice does 
not occur. 
 

The Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

Type of streets where there traffic management 
problems: 
 
The problem of streets with a narrow access, 

Mews are given as an example as they 
are a prominent housing typology in the 
Royal Borough with the particular 
constraints that exacerbate construction 
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narrow carriageways and only one lane for 
movement is not limited to mews – it also applies to 
some cul-de-sacs (eg Cambridge Place), roads 
round garden squares (eg Kensington Gate and 
Markham Square) and some are just narrow (eg 
Holland Street). 
 
Mews are specifically mentioned in the Foreword 
(3rd para) and para 2.3 and narrow streets in 
Section 6, especially paras 6.8, 6.11 and, of course, 
the CTMP pro forma (eg Q16, Q29). 
 
The problems/constraints of narrow streets, 
however, are not really explained, in terms of 
difficulties of traffic movement without the additional 
problems of construction work, especially parking, 
turning and backing for residents and the difficulties 
faced by larger vehicles, damage caused to 
residents vehicles (eg Douro Place) and the need 
for vehicles to drive on the pavement, which is in 
any case an offence. 
 
There needs to be greater recognition of the 

impacts. They are provided as an 
example rather than the only type of 
narrow street. 
 
Narrow road widths mentioned in the 
paragraphs stated cover all types of 
narrow streets. 
 
6.8 - This paragraph relates to 
construction traffic and not on site 
building activities. 
However, it is noted that piling rigs and 
other plant will have to be delivered to 
the site. Add “and plant” after 
“materials”. 
 
Line 5 - The suggested approach would 
require an exhaustive list of street 
typologies. This would not add 
significantly to the guidance.  
 
Line 7 - After “concern for residents” add 
"This will often require flexibility and 
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constraints, with some indication in the main body of 
the SPD rather than just the CTMP Pro Forma, is 
the need for flexible and innovative solutions, 
including smaller vehicles, restrictions on when 
traffic movement takes place and greater 
consideration of the needs of residents (eg not 
leaving skips on the street at weekends when there 
is no Saturday working for excavation, waste 
collection or cement deliveries.) At present the 
document does not cover the changing practices 
being agreed in the Code of Practice. 
 
Construction Traffic Management Plan 
 
Para 6.8: Line 3: After "excavation" add ", piling, 
concrete pouring and construction" – these are also 
major source of noise and traffic management 
issues. (See reference in para 6.32) 
 
Line 5: After "narrow streets" add ", mews and cul-
de-sacs" 
 
Line 7: Add at the end: "This will often require 

innovative approaches to make 
proposals acceptable." 
 
6.9 - The suggested modification would 
in our view make the guidance less 
clear. This is covered by 6.14. 
 
6.11 - The suggested approach would 
require an exhaustive list of street 
typologies. This would not add 
significantly to the guidance.  
 
Driving over footway - Added to pro 
forma  
 
End 6.11 - Add “and the duration 
limited to when there is an essential 
need” 
 
6.13 - This does not relate to 
construction traffic. 
 
6.14 - The paragraph already 
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greater flexibility and innovative approaches to 
make the proposals acceptable." It needs to be 
clear that the aim is protect the quality of life of 
residents not to choose the most convenient 
approach for contractors. 
 
 
 
Para 6.9: Line 1: After "require" add "after 
consultation with neighbouring residents" 
 
Para 6.10: Somewhere it should be made clear that 
the onus is on the developer to demonstrate: 
• Compliance – with a justification for any departure 
• Mitigation measures taken 
• Responsiveness to residents' proposals 
 
Para 6.11: Line 2: after "Borough" add "including 
one-way streets, mews and cul-de-sacs with just 
one moving lane, where more innovative solutions 
will be needed to respond to the constraints " 
 
At end add: "Driving over the footway is not 

emphasises the importance of engaging 
with neighbours that are likely to be 
affected. This will include those living 
adjoining and opposite the site but could 
include everyone on a given street. The 
context will influence what the extent of 
pre submission resident engagement 
should be. We cannot prescribe it here. 
We do not wish to prescribe or 
recommend how neighbours engage 
with one another.  
 
Omission - A sentence related to driving 
on the footway has been added to the 
proforma. 
 
NB (Larger projects) - This point will be 
added to the Transport and Streets 
SPD. 
 
