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Questionnaire: Basements Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Feb 2015 
Question: [13] Do you have any comments on Section 10: Consolidated Checklist for Applicants? 

Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
CRUMP No Noted. 
Norland Society (Clive 
Wilson) 

No Noted. 

Harriet Stevens Agree. Planning permission for basement 
excavations should be made a complicated as 
possible to obtain. 

Noted. The Council is not seeking to make 
planning permission complicated. The aim is to 
require all impacts of basement development to 
be properly considered in accordance with 
adopted Policy CL7. 

MacAulay The Borough has not taken serious steps to limit 
the number of developments taking place at any 
one time, nor to curtail the size of basements to 
within the template of the house. Consequently 
although I live in ostensibly one of the most 
desirable parts of London, I feel like I live on a 
building site surrounded by gangs of contractors, 
noise and traffic disruption. 

Noted. The Council cannot control the numbers 
of planning applications submitted to it. The 
Council is required by law to determine planning 
applications in accordance with the development 
plan within a target time period. If the Council 
wilfully delays or refuses to determine planning 
applications, applicants have recourse to an 
appeal process where an Inspector makes the 
decision. 
 
The Council has adopted Policy CL7 which limits 
basement development to a maximum of 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
50%under gardens and to a single storey. 
Comments to limit basements to the footprint of 
buildings were made during policy formulation 
but were not backed by any evidence. The policy 
was subject to an independent examination and 
all the issues were considered in great detail by 
the Planning Inspector. 

Royal Avenue residents 
(Martin Flash) 

Support the Council position Noted. 

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

Fully agree Noted. 

ASUC (Rob Withers) We would like to see recognition that ASUC 
members are one way of providing competent 
contractors as well as CCS 
 
Similar to the way the Westminster guideline is 
written 

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

Underpin & Makegood 
(Contracting) Ltd 
(Sharon Tindale) 

As answer 6 above Noted. 

Susan Van Noorden Agree Noted. 
Victoria McNeile We prove Noted. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Susan Johns No Noted. 
Ian Rickword See Comments on Section 1 Noted. 
Onslow Neighbourhood 
Association (Eva 
Skinner) 

Yes: 
10 Consolidated Check list for Applicants: 
Amend 1st bullet point to read “ Engage with 
neighbours and local Residents’ organisation 
before……………. 
 
The 15th Bullet point seems to contradict the 
message contained in section 6 Managing 
Construction Impacts 

Noted. Not all residents’ associations wish to be 
consulted on every application. 
 
Bullet 15 - Not clear why this contradicts the 
message in Section 6. The bullet is repeated 
from the fourth bullet at the beginning of Section 
6. The text also reflects what is stated in 
paragraph 6.17. 

Knowles & Associates 
Ltd (Alan Everett) 

The borough should have a swift process to 
make minor amendments at start of construction 
to allow for unforeseen problems encountered for 
the first time, once on site. 

Noted. It is unclear what minor amendments are 
referred to. The Council does not condition the 
CMS which does allow applicants to amend to 
address unforeseen problems. 
 
Other aspects such as design and construction 
impacts would need a detailed planning 
assessment including consultation with 
neighbours and cannot be amended swiftly as 
stated. 

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

Noted. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Gerald Eve (Joanne 
Rams) 

N/A Noted. 

ESSA (Anthony Walker) Page 52 We are not clear as to what steps the 
Council can take to ‘ensure’ that consultation will 
take place with neighbours, or how wide-ranging 
that consultation should be, since it is often not 
only the immediate neighbours who are affected. 
Will the Council refuse to accept an application if 
there are no comments from adjoining 
neighbours? 

The Council will undertake consultation in 
accordance with its Involving People in Planning 
document. This requires consultation with 
adjoining neighbours. 
 
The Council cannot refuse to accept an 
application if the applicant has not undertaken 
pre-application consultation. However, if there 
are a number of unresolved issues these will 
come to light whilst determining the planning 
application and may result in an unfavourable 
outcome for applicants. 
 
The Draft SPD is strongly encouraging 
applicants to undertake pre-application 
consultation but cannot make this mandatory. 

Self (Don Cruickshank) no Noted. 
London Basement 
(Stephen Merritt) 

The CMS must be signed by a Chartered Civil 
Engineer. 

Noted. This will be changed to ‘must’.  

