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Questionnaire: Basements Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) - Feb 2015 
Question: [7] Do you have any comments on the Considerate Constructors Scheme as set out in section 6? 
 
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 No Noted. 
Norland Society (Clive 
Wilson) 

No Noted. 

Harriet Stevens Again, this should have already been an 
important consideration when granting 
planning permission in the past. The impact 
on the environment is unacceptable from a 
number of perspectives - noise, dust, 
movement of neighbouring properties and 
finally these excavations are going into the 
water table! 

Noted. The Council has required membership 
of the Considerate Constructors Scheme in 
the past. 

MacAulay None of the current building works taking 
place on the Phillimore estate, of which there 

Noted. The Considerate Constructor Scheme 
is separate from the Council. The Draft SPD 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
are many, confirm to the Cosiderate 
Constructors Scheme. The contractors are 
rude and objectionable and do not conform to 
any Construction Traffic Management Plan, all 
off the roads in my neighbourhood are 
regularly blocked by building lorries with no 
apology. 

provides guidance on where further details of 
this scheme can be found. Residents can 
contact the Scheme directly and make 
complaints if members are not following the 
Considerate Constructors Code. 
 

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 being 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 above, competence is inferred in the rigid 
ASUC membership audit scheme. 

Noted. It is not considered appropriate to refer 
to trade bodies. Only professional bodies can 
be recognised in a Council document such as 
the SPD.   
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Susan Van Noorden Agree Noted. 
Victoria McNeile We approve Noted. 
Susan Johns No Noted. 
Ian Rickword See Comments on Section 1 Noted. 
Young The fact that the Considerate Constructors 

Scheme has a practice in place with a number 
of tenets means little. I live in a conservation 
area. There are currently multiple schemes 
going on in both Palace Gardens Terrace and 
Brunswick Gardens. Most have very large 
'temporary' structures outside and often over 
the pavement. Were I to apply for planning 
permission for a similar sized building to be 
put up outside my house for storage purposes 
that would remain there for 2 years I am 
certain that this application would be denied. 
However, the council seems happy to allow 
huge structures to be built in conservation 
areas and to remain there for many years. 
Developments never used to require these 
structures. They change the character of the 
streets and the council should amend the 
rules to prevent them in the future. 

Noted. The Considerate Constructors Scheme 
sits outside the Council. The Council cannot 
influence how effective this is. The alternative 
is not to make it mandatory for contractors to 
be members of the Scheme. It is unclear if the 
respondent has tried complaining to the 
Scheme that their member is not adhering to 
their Code of Considerate Practice. 
 
The Draft SPD includes a CTMP proforma 
which requires applicants to answer a number 
of relevant questions in relation to blocking 
the footway. See Q16, Q22, Q 25 and 28. 
 
The Council’s new Policy CL7 and the Draft 
SPD are seeking to reduce construction 
impacts on residents.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Onslow Neighbourhood 
Association (Eva 
Skinner) 

Yes: 
6. Managing Construction Impacts 
The Association is not in favour of including in 
the CTMP matters that affect noise, vibration, 
dust and dirt, nor are we satisfied that these 
important issues should be left to the 
protection of the Considerate Contractors 
Scheme, which are more inclined towards 
dealing with matters after the damage, noise, 
disruption, pollution have occurred. The 
matters must be in the CMS so that they can 
be resolved before the application is 
considered for approval. 
 
Further we are unhappy with the use of the 
word ‘should’ in many of the points under this 
section. ‘should’ implies a condition which the 
applicant may not feel is not required. We can 
see no reason to avoid the word ‘must’ in 
place of ‘should’ in the following paras: 
 
6.16…….The applicants must 
identify……………. 

Noted. The Council is not requiring matters 
related to noise, vibration and dust to be 
included in the CTMP or simply to be dealt 
with by the Considerate Constructors 
Scheme. 
 
