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Questionnaire: Basements Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Feb 2015 
Question: [9] Do you have any comments on Noise, Vibration and Dust as set out in Section 6 and Appendix 5? 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any comments related to noise, vibration and dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of development in the Borough. In 
order to have a single document setting out guidance on mitigating noise, vibration and dust the comments above will be taken on 
board in the CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft Basements SPD. 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
CRUMP Same as my comment above, a deposit not less 

than £100,000.00 should be deposited with the 
council and any infringement of conditions 
means it is forfeited. 

Noted. This is a civil matter and not something 
that can be secured within the planning 
legislative framework. 

Norland Society (Clive 
Wilson) 

No Noted. 

Harriet Stevens As above. My experience has been that the 
noise levels meant that I could not work in my 
house, the dust has been unacceptable and I 
have cracks all over my property from the 
vibration. A double basement excavation 
underneath a terraced house with an existing 
basement should NEVER have been allowed. It 
is quite unbelievable that the impact of noise, 

Noted. The policy has now changed. The new 
Policy CL7 and the Draft SPD are formulated to 
mitigate such impacts. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
vibration and dust was not considered then and I 
am hopeful that the proposed changes to policy 
will be implemented. 

MacAulay Not good. Too many building projects allowed to 
be carried out all at the same time. There must 
be at least 10 major developments taking place 
in the two or three streets around my house on 
the Phillimore Estate. It is like living on a building 
site. 

Noted. The planning legislative framework 
cannot control the number of on-going 
developments. However the guidance in the 
Draft SPD and the Council’s new Policy CL7 
supports the assessment of cumulative impacts. 

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) The effect of reducing working hours during the 
day for noisy works will be counter -productive 
as this will in effect increase the contract 
durations and therefore also increase the on-
going perceived nuisance to neighbours. 
 
The Vibration and limit of 1.00mm/sec is virtually 
unachievable with today's modern equipment 
and thus such a limit is unrealistic. 

It is accepted that contract duration is likely to be 
extended.  However, experience shows that 
residents prefer to have known break periods in 
high-impact noisy works, such as concrete-
breaking and heavy demolition work. 
 
The vibration limits will be revised up to 3 mm/s 
and 5 mm/s (in line with recognised industry 
limits). 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
Heavy road traffic can cause similar levels – 0.8 
to 0.9 mm/sec. The normal limits to prevent 
fabric damage to listed buildings is 5.0mm/s as 
the amber alert trigger and 10.00 mm/s as the 
red/stop level. 

 
It is accepted, especially with a poor wearing 
surface, that these levels can be achieved by 
HGVs. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 

Underpin & Makegood 
(Contracting) Ltd (Sharon 
Tindale) 

We believe these proposals to be disingenuous. 
By severely restricting the working day will only 
serve to elongate the contract period providing 
longer disturbance to neighbours. A vibration 
limit of 1.00mm/sec is not achievable with 

It is accepted that contract duration is likely to be 
extended.  However, experience shows that 
residents prefer to have known break periods in 
high-impact noisy works, such as concrete-
breaking and heavy demolition work. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
current tools and plant.  

The vibration limits will be revised up to 3 mm/s 
and 5 mm/s (in line with recognised industry 
limits). 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 

Susan Van Noorden Agree Noted. 
Victoria McNeile We approve Noted. 
Susan Johns Noise and vibration from can be heard and felt 

several houses down from basement 
developments particularly in terraced housing 

Noted. The Draft SPD is providing guidance on 
how to keep noise, vibration and dust to 
acceptable levels. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Ian Rickword See Comments on Section 1 Noted. 
Onslow Neighbourhood 
Association (Eva Skinner) 

No except they should be in the CMS Noted. Paragraph 6.17 already provides for this. 

Knowles & Associates Ltd 
(Alan Everett) 

No comment Noted. 

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

Noted. 

Gerald Eve (Joanne Rams) N/A Noted. 
Tracey Rust Paragraph 6.17 (Noise Vibration and Dust) 

 
Criteria (I) of CL7 seeks to ensure that 
construction impacts are kept to acceptable 
levels. To require details of mitigation measures 
is adding an unnecessary burden on the 
applicant particularly when, and as the SPD 
quite correctly states, issues relating to noise, 
vibration and dust fall outside of the planning 
regime. Whilst it is helpful for applicants to be 
made aware of this through the SPD and it can 
be further reiterated on a planning permission 
under "Informatives", it should not be for the LPA 
to request details of mitigation measures when it 
does not fall to be considered under the Town 

Noted. It is unclear how proposals will comply 
with Policy CL 7(l) if they do not include any 
mitigation measures. 
 