Ladbroke Association 
(Sophia Lambert) 

Consolidated check-list 
We are sceptical about whether it really makes 

Noted. The consolidated checklist is exactly that. 
It brings together the checklists stated at the 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
sense to have a consolidated check-list that 
consists of the items all the other check-lists, as 
these other check-lists are variable in their detail 
and need to be read with their explanatory text. If 
the list is to be retained, there should be sub-
headings and against each item the paragraph 
number or numbers where further details can be 
found. 
 
A Compact for residents 
We very much welcome the proposed compact, 
which we think could potentially be a very 
important document that could be issued as a 
free-standing note as well as forming part of the 
SPD. But we think that it needs to be expanded 
to give far more detail than at present. In 
particular, as we have made clear above, the 
developers' section needs to give far more 
guidance on consultation. We suggest also that 
the Council's role be the first item, followed by 
the consultation guidelines, followed by the 
responsibilities of residents. 
We attach at annex a proposed redraft. 

beginning of each section in a single place for 
applicants to see them altogether. 
 
The suggestion to include subheadings is 
accepted. 
 
A Compact for Residents 
The Council has considered the submitted 
Compact and made relevant amendments to 
Appendix 2. Many points set out in the submitted 
Compact relate to wide development 
management procedures which are beyond the 
scope of the Draft Basements SPD. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Under "Council's role", it says that "The Council 
will ensure consultation is undertaken with 
adjoining neighbours on the planning 
application." Our understanding, however, is that 
the Council cannot force people to consult. 
We also think that it would be helpful for the 
Council to provide a clear list, tailored to 
basement development problems, with contact 
details of all the Council services and other 
bodies who should be approached if there is a 
problem. One of the most frequent complaints 
that we hear is that people do not know to whom 
to turn. It would also be useful for the Council, 
we suspect, if such a list could include something 
on whom to turn to if it is a problem the Council 
cannot deal with. 

DP9 (Jeff Wilson) N/A Noted. 
Richard Max & Co 
Solicitors (representing 
Zipporah Lisle-
Mainwaring) (Gemma 
R... 

Comments in relation to Section 13: 
Consolidated Checklist for Applicants 
 
1. There are several instances of items on the 
checklist in the SPD which are not required by 
Policy CL7. In particular, bullet points 1 and 5 of 

Bullet 1 – the text in bullet 1 is not considered 
more onerous than Policy CL7. The checklists 
are a short summary and the main body of the 
text is clear that this is not a mandatory 
requirement. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
the SPD both place a higher burden on 
applicants during the pre-application consultation 
phase and the design phase than that which is 
outlined in Policy CL7. This argument is already 
outlined in the points made above and the SPD 
should therefore be amended to reflect the 
wording of Policy CL7. 

Bullet 5 – the requirements for external elements 
to be sensitively designed and discreetly sited is 
set out in criterion (g) of Policy CL7. The bullet 
point is further stating that ‘located preferably 
close to the existing building.’ It is within the 
remit of the SPD to provide guidance on the 
policy. It is not introducing a new definite 
requirement but explaining how external 
elements can be discreetly sited. 
  

The Markham Square 
Association (David Cox) 

We consider the applicant’s undertaking to retain 
the services of a chartered engineer for the 
duration of the project to be so significant that 
this should be expressly included as a separate 
item in the checklist. 

Noted. The checklist is not a comprehensive list 
of all the steps that applicants should take but a 
short list to flag up key items to applicants. It is 
not considered necessary to include further 
points. 

Cranbrook Basements 
(Kevin O'Connor) 

Previously commented on individual items. Noted. 

The Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

10. Consolidated Checklist for Applicants 
 
This would be more user friendly if list were split 
up by section with the title appearing between 
the "blocks" eg Consultation, Design Guidance, 
etc 

The suggestion to include subheadings is 
accepted. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Basement Force (Simon 
Haslam) 

Yes. 
Comment 37 
There are multiple places in the checklist where 
items/actions are given as requirements where 
these items / actions are not required by CL7. 
 
These are listed below giving first the current 
SPD wording followed by suggested alternative 
wording. These are also all included as tracked 
changes to the enclosed Draft SPD. 
 
Bullet point 1: 
Current: 
 
• "Engage with neighbours before submitting the 
planning application and provide evidence of this 
with the planning application." 
 
Suggested alternative wording: 
 
"Encouraged to engage with neighbours before 
submitting the planning application and provide 
evidence of this with the planning application." 

Comment 37 
 
Bullet Point 1 
 
The checklist is a short synopsis of the text in the 
main body of the SPD. The existing wording is 
considered appropriate.  
 
Bullet point 5: 
Suggested alternative wording is simply 
reiterating Policy CL7 (h) and not providing any 
guidance on how these elements can be 
discreetly sited. 
 