General Comments 
 
The planning process involves a formal 
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acceptable." 
 
Para 6.12: Last line: Add "and the duration limited. 
Where skips are permitted this should be limited to 
those phases where demolition and excavation 
waste needs to be removed." 
 
Para 6.13: Insert a sentence before the last 
sentence that seeks reinstatement and/or 
enhancement of boundary treatment after 
completion. 
 
Para 6.14: This needs to suggest the timing, 
duration, recording of responses and a statement of 
what changes were made in response to comments 
and where not accepted to give reasons. For 
example, the period for consultation should be 
specified to avoid this being no more than a token 
gesture. 
 
Omission: There needs to be a paragraph on 
responsibility for damage to the footway and 
ensuring that the CTMP explicitly precludes driving 

consultation process. Our intention is 
not to create another one. Rather we 
simply want developers to engage with 
affected residents before they formulate 
their plans. The context will influence 
what the extent of pre submission 
resident engagement should be. We 
cannot prescribe it here.  
 
 
Q7 - Noted 
 
Noted. We will improve the information 
on our website.  
 
Issue of how wide geographically the 
consultation should go - Noted. 
Modification to pro forma has been 
made. 
 
Q8 - A line has been added to the 
proforma.  
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over the footway, rather than agreeing to it (eg 
Holland Street). This needs to relate to the CTMP 
requirement for 3m clear carriageway – driving on 
the footway should be explicitly precluded. In theory 
this is covered by requiring a minimum of 3m clear 
carriageway width. The issue needs to include 
damage to private property, including vehicles. 
 
NB: there is a need to recognise that for larger 
projects the different phases of the project may 
need separate CTMPs – eg demolition, excavation, 
concrete pouring and build out. This section fails to 
recognise this – it is not always a single CTMP 
covering the whole project. 
 
APPENDIX 4: CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 
MANAGEMENT PLAN TEMPLATE 
 
COMMENTS OF THE KENSINGTON SOCIETY 
 
General comments 
 
The Society welcomes the new pro forma, but 

This question has been modified  
 
Q10 - This is not an adopted Council 
position yet and will be introduced in the 
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP).  
 
The use of full width vehicles on narrow 
streets can result in blockages and 
occasionally damage to parked vehicles 
can occur as a result of careless driving. 
We expect CTMPs to be formulated so 
as to reduce the likelihood of such 
occurrences. The reason for the 3m 
requirement is to prevent blockages, not 
careless driving. 
 
Q11 (blue guidance, Line 1) - Add 
“wherever possible” to the proforma. 
 
Driving over footway - This has been 
added to Q8 
 
Further guidance has been added to the 



31 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Response Council’s Response 
considers that the consultation arrangements need 
more thought in terms of how, when and what 
information is provided. A guide for 
residents/neighbours setting out the information 
needed at each stage – pre-application draft CTMP 
and final CTMP – and how the process should work, 
including timing, duration and information 
requirements. 
 
Detailed Comments 
 
Q1: Provide live link to Transport and Streets SPD 
(also for Q25) 
 
Pre-submission Neighbour Consultation 
 
Q7: Whilst the Society is pleased that the residents' 
association for the street should be consulted, the 
Society is nevertheless sceptical whether: 
• the Council's database is capable of identifying the 
appropriate association as the "area of benefit" (ie 
which streets are covered) is not included in the 
information held by either the Planning Department 

pro forma 
 
Q24 -  The current wording is 
considered to be  sufficiently clear and 
fully consistent with Q11 
 
Q25 - Modified to “Permission will not be 
given to close footways unless this is 
unavoidable” 
 
Q27 - Noted 
 
Q28 - Noted 
 
Q29 - Where there are multiple 
developments on a single street we 
expect developers to arrange their 
affairs so that their activities do not 
interact in a way so as to be detrimental 
to highway operation or local amenity.  
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or the Community Engagement Team in Corporate 
Services – this needs to be given priority; 
• whether it is clear which of the associations listed 
by the Council are residents associations that can 
deal with this sort of matter; 
• without some training, residents' associations are 
able to take on the task – this needs to be a priority 
– some advice for residents is needed; 
• this will get through to people likely to be affected 
in good time to comment; 
• this advice, without some indication of how to do it, 
how much time to allow, how to report residents' 
views and how to show what response has been 
made including giving reasons for not accepting 
residents' proposals, will not achieve the desired 
effect. Advice to applicants needs to be fuller than 
Q7 and the accompanying notes; and 
• where there is no residents' association or it 
covers only part of the area, applicants will know 
how to consult residents. 
 