The comments on what falls within the remit of 
planning and if a proactive stance is required 
were discussed in detail at the hearings of Policy 
CL7 and considered thoroughly at the 
examination. These are not matters that are 
being consulted upon as this has already been 
established in Policy CL7. 
 
Bullet Point 1 – See response above. 
 
Bullet Point 2 – See the first bullet under ‘Post-
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
and Country Planning Act. 
 
Paragraph 6.20 
 
Bullet point 1 (Pre-Application) - It is helpful in 
the SPD to provide applicants with information 
on where to find the guidance on controlling 
noise and vibration on construction sites but that 
should be sufficient for the reasons given above; 
 
Bullet point 2 (Planning Application Stage) - It is 
unnecessary and unreasonable to require 
applicant's to undertake to apply for a 'Prior 
Consent' under Section 61 of the Control of 
Pollution Act 1974. This falls under the remit of 
other statutory legislation (Environmental Health 
Act) and is not enforceable under the Planning 
Acts. Information regarding this should remain 
as existing as an Informative attached to the 
grant of a planning permission. 

planning permission’ on page 34 of the Draft 
SPD. This clarifies where S61 Prior Consent is 
not applied for a S60 notice will be imposed 
under the Control of Pollution Act (COPA). 

Physic Triangle Residents 
Association (Margaret 
Thompson) 

Agree with what is said as far as it goes but will 
you use Control of pollution act section 60 and 
61 giving precedence to neighbours wishes over 

See the first bullet under ‘Post-planning 
permission’ on page 34 of the Draft SPD. This 
clarifies where S61 Prior Consent is not applied 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
work doen with least impact ie by hand for a S60 notice will be imposed by the Council 

under the Control of Pollution Act (COPA). 
Simpson 6.17 As mentioned above measures to mitigate 

noise, vibration and dust can usefully be drawn 
together in a discrete section but they should be 
addressed in each part of the CMS to which they 
relate.  
 
6.20 When will the Nuisance Team’s Code of 
Construction Practice come into effect?  
 
6.38 Cover the case where concrete made 
onsite? 
 
Expand requirements for reporting and 
monitoring for Noise, Vibration and Dust issues. 
 
Clarify meaning of high impact site under 
‘Monitoring’ in Appendix 5. 

The suggested approach will become a complex 
deciphering exercise and so is not considered 
appropriate. 
 
6.20 - The Code of Practice will be consulted 
upon over the summer and is expected to be 
adopted in December 2015 or January 2016. 
 
6.38 - This is extremely rare in the experience of 
the Environmental Health department due to 
space restrictions on most sites in the borough – 
concrete is usually delivered to site ready-made. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 
 

John Cowdry I writing in my capacity as a committee member 
of the Holland Park Residents’ Association 
(HPRA), to comment on the draft SPD on 
Basements, issued in February 2015. 
 
My comment relates to the Environment Health 
General Requirements, specifically paragraph 
6.20 of the draft SPD. 
 
I note the recordal that a "S61 Consent will 
agree and confirm working methods; noise 
levels and noise mitigation methods; the start 
and projected end date of works; and community 
liaison and communications”. 
 
Two aspects strike me. Firstly, there seems to 
be no absolute obligation on Applicants to apply 

See the first bullet under ‘Post-planning 
permission’ on page 34 of the Draft SPD. This 
clarifies where S61 Prior Consent is not applied 
for a S60 notice will be imposed by the Council 
under the Control of Pollution Act (COPA). 
 
The Council cannot require contractors to apply 
for Prior Consent under S61 of the Control of 
Pollution Act 1974.  An application for a Prior 
Consent is a voluntary undertaking.  Although it 
is a voluntary process, we encourage 
applications to be submitted.  However, if a S61 
Prior Consent application is not submitted then a 
S60 ‘Notice Imposing Requirements‘  would be 
served on the contractor of developer.    
 
Under the planning regime where we required a 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
for a Section 61 Consent. And secondly, for 
those who do, or are going to, apply, it appears 
that the Section 61 Consent does not have to be 
obtained prior to making application for their 
basement development; rather, Applicants 
merely have to “undertake to apply” for such a 
Section 61 Consent. 
 
I would suggest, in the first instance, that it 
would be more useful if ALL Applicants were 
REQUIRED to apply for a Section 61 Consent. 
And furthermore, would it not be more sensible if 
Applicants were required actually to have 
applied, if not already obtained, the relevant 
Section 61 Consent BEFORE making 
application for a basement development? 
 