Please see Draft SPD at para 6.17 which 
specifies that this should in fact form part of 
the Construction Method Statement (CMS) as 
suggested. This will be cross referred to in 
section 5 Construction Method Statement. 
 
The issue of noise, vibration and dust is dealt 
within the section titled ‘Construction Impacts’ 
as these are construction impacts. 
 
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. 
 
‘Must’ is provided as a mandatory 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
6.17……..Mitigation 
measures……………….must be included 
 
6.18 Applicants must…………. 
 
In 6.20 Environmental Health, general 
requirements: 
Section 61 Prior Consent is for noise 
generating activities and does not cover 
vibration, dust and dirt conditions. 
 
In 6.29 amend “Compressors must be located 
behind hoardings and if possible within the 
site” 
 
In 6.36 use the word must rather than should. 
 
In 6.50 ….cleaning,etc) must rather than 
should 

requirement. This is normally provided for 
requirements which are already set out in 
Policy CL7. 
 
The Council cannot introduce new 
requirements in the Draft SPD as any new 
policy requirements can only be introduced in 
the Local Plan which has to be examined. 
 
Section 61 – The definition of noise under S61 
also includes vibration.  Dust and dirt may be 
dealt with using separate legislation: s79 and 
80 of Environmental Protection Act 1990. 
 
Para 6.29 –Yes, agreed; suggest:  
“Compressors must be located behind 
hoarding designed to contain noise and, if 
possible, within the site” 
 
The Council is producing a Code of 
Construction Practice which will apply to all 
types of development in the Borough. To have 
a single set of guidance on noise, vibration 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
and dust the comments above will be taken 
on board in the CoCP and the relevant 
sections will be deleted from the Draft 
Basements SPD. 
 

Knowles & Associates 
Ltd (Alan Everett) 

The hardest thing about the CTMP is to build 
in sufficient flexibility as to make it workable 
when situations on the ground require a 
pragmatic solution – i.e road closure en route 
or requirement to have a concrete pump 
towed to site or a vehicle arrives which is 
longer than the one described originally – at 
the moment events such as these are being 
used as a reason to crucify contractors as any 
such ‘breach ‘ is being regarded as a criminal 
act but enforcement officers.  
 
In trying to design an optimal route and 
procedure on site there are not enough 
individuals available with whom to consult as 
to the borough’s preferred methodology. 
 
Volumes of traffic required to attend to site 

The CTMP set the limits within which 
pragmatic action can be taken. The document 
should specify the maximum number of daily 
movements, maximum vehicle sizes etc. It is 
important that the limits are set appropriately 
for all parties from the outset. 
 
Our new approach should prevent the street 
from ever becoming blocked by other 
development traffic. If utility works result in a 
road closure and a necessary diversion from 
an agreed traffic route, it would not be 
reasonable or expedient for the Council to 
enforce against such a departure. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
may vary…such that if it is normally expected 
that 5 HGV’s visit site each week, but in one 
week only 2 are needed, but then the 
contractor will 8 to attend site the following 
week…again, lately, this adjustment has been 
seized upon as a ‘breach’ and another 
criminal act! 
 
Time taken to amend a CTMP due to changes 
in circumstances on the ground too long to be 
practicable 

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

Noted. 

Karl Sternberg 6.3 The Considerate Contractors Scheme 
lacks teeth. It is regarded as a joke by most 
residents. How many accreditations has the 
CCS revoked? Do we not need more teeth for 
the CCS for it to regain public trust? They 
should be able to sanction offending sites and 
order changes in practice if the CCS 
accreditation is to be maintained. 
 
The Council wishes to minimise parking 

Noted. The Considerate Constructors Scheme 
sits outside the Council. The Council cannot 
influence how effective this is. The alternative 
is not to make it mandatory for contractors to 
be members of the Scheme. It is unclear if the 
respondent has tried complaining to the 
Scheme that their member is not adhering to 
their Code of Considerate Practice. 
 