There is also the issue of how wide geographically 
the consultation should go. Mostly it will cover the 
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street in which it is happening, but may spill over 
into the next street where access is needed to the 
rear or when the traffic problems spread to other 
streets when lorries are held back. 
 
ROUTEING OF DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION AND 
CONSTRUCTION VEHICLES 
 
Q8: Line 4 of the blue guidance: After "geometry" 
add "width". For narrow streets, mews, cul-de-sacs 
with only one moving lane it is the width of that last 
50 metres that is critical. 
 
It should also be made clear that "Driving on the 
footway is an offence and must be avoided, and this 
will limit the size of vehicles seeking to access the 
site." 
 
PERMITTED CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC HOURS 
 
Q10: This needs to be amended further to reflect 
the Code of Practice where deliveries and 
collections, particularly during demolition, 
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excavation, waste removal and concrete deliveries, 
will restricted to Monday to Friday. For the sake of 
clarity add: 
 
"Collection of demolition and excavation waste and 
delivery of concrete and material on Saturdays will 
not be permitted." 
 
SITE ACCESS 
 
Q11: Ninth bullet: add at end "or damage parked 
vehicles" 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Blue guidance: Line 1: Add "wherever possible" at 
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end of first sentence? 
 
Additional final point: "Driving over the footway is an 
offence and will not be acceptable as part of a 
CTMP." 
 
Q13: Strongly support the blue guidance. 
Where can we find out which streets experience 
saturated parking conditions? How will the applicant 
know? 
 
Q14: Strongly support the blue guidance. 
 
Q16: Strongly support the blue guidance. 
 
Q17: Strongly support the blue guidance. 
 
Q19: Strongly support a separate CTMP will be 
required for major phase – demolition, excavation, 
concrete pouring and construction. 
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PARKING SUSPENSIONS AND HIGHWAY 
LICENCES 
 
Q24: This needs to be consistent with the principle 
that there is a presumption in favour of skips, 
materials and equipment being on site (Q11 blue 
guidance) This question seems to be more 
permissive. Change "shall be the minimum 
necessary to carry out the development.." to "must 
be minimised: parking suspensions should be the 
last resort" 
 
Q25: "We prefer not to close footways" is not a 
strong statement. Q11 guidance proposes a 
minimum of 1.2m clear footway. Suggested 
rewording" 
"Consent will not be given to close footways unless 
this is unavoidable." 
 
Q27: Need for a weblink to temporary crossover 
licence 
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Q28: Need a weblink for scaffolding licence. 
 
Q29: Strongly support the need for coordination in 
narrow streets or cul de sacs – but what form should 
this take? 
 
PROGRAMME/KEY DATES 
 
Q32: This is key information for residents – it would 
be helpful to have a checklist of information 
requirements for consulting residents. This is likely 
to cover not only the street where the project will be 
but also the roads leading to it. 

Basement Force (Simon 
Haslam) 

Yes 
 
Comment 29 
Paragraph 6.10 provides it is a requirement to use 
the specific CTMP template. 
 
CL7 does not require that a specific template is 
used therefore a given template should not be 
required. Any format that covers the requirements of 
a CTMP may correctly be used. 

Use of the word ‘should’ has been 
clarified throughout the document.  
 
The word ‘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. 
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The suggested alternative wording to the first two 
sentences of paragraph 6.10 reads as follows: 
 
"The CTMP should demonstrate that the proposals 
comply with criterion (k) of Policy CL7 (above). It is 
recommended that the draft and the final CTMP are 
prepared using the template in Appendix 4." 
 
Comment 30 
In relation to point 1. Pre-submission neighbour 
consultation detailed at paragraph 6.10, CL7 does 
not require pre-submission neighbour consultation. 
Therefore the SPD and the CTMP cannot have a 
mandatory requirement for pre-submission 
consultation. 
 
The pre-submission consultation on the draft CTMP 
was confirmed not to be a planning requirement by 
the Council at the 25 March 2015 Basements 
Working Group meeting. 
 