A draft Construction Traffic Management Plan 
(CTMP) is required to be submitted at the time 
of making an application for a Basement 
development, with a final CTMP being required 
by or at the time of approval of any such 
development. It seems to me that a similar / 

Construction Method Statement (CMS) we 
would expect applicants to apply for a S61 Prior 
Consent. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
equivalent process would be apposite for the 
Section 61 Consent. 
 
The HPRA committee would be pleased if you 
would take due note of the above comments, 
and we thank you in anticipation of your 
consideration of them. 

Thames Water Utilities Ltd 
(Mark Mathews) 

Section 6 – Managing Construction Impacts  
 
We strongly support the inclusion of this 
requirement but would like to see particular 
reference to groundwater dewatering. Section 
6.40 refers to dewatering pumps but focuses on 
the noise impacts. Thames Water recognises 
that during the construction of many basements 
groundwater dewatering is required. This 
groundwater needs to be diverted into the public 
sewer which in most cases is a combined sewer. 
A discharge consent from Thames Water is 
required to permit this short term discharge. 
Furthermore, combined sewers are highly 
rainfall responsive and so there should be an 
expectation that developers provide onsite 

Noted. Text will be added to alert applicants 
regarding the need for discharge consent in 
the relevant section.  
Details of any attenuation will need be agreed 
with Thames Water in the process of getting the 
permit and cannot be enforced through planning. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
attenuation and appropriate silt removal prior to 
discharge of groundwater into the public sewer. 
 
A requirement for any details of attenuation and 
silt removal associated with groundwater 
dewatering should be included as part of any 
Construction Method Statement. 

Maeda Friederike 2. I have some misgivings about the sparseness 
of concrete direction re e.g. hours of heavy work 
, or the  
degree of loudness permitted , but hope these 
will be addressed in more detail in the 
forthcoming Code of  
Practice document . 

Noted. 

Self (Don Cruickshank) no Noted. 
Ladbroke Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Managing construction impacts 
 
It should be specified in both the box and the 
text that a builders temporary (or other 
alternative) electricity supply should be place 
before the start of work to avoid the need for 
generators/compressors. 
 

Managing Construction Impacts 
 
We are not aware of any way in which a 
developer can be compelled to delay site works 
until a builder’s temporary/permanent electricity 
supply is in place at a site.  
 
Paragraph 6.1 – the sequence does not signify 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Paragraph 6.1: in the last sentence, put noise, 
vibration and dust before construction traffic. 
Although the Council may get most complaints 
about the latter (because it is believed it can do 
something about it), our survey showed that 
noise and vibration are the issues that cause 
most concern. 
 
 
Environmental health requirements 
 
We are strongly of the view that the requirement 
for a Section 61 agreement should be imposed 
by condition in those cases where it is 
considered that such a requirement is necessary 
to avoid nuisance to the community – i.e. we 
believe that it should be considered "to be 
material to the acceptability of the proposal, and 
for safeguarding the amenity of neighbouring 
residential properties". 

any order of magnitude of the issues listed. No 
change. 
 
Environmental Health requirements 
 
See the first bullet under ‘Post-planning 
permission’ on page 34 of the Draft SPD. This 
clarifies where S61 Prior Consent is not applied 
for a S60 notice will be imposed by the Council 
under the Control of Pollution Act (COPA). 
 
The Council cannot require contractors to apply 
for Prior Consent under S61 of the Control of 
Pollution Act 1974.  An application for a Prior 
Consent is a voluntary undertaking.  Although it 
is a voluntary process, we encourage 
applications to be submitted.  However, if a S61 
Prior Consent application is not submitted then a 
S60 ‘Notice Imposing Requirements‘  would be 
served on the contractor of developer.    
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 
 

DP9 (Jeff Wilson) N/A Noted. 
The Markham Square 
Association (David Cox) 

Whilst it is useful to draw together measures to 
mitigate noise, vibration and dust in this section, 
it is important that they are addressed in each 
part of the CMS to which they relate. 

The suggested approach will become a complex 
deciphering exercise and so is not considered 
appropriate. 
 

DP9 Ltd (Matthew Gibbs) 
for Ilona House Securities 
Ltd (NA) 

Does the proposed hours of works set out at 
Appendix 5 effectively exclude all Saturday 
working? 
Has the Council evidence to demonstrate the 
likely impacts of this restriction in terms of 
construction programme / development. 