Bullet Point 8 
The existing wording is appropriate. 
 
Bullet Point 10 
Should is not seen as a mandatory requirement. 
It does not need to be qualified by ‘usually’. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
Bullet point 5: 
Current: 
• 
• "Design any external manifestations so that 
they are discreetly sited and located preferably 
close to the existing building." 
 
Suggested alternative wording: 
• 
• "Design any external manifestations so that 
they are sensitively designed and sited." 
 
 
Bullet point 8: 
Current: 
• 
• "Submit a Construction Method Statement 
(CMS) with the planning application which 
follows a sequential process described in figure 
4." 
 
Suggested alternative wording: 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
• 
• "Submit a Construction Method Statement 
(CMS) with the planning application. It is 
encouraged that the CMS follows a sequential 
process as described in figure 4." 
 
 
Bullet point 10: 
Current: 
• 
• "The CMS should include a non-technical 
executive summary setting out clearly the key 
elements of the report and a clear statement 
concluding compliance with Policy CL7 (n)." 
 
Suggested alternative wording: 
 
• "The CMS should usually include a non-
technical executive summary setting out clearly 
the key elements of the report and a clear 
statement concluding compliance with Policy 
CL7 (n)." 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
I have also included further comments in tracked 
changes in the Draft SPD enclosed. 

Richard Grantley 10. Consolidated Checklist for Applicants 
This is very helpful. It should be conformed to the 
other checklists in the SPD post alteration. 
 
Page 47 
 
The first bullet should make it clear that this 
engagement should cover all aspects of the 
application. 
 
The checklist should also include a bullet 
reflecting the expectation that this engagement 
should continue throughout the project. 
 
Fourth bullet - in our view, external 
manifestations to the rear are just as important 
as those to the front and side. 
 
The word "preferably" should be deleted from the 
fifth bullet. 

Bullet 1 
The Draft SPD cannot be more prescriptive. 
 
The checklist does not cover all aspects already 
covered in the main body of the SPD. It is a short 
list to help applicants prepare their planning 
application but they still need to prepare the 
application in accordance with Policy CL7 and 
other guidance in the Draft SPD. 
 
Bullet 4 
Noted. The external manifestations from the front 
and side are more likely to be visible from a 
public view point as opposed to in the rear which 
is normally only visible from private views.  
 
Bullet 5 
The SPD is providing guidance on Policy CL 7 
(g) and cannot impose a new definite 
requirement. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
Page 48 
 
The first and second bullets should refer to pre 
submission neighbour consultation. 
 
The words "(when available)" should be deleted 
from the fifth bullet. 

Pg 48 Bullet 1 and 2 
The CTMP proforma covers this adequately. 
 
Page 48 Bullet 5 
The Code of Construction Practice is not 
available at the time of writing the Draft SPD or 
while responding to consultation comments and 
has not been adopted by the Council hence the 
reference to ‘when available’.  
 

Juanita Tennyson-
d'Eyncourt 

The Party Wall Act is mentioned several times, 
but inadequately, and its relevance to adjoining 
property, as opposed to terraced neighbours is 
scarcely considered, whereas it is integral in the 
circumstance detailed here: 
 
https://consultations.rics.org/consult.ti/party_wall
s/view?objectId=994932 
… and the drawing there, or similar should have 
been included: 
 
[Drawing showing 3m and 6m (45 degree) Party 
Wall distances inserted] 

Noted. Planning has to work within its legal remit. 
Party Wall is not a planning matter but it is a civil 
matter between affected parties. Planning cannot 
legally intervene in Party Wall matters. 
 
The Draft SPD highlights the Party Wall Act as 
another facet that needs to be considered to 
make applicants/residents aware. 
 
Planning is concerned with character and 
appearance of development. Hazards of 
construction are a Health and Safety matter and 
is beyond the legal remit of planning. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
The manifold inadequacies of the act in 
protecting neighbouring interests should also 
have been mentioned, such as in the discussion 
here: 
 
https://www.localsurveyorsdirect.co.uk/party-
wall-etc-act-1996 
 
However, in my own direct experience, the 
planing application for basements is merely 
concerned with appearances, and the hazards of 
the construction are scarcely considered, as the 
following clip from a letter sent to me clearly 
illustrates: [inserted excerpt for a planning case 
in another authority] 
 
Thus the planning process is concerned with the 
superficial, when the real concern is the 
structural, and is wholly vitiated thereby. 

 
 

ASRD Ltd (Gerald Eve) N/A Noted. 

 