The requirement for pre-submission neighbour 

‘Must’ is provided as a mandatory 
requirement. This is normally provided 
for requirements which are already set 
out in Policy CL7. 
 
Paragraph 6.10 states that “Both the 
draft and the final CTMP should be 
prepared using the template ....” 
 
The purpose of the SPD is to provide 
guidance on the adopted Policy CL7 
and the use of the CTMP proforma will 
enable applicants to prepare a policy 
compliant draft and final CTMP.  
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consultation should be removed or worded to be a 
preferred or requested action. 
 
Paragraph 6.14 provides: 
 
"It is important that applicants engage with the 
neighbours likely to be affected." 
 
Again CL7 does not require pre-application 
engagement with neighbours and therefore this 
should not be stated as a requirement in the SPD. 
 
The following wording is the suggested alternative: 
"Applicants are strongly encouraged to engage with 
the neighbours likely to be affected by the basement 
development..." 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Richard Grantley In the Applicant Checklist on p 29, a second bullet 
should be inserted referring to pre submission 
neighbour consultation as per Q7 of the CTMP 
template.  
 
Our view is that there should also be pre submission 
neighbour consultation and public consultation on 

The CTMP proforma comprises a 
number of questions and it is not 
appropriate to refer in particular only to 
Q7. 
 
Consultation on final CTMP – interested 
parties can register on MyRBKC to 
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the final CTMP and on any changes subsequently 
made to that CTMP. Local knowledge is even more 
critical in relation to the final CTMP as it is the one 
which will actually be followed and it can be 
significantly different from the draft following the 
involvement of the contractor and/or in the light of 
new circumstances after the draft was tabled. 
 
The draft and final CTMPs for the first phase of the 
Clearings development - the rebuilding of the large 
site owned by John Lewis bounded by Mossop 
Street, Denyer Street and Draycott Avenue - are a 
very good illustration of the point. John Lewis had 
consulted residents thoroughly on the draft CTMP 
tabled alongside their planning application, and had 
responded appropriately to their concerns. 
However, some months after the granting of 
planning permission, we discovered that a final 
CTMP for the first phase, different to and much less 
acceptable than the previous draft, had been 
approved by the Council. Residents were not 
consulted on this final CTMP. There should be a 
clear requirement for such consultation under the 

receive notifications on properties or an 
area they are interested in. It is beyond 
the scope of the Draft SPD to set out 
requirements to consult on a planning 
condition (final CTMP) as this is a wider 
development management issue. 
 
Clearings development – see response 
above. 
 
Gap between Draft and final CTMP – 
the Council conditions a final CTMP for 
the very reasons stated. 
 
Current fourth bullet – the Council 
cannot introduce the stated requirement. 
 
Sixth bullet - The Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) has not been produced 
yet and ‘when available’ reflects that. 
 
Location of para 6.14 and to be more 
strongly worded – The paragraph is 
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new SPD. 
 
Where there is a significant gap between the 
approval of the final CTMP and the actual 
commencement of construction, we consider that 
applicants should produce a revised form of the final 
CTMP reflecting any important changes which might 
have occurred within that period, such as the 
commencement of other developments nearby14 
and/or confirm to the Council that no such changes 
have occurred. This would presumably involve only 
a provisional discharge of the relevant condition at 
the time of initial approval of the final CTMP, if that 
is possible. 
 
In the current fourth bullet of the checklist, please 
specify the need to ensure that an appropriate 
electricity supply is available to avoid the need for a 
generator which would be very noisy. 
In the current sixth bullet, we suggest deletion of the 
words "(when available)". This deletion should also 
be made in the fifth bullet of para 6.20. 
 

considered to be in the correct order. 
The Draft SPD has placed sufficient 
emphasis on pre-application 
consultation with neighbours. 
 
Line 7 - After “concern for residents” add 
"This will often require flexibility and 
innovative approaches to make 
proposals acceptable." 
 
The CTMP should cover all stages of 
construction unless of course it is only 
planned to undertake one stage for 
some reason. 
 