Yes, it excludes all Saturday working that is 
audible at the site boundary, not just those 
associated with the construction of basements 
or basement extensions. The permitted hours of 
work have been presented in Appendix 5 in 
anticipation of what is likely to be consulted 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Is it the case that a restriction on Saturday AM 
working will provide a benefit in terms of 
construction impact? 
Will the restrictions on hours for high impact 
noisy works have a knock on effect to 
construction programmes? 

upon in the forthcoming Code of Construction 
Practice. These are not set by the Draft SPD.  
 
The restrictions on noisy working hours may 
extend the overall length of the construction 
programme. However, the prohibition on all 
construction activity on Saturdays will provide a 
benefit to residents, giving them two full day’s 
respite - a quiet weekend. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Sebbage 
 
Mr T Tacchi and Mrs B 
Kunzl-Tacchi Tacchi 

Noise: Paragraph 6.18 of the draft SPD advises 
applicants to set out the necessary mitigation 
measures to ensure that noise, vibration and 
dust are kept to “acceptable levels”. Whilst some 
additional information is provided in Appendix 4, 
there is insufficient information in the draft SPD 
itself as to what is deemed to be “acceptable 
levels”. Greater emphasis should also be 
provided within the draft SPD regarding the 
need to reduce noise limits in order to protect 
and maintain residents’ existing quality of life, in 
line with Core Strategy Policy CL5. This is 
particularly important in respect of proposed 
developments relating to swimming pools, 
gymnasiums, squash courts, recording studios 
and air conditioning units, all of which have the 
potential to generate significant nuisance to 
adjoining properties. 

Noted. 
 
The Draft SPD has provided detailed information 
on mitigating noise, vibration and dust. 
 
Policy CL5 adequately covers the issues stated. 
The Council also has a separate SPD on Noise 
and this may also be relevant depending on the 
proposal. 
 
The Code of Construction Practice will provide 
and expand on acceptability criteria for noise 
and vibration.   The Mayor of London’s Best 
Practice Guidance on the Control of Dust and 
Emission from Construction and Demolition 
details requirements for the management of site 
dust levels. 

Austin Mackie Noise Vibration and Dust 
Again many clients and fellow professional are 
advising that the Council is resisting many 
schemes on the grounds that such impacts are 
'not being minimised' when there is no evidence 

Noise Vibration and Dust 
 
Development Management procedures are not 
the subject of this consultation. The details or 
the particular circumstances of the cases 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
that likely impacts would actually be 
unacceptable or unreasonable having regard to 
a sites character and constraints. 
 
Despite the SPD referring to other legislation 
controlling such matters, we have been made 
aware of a number of schemes which are being 
unreasonably opposed with no evidence to 
suggest that impacts are unacceptable. 
 
Again such issues of interpretation are 
exacerbated by the inability of officers to agree 
details at pre-ap stage, to refuse to allow 
prospective applicants to engage with its fellow 
departments such as EHO and highways and 
then to refuse to negotiate once lodged. 

referred to is unknown. The comments are 
unrelated to any of the contents of the SPD. 

Cranbrook Basements 
(Kevin O'Connor) 

No Comment Noted. 

Chelsea Society (Michael 
Stephen) 

6.29 a purpose-built acoustic enclosure should 
actually be required. Although much of the noise 
will be caused by the work being performed by 
the machine (as distinct from the machine itself), 
the Council should require the use of the 

The Council does require using the best 
practicable means. 
 
Noise caused by shouting and playing of radios 
is covered by the Considerate Constructors 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
quietest type of all equipment used on site. 
Attention is also needed to noise caused by 
shouting and playing of radios etc. on sites. 
 
6.47 scaffold-sheeting should be designed and 
fixed to minimise noise caused by the wind 

Scheme.  
 
This will be addressed in the Code of 
Construction Practice as appropriate. 
 
Yes para 6.47 will be amended accordingly. 
 

The Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

Noise, Vibration and Dust 
 
This is the most polished section of the 
document, but also the most technical. However, 
there is no explanation of the maximum noise 
limits that will be permitted in residential areas, 
how the operations will need to be "phased" to 
stay within the agreed limits and the need to 
adopt more innovative approaches to ensure 
that residents' quality of life is secured. It is not 
just about using best technology but about being 
more considerate in the way the contractors 
operate. 
 
Blue text: Is an "acceptable level" 
defined/explained anywhere? In residential 

Noise, Vibration and Dust 
 
Noted. 
 
The Code of Construction Practice will provide 
and expand on acceptability criteria for noise 
and vibration. 
 
Blue text – definition of ‘acceptable’ level. There 
cannot be a one size fits all definition of 
‘acceptable’ level. The whole section titled noise, 
vibration and dust is providing an explanation of 
the measures that can be taken (and 
demonstrated at the planning application stage) 
to keep these to acceptable level. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
areas restrictions on hours of work, noise levels, 
duration, etc should be specified. 
 
Para 6.16: Line 2: After "excavation" add "piling, 
concrete pouring" – spell out the most 
challenging phases of the project. Note para 
6.18 suggests addressing "all the processes" but 
does not specify them. 
 
Para 6.20: Pre-application stage: There is a 
need to recognise explicitly the high-density, 
congested streets and predominantly residential 
nature of much of the Borough, which will 
influence the working hours for noisy work and 
deliveries and the level of noise that is 
acceptable. This will affect the noise levels that 
are acceptable and the mitigation measures 
chosen. 
 
For major developments there should be 
consultation with residents' associations on the 
hours, noise levels and mitigation measures 
before the S61 agreement is signed. 

6.16: Line 2 – the sentence starts ‘in broad 
terms’ and does not define every detailed stage. 
Piling is covered by formation of the basement. 
 
6.18 – Processes are described later in the 
section and this is stated in 6.18. 
 
6.20 – The issues stated have been described in 
the policy itself and in the introduction of the 
SPD as well. The Code of Construction Practice 
will also work in parallel with the Draft SPD in 
this regard. 
 
Major developments  
Once a S61 Prior Consent has been submitted 
there is a statutory 28-day time period within 
which the Council must agree the Consent or 
reject the application.  We do not think this 
would be an appropriate time for a 3-way 
consultation on the content of the Consent.  
Developers and contractors should be 
encouraged to contact residents and 
associations prior to the submission of any 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
 
Para 6.27: Line 2: Delete "normally" – any 
exceptions would need to be assessed against a 
presumption that manual excavation is the 
"norm". 
Para 6.27: Why does this not prescribe the use 
of electrically-powered conveyors or alternatively 
proscribe the use of compressors for powering 
conveyors? Para 6.31 seems to do this – is 
some of this paragraph redundant? 
 
Line 9: Delete "is a common feature which is" 
and insert "should be" The final sentence is then 
redundant. 
 
Para 6.28: If the presumption is that skips will be 
on-site wherever possible, this should be 
reflected in the wording: 
 
Line 2: Delete "is often" and insert "will usually 
be" 
 

application in order that their views can be 
considered at an earlier stage.  
 
6.27, Line 2 etc – This section is descriptive in 
nature and is not intended to prescribe that 
manual excavation methods must be used.  The 
method of excavation will be site specific – 
manual excavation is common due to space 
constraints beneath residential properties.  
However, mechanical excavation is utilised 
where the necessary space is available.  
 
Again, this is a descriptive (rather than 
prescriptive/proscriptive) section.  Electrically-
powered conveyors are the only type that has 
been encountered in the borough by EH. 
 
6.28 – the wording correctly reflects the stance 
with regard to skips. Ditto regarding Line 2. 
 
Removal of skips - The comment relates to how 
the Council licences skips. Skips are licensed 
under the Highway Act 1980. Where a CTMP 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Removal of skips – this will need to go further. If 
Saturday working is omitted, skips should be 
removed by the end of parking control on 
Fridays so as to release residents' parking 
suspensions from 6.30pm on Fridays until 
8.30am on Mondays. They should not be left on 
the street over weekends. This is also a CTMP 
issue! 
 
How will the number of lorry movements be 
controlled? 
 
Para 6.32: Line 5: "sight" should be "site". 
 
Para 6.33: Should/can the use of pneumatic 
breakers be avoided? Does the next section 
answer the question? Para 6.35 appears to 
prescribe non-percussive pile reduction 
techniques supported by para 6.36. 
 
 
Para 6.37: The delivery times of concrete lorries 
needs to be specified to ensure that late 

applies, skip licences will be issued in line with a 
CTMP’s provisions.  
 
6.32 – agree. Change ‘sight’ to ‘site’. 
 
6.33, 6.35 - Yes; but In restricted space such as 
a basement extension there may be no 
alternative to the use  breakers for pile reduction 
(see also 6.36)  
 
6.37 – Lorry movements are controlled via the 
CTMP. 
 
6.40 - Noted. Need for consent will be added 
to another relevant section. 
 