The Council has emphasised that the 
CTMP template should be used. It is 
implicit that if it is not used it may result 
in an unfavourable outcome for planning 
applications. Ultimately applicants have 
to demonstrate that they have met the 
requirements set out in Policy CL7. The 
SPD is providing guidance on how they 
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We think that para 6.14 should appear earlier in this 
part - either just before or just after para 6.9. It 
should be more strongly worded and more in line 
with Q7 of the template CTMP in terms of the level 
and extent of consultation which is expected, as well 
as the need to respond to comments from those 
affected. It should also specifically provide for 
consultation on both the draft and final CTMPs and 
any significant changes to the final CTMP, and the 
reporting of comments made. 
 
Somewhere in this section, the need for flexible and 
innovative thinking where narrow streets, mews or 
cul de sacs are affected should be emphasised - for 
example, in terms of size of vehicle to be used for 
deliveries and whether or not a skip lorry can 
access the site. We suggest considering the 
development of bespoke pro forma CTMPs for 
these particularly problematic streets. There should 
also be mention of the possible need for multiple 
CTMPs to cover different stages of basement 
developments. 
Para 6.10 is a good illustration of where it would be 

can achieve that but is not introducing 
new requirements. 
 
6.11 and 6.12 – the particular cases 
cited are exceptional and will have to be 
dealt with on a case-by-case basis. The 
SPD cannot provide this level of 
prescription. 
 
Use of ‘wherever possible’ in 6.11 is to 
cater for unforeseen circumstances. See 
the scenario outlined by Mr Cruickshank 
on page 13 above. 
 
Appendix 4 comments noted. As stated 
earlier the SPD cannot add new 
development management procedures 
relating to consultation on final CTMPs. 
 
The proforma is a tool that can be used 
to produce CTMPs for any development 
type. Section 8 of the Transport and 
Streets SPD sets outs when a CTMP is 
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helpful to explain the consequences of failing to 
comply with the preferred practice. It says that the 
draft and final CTMPs should be prepared using the 
template CTMP and that using this template will 
result in "a comprehensive plan, suitable for 
consideration". It would be helpful to explain what 
will happen if the correct template is not used or the 
CTMP is not comprehensive. Our understanding is 
that an inadequate CTMP cannot be amended post 
application with the result that the application will be 
refused if not withdrawn. 
 
In paras 6.11 and 6.12, it would be helpful to clarify 
what will be regarded as carriageway and what as 
footway in a cobbled mews, such as Lennox 
Gardens Mews and Clabon Mews. 
Any measurements should also take into account 
the size of vehicles habitually parked in the affected 
street and the impact of these on the width of 
carriageway which is actually available. We 
understand that theoretical measurement by 
reference to the outline of the parking bays has 
caused problems in practice. Why is the last 

required.   
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sentence of para 6.11 qualified by "wherever 
possible"? 
 
 
[14] by way of example, there is an instance in the 
MISARA area where there has been a gap of 8+ 
months between the approval of the final CTMP and 
the start of construction during which time a number 
of other construction projects have started in the 
vicinity, including the Clearings project, which might 
have had implications for this CTMP. 
 
Appendix 4 : CTMP Template 
 
We very much welcome the production of a CTMP 
template, and the consultation recommendations, 
and in recent months have seen the benefit of such 
consultations. It is important though that residents' 
associations are not overwhelmed by consultation 
requests and/or that they are not used by applicants 
as a proxy for consultation with neighbours. As 
mentioned, we also consider that there should be 
pre submission neighbour and public consultation 
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on revised and final CTMPs, as well as drafts, and 
that this should be reflected in the guidance notes. 
 
We also note and welcome the statement in the 
guidance notes (p74) that a draft CTMP must be 
submitted not only for basement developments but 
also “other developments, including major schemes, 
likely to generate significant volumes of traffic”. It 
would be helpful if the SPD could clarify where this 
requirement to be found. 

Mr T Tacchi and Mrs B 
Kunzl-Tacchi Tacchi 

Construction Impacts: Section 6 of the draft SPD 
explains that construction impacts are likely to relate 
to construction traffic, parking suspensions, noise, 
vibration and dust, and provides guidance regarding 
appropriate mitigation measures. Whilst the 
guidance relating to mitigation is supported, 
reference should also be made within section 6 to 
the need for ongoing monitoring of the construction 
process, in order to ensure that developers’ take 
account of and address any further impacts arising 
during construction. 

Noted. Appendix 5 details monitoring 
requirements; this will be expanded 
further in the Code of Construction 
Practice. 
 

ASRD Ltd (Gerald Eve) N/A Noted. 

 