Appendix 5 details monitoring requirements; this 
will be expanded further in the Code of 
Construction Practice. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
deliveries are turned away (cf De Vere Gardens 
development) Strongly support para 6.38. 
 
Para 6.40: Add at end: "Pumping water from the 
site into a sewer requires a licence from Thames 
Water." 
 
Need a section on monitoring – see Appendix 5 
 

The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 

Basement Force (Simon 
Haslam) 

Yes 
 
Comment 31 
The Planning application stage detailed under 
paragraph 6.20 provides that a Section 61 notice 
is applied for prior to work on site. 
 
CL7 does not require that a Section 61 notice is 
applied for prior to work on site. While there are 
benefits for an applicant / developer to do this, it 
is not a requirement in CL7 and should not 
therefore be included as a requirement in the 
SPD. 

Comment 31 
 
It is within the remit of the Draft SPD to provide 
further guidance on the adopted Policy CL7. 
Criteria (l) of the policy states “ensure that 
construction impacts such as noise, vibration 
and dust are kept to acceptable levels for the 
duration of the works;” Reasoned justification to 
policy states at 34.3.71 “Guidance related to 
safeguarding amenity, that is noise, vibration 
and dust from construction works will also be 
included.” 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
The following wording should be used instead: 
 
"Applicants are strongly encouraged to 
undertake to apply for a 'Prior Consent' for 
construction works through Section 61" 
 
Comment 32 
 
In relation the Mitigation of demolition works at 
paragraph 6.22 there are negative aspects to 
some of the techniques mentioned and they may 
not be the best option in some situations. 
Bursting and crunching techniques can cause 
uncontrolled damage. Diamond saw cutting can 
be very noisy and is often not able to remove 
concrete close to adjoining buildings or in 
corners. Therefore, percussive breaking next to 
adjoining structures will still be required, 
meaning that in some cases the actions 
suggested by the Council will have a greater 
negative construction impact than if only 
percussive means were used. Each situation 

The Draft SPD will be amended to replace the 
word ‘undertake’ with more suitable text.  
 
Comment 32 
It is accepted that there are practical limitations 
in the use of some lower-impact demolition 
equipment.  The best practicable means to 
minimise noise and vibration  is required in all 
situations; this will require an appraisal of the 
relevant available equipment and methods that 
are available for specific situations and for 
particular tasks, We accept that construction 
projects all have  unique constraints, quieter 
methods may not be appropriate or practical (as 
described by the respondent) and that 
percussive breaking will be unavoidable in some 
situations  We would not be averse to the 
suggested wording. 
 
Comment 33 
It is accepted that use of mini/micro diggers to 
excavate material can have a low impact on 
neighbours.  It is accepted that soil to be 



23 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
should be considered and the best solution for 
mitigating impact should be employed. 
 
Therefore, paragraph 6.22 should be amended 
to read as follows: 
 
"The Council expects contractors carrying out 
demolition works to utilise the least harmful 
technique where practicable. Non- percussive 
breaking techniques will often be preferred. 
Equipment that demolishes structures by 
crushing, bending, shearing, cutting or hydraulic 
splitting can produce less noise (particularly 
structure-borne noise) and vibration and have a 
lower impact on neighbour occupiers and in 
these instances would be preferred. Some of 
these techniques can be less controlled than 
percussive techniques and the risk of damage to 
adjoining buildings is a factor for consideration. 
Examples of equipment that should be 
considered include hydraulic and mechanical 
concrete pulverisers, hand-held concrete 
crunchers, diamond saw-cutters and drills, and 

excavated will be well consolidated and dense 
and therefore require mechanical means to 
loosen to allow further manual excavation. This 
will be emphasised.  
 
Comment 34 
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. 
 
At the Basements Working Group Meeting in 
relation to Appendix 5, it was pointed out that 
para 6.20 of the Draft SPD clarifies that 
Environmental Health deal with issues relating to 
noise, vibration and dust during the practical 
implementation of basement construction on a 
day to day basis. Appendix 5 was setting out 
what may be required by Environmental Health. 
 
It was also explained that Environmental Health 
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hydraulic bursting equipment." 
 
Additional comments on similar points to that 
made above have been made in relation to 
paragraphs 6.24 and 6.25 in the tracked 
changes Draft SPD enclosed with this 
Response. 
 
Comment 33 
As to Excavation outlined at paragraph 
6.27,diggers / mini-diggers are low noise 
machines and can remove ground on their own 
that would otherwise need the ground to be 
broken using hand held power tools. Most 
ground dug by hand, both clay and 
sands/gravels, will require hand held power tools 
to assist digging. Mini-diggers will generally 
result in less noise and vibration. 
 
Therefore the following, more appropriate 
wording should be used at paragraph 6.27: 
 
"All basements involve excavation. For single 

are preparing a Code of Construction Practice 
for the Borough. Appendix 5 was anticipating 
what may be included within the Code. 
 
Appendix 5 details monitoring requirements this 
will be expanded further in the Code of 
Construction Practice it will be ensured that 
there are no anomalies between the basement 
SPD and the COCP on this 
 
Appendix 5 will need to be read in conjunction 
with the CoCP.  
 

The first ATL will be 3mm/sec 
 
Consulting and communication will  go hand in 
hand with managing vibration via the ATL 
threshold 
 
This is one of the first priorities for our residents.  
There is a desire for two clear days of respite 
from construction noise (not just basement 
construction). 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
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storey basement extensions and where ground 
conditions permit, this excavation should 
normally be done manually or using a digger / 
mini-digger and does not generate significant 
noise or vibration." 
 
Additional comments on similar points to that 
made above have been made in relation to 
paragraphs 6.28 to 6.53 in the tracked changes 
Draft SPD enclosed with this Response. 
 
Comment 34 
In relation to Appendix 5: Environmental Health 
General Requirements, at the Basements 
Working Group meeting on Wednesday 25 
March 2015 it was confirmed by the Council that 
Appendix 5 and all of the information within 
Appendix 5 was being included to illustrate the 
type of information, actions and targets that 
would be considered as 
 
None of the information, actions or targets in 
Appendix 5 should be considered as anything 

dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
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more than illustrative of what might be 
considered as issues to be considered in the 
future on a case by case basis. 
 
The Environmental Officers stated that the 
noise, vibration and dust restrictions imposed on 
basement works would be the same as for 
above ground work. 
 
Some specific comments are included in tracked 
changes in the attached Draft SPD. 
 
The main points are as follows: 
 
• The 1mm/sec vibration level is very low, even 
for an initial ATL. 
 
• The action of consulting / communicating with 
those who might have been affected by vibration 
is likely to be more effective as a first action than 
changing working practise given that while a 
trigger level may have been hit it is possible that 
no one may have been or will be affected, for 
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example if there were no one in the affected 
buildings during working hours. 
 
• The exclusion of Saturday for audible work is 
overly restrictive. 

Richard Grantley In relation to para 6.16, please explain how 
those "likely to be affected by noise, vibration 
and dust around the site" are to monitor 
compliance with this section apart from taking 
basic steps such as noting when noisy works 
are being carried out. We suggest that 
neighbours should be given access to the 
monitoring records required under Appendix 5 
and be given the option to have monitoring 
equipment installed in their properties at the 
applicant's cost. We also suggest that this 
paragraph spells out the noisy phases and notes 
the requirement to give neighbours due notice of 
the carrying out of noisy works (as in para 6.26 
for example). 
 
Environmental Health general requirements 
Para 6.20 . Suggest including a link to the British 

If neighbours are experiencing unacceptable 
levels of noise, dust and vibration they can 
contact EH who will visit and assess compliance 
with any S60 Notice, S61 Prior Consent and the 
Code of Construction Practice. 
 
Environmental Health general requirements 
Para 6.20 Link to British Standard – British 
Standards are not readily available on-line. They 
need to paid for and a link cannot be added. 
 
See the first bullet under ‘Post-planning 
permission’ on page 34 of the Draft SPD. This 
clarifies where S61 Prior Consent is not applied 
for a S60 notice will be imposed by the Council 
under the Control of Pollution Act (COPA).  
 
The Council’s in-house environmental health 
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Standard code of practice referred to under Pre-
application. 
 
As mentioned, we believe strongly that 
applicants should be required, as a planning 
condition, to obtain a "Prior Consent" for 
construction works through section 61, and to 
commission a report from an independent expert 
on the best method of carrying out the works on 
which the section 61 consent would be based. 
This should be mandatory and would entail 
changes to the remainder of para 6.20. We 
strongly support Sonia Rai's submission on this. 
 
If this proposal is not adopted, the word "should" 
in the second bullet under Post planning 
permission on p 34 needs to be replaced by the 
word "must". 
 
We suggest including a link to the Code of 
Construction Practice in the third bullet under 
"Post planning permission" when the Code is 
available. 

officers have the relevant expertise and external 
reports are not required as suggested. 
 
The Council cannot make it mandatory by 
changing ‘should’ to ‘must’ in the Draft SPD. 
 
Link to Code – as the Code does not exist at 
present a link cannot be added hence the 
reference to ‘when it is available’. 
 
 
Likely construction processes and mitigation 
Add ground floor or lower ground floor slab 
in para 6.21. 
 
Comments regarding use of where practicable - 
There will be numerous situations where it is not 
practicable or possible to use the least disruptive 
techniques and we have to acknowledge this. 
 
6.27 is setting out what causes the noise and 
6.31 is setting out how to mitigate this. The two 
are interlinked but the structure followed 
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Likely construction processes and mitigation 
 
Re para 6.21 and the heading above it, most 
developments in the MISARA area will involve 
breaking the lower ground floor slab rather than 
the ground floor slab. We suggest that this is 
reflected in the drafting. 
 
In this part of section 6 (paras 6.22 et seq), there 
are a number of references to actions being 
taken "where practicable", "where this is 
possible" or "if necessary", or not being taken 
"where not practicable". It would be helpful if an 
indication could be given, in each case, of the 
situations in which things might not be 
practicable or possible, or might be necessary or 
not practicable. Para 6.27 does this to a certain 
extent by stating that manual excavation may 
not be possible where there are harder ground 
conditions although further explanation of this 
would be helpful. In addition, in each case where 
an applicant is arguing that something is not 

throughout this section is to first set out the 
source of noise and then set out all the 
mitigation measures in a single heading. 
 
6.31 – regular service and inspection of 
conveyor belt. This will be addressed in the 
forthcoming Code of Construction Practice 
(CoCP). 
 
6.28 – This section is dealing with noise, 
vibration and dust. The placement of skips is a 
matter for the CTMP. Please see para 6.12 and 
Appendix 4, Q11 and Q13. 
 
6.29 – The physical constraints of sites 
determine where compressors are located.  On 
some sites, where air tools are required and 
where there is little physical space on site, it 
may be necessary for compressors to be sited 
on the highway. 
 
6.34 to 6.36 – EH to respond. 
Underpinning is one of the least disruptive 
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practicable etc - for example, the use of 
percussive (rather than non-percussive) 
breaking techniques or mechanical (as opposed 
to manual) excavation - he/she should be 
required to provide a robust justification of this 
as in para 6.36. Any such justification should be 
described in detail in the discrete section in the 
CMS on the proposed mitigation measures in 
relation to noise, vibration and dust. 
 
We suggest that the last 2 sentences of para 
6.27 are better aligned with para 6.31 and that 
para 6.31 includes a requirement for electrically-
powered conveyors to be regularly services and 
inspected. 
 
In para 6.28, please give examples of the 
exceptional circumstances in which skips will be 
allowed to be located outside a site and require 
an applicant to provide a robust justification for 
this. 
 
In para 6.29, it is envisaged that compressors 

methods of basement construction (compared to 
piling) and does not generally give rise to 
complaints regarding excessive noise or 
vibration. 
 
6.50, Agreed. replace ‘implanted’ with 
‘implemented’ 
 
Appendix 5 : Environmental Health General 
Requirements 
Residents can raise concerns over excessive 
noise or vibration with EH, who can request 
monitoring data where it is available. 
 
PLEASE NOTE: With regard to any 
comments related to noise, vibration and 
dust-   
 
The Council is producing a Code of Construction 
Practice (CoCP) which will apply to all types of 
development in the Borough. In order to have a 
single document setting out guidance on 
mitigating noise, vibration and dust the 
comments above will be taken on board in the 
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should be located within the site. Are there 
circumstances in which they would be permitted 
to be located outside the site and if so, please 
could you clarify what these might be? We have 
seen examples of compressors, as well as 
skips, being allowed to be located in suspended 
parking bays, albeit in relation to CTMPs 
predating Policy CL7. 
 
In paras 6.34 to 6.36, there is no mitigation for 
underpinning. Is this not necessary? 
 
In para 6.50, replace "implanted" with 
"implemented". 
 
Appendix 5 : Environmental Health General 
Requirements 
As mentioned in relation to section 6, it is not at 
all clear how affected neighbours can monitor 
these requirements and advice on this would be 
welcome. As a minimum, affected neighbours 
should be given access to the monitoring 
records and offered the option of having 

CoCP and the relevant sections (6.21 to 6.53 
and Appendix 5) will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
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appropriate noise monitors installed in their 
properties, in each case at the applicant's cost. 

ASRD Ltd (Gerald Eve) N/A Noted. 

 