The Council does take robust enforcement 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
suspensions to maintain other residents’ 
amenity. How is this compatible with multiple 
sites? Can we have clarification on how many 
suspensions are reasonable and for how 
long? Some streets have parking bays that 
have been suspended more or less 
permanently for six years. 

action where necessary but can only do so in 
areas that it has the powers to control. 
 
The reasonable minimum number of parking 
bay suspensions and minimum duration of 
parking bay suspensions will depend of the 
specifics of the site and the development 
proposed. In exercising our parking 
suspensions system we also afford due 
access to all properties. This is the case 
whether or not there are several 
developments on a given street.  
 

Sonia Rai This is drafted as a voluntary action by the 
applicant by the use of the word 'should'. It is 
submitted that this should be mandatory, and 
thus "should" must be replaced by "must". Any 
applicant must comply with CL7 and 
therefore, providing such information, should 
be mandatory 
 
The Considerate Constructors Scheme is 
pointless as the Scheme has no sanction for 

Noted. The Considerate Constructors Scheme 
sits outside the Council. The Council cannot 
influence how effective this is. The alternative 
is not to make it mandatory for contractors to 
be members of the Scheme. It is unclear if the 
respondent has tried complaining to the 
Scheme that their member is not adhering to 
their Code of Considerate Practice. 
 
The Council does take robust enforcement 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
any breach of the Scheme. It is toothless. 
However, it is submitted that RBKC should 
make compliance with the scheme to be a 
planning condition, rather than mere 
membership. This would have a significant 
beneficial effect. 
 
Paragraph 6.11 - Since cars and other 
delivery vehicles can lawfully be parked on a 
yellow line for up to 40 minutes, the 3m of the 
carriageway must take into account a parked 
vehicle on the yellow line and/or residents 
bay. Ie. There must be 3m clear on a part of 
the carriageway where no vehicle can be 
lawfully parked. Thus if a piece of road is 5m 
wide but has single yellow lines on both sides 
of the road, and assuming a vehicle is 1.2m 
wide, the clear part of the carriageway would 
be 2.8m, and thus fails. This should be 
clarified in the policy. 
 
It is also submitted that in terms of suspension 
of a bay, a maximum of percentage of bays 

action where necessary but can only do so in 
areas that it has the powers to control. 
 
During controlled parking hours where there 
are no loading or waiting restrictions in place, 
active loading or unloading can take place on 
Single Yellow Line for up to 40 minutes.  
 
Such kerbside activity will necessarily change 
the clear carriageway width available for 
vehicular conduit. When assessing the 
implications of development proposals on 
carriageway width the potential for loading 
and unloading by third parties is taken into 
account. A sentence related to this will be 
added to the proforma. 
 
The Council cannot make s61 applications 
compulsory; the s61 Prior Consent process is 
an option available to those about to carry out 
construction work and cannot be made 
mandatory.  However, where s61 applications 
are not submitted, robust ‘Notices Imposing 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
can be suspended. For instance, if there are 
40 households on a street, then the maximum 
of bays that could be suspended should be 
1/40 x no. of bays on the street. This is 
necessary for clarity and compliance with CL7
 
In relation to noise (paras 6.16 – 6.53), 
permanent hearing damage can occur at 
80dB, and annoyance can occur at 50-55dBA. 
This of course, results in loss of amenity to 
the neighbours who may have permanent 
hearing loss, and thus a permanent disability, 
or suffer ill-health . It is imperative that for 
basement works, it is compulsory that a 
section 61 application is made (and is a 
condition of any planning permission). 
Further, it is essential that it is an independent 
expert who provides the report that is jointly 
instructed on behalf of both parties at the 
applicants cost (as RBKC do not have the 
resources to provide expert evidence for the 
sheer number of construction sites, and I 
again refer you to the policy from DEFRA 

Requirements’ can be served under s60. 
 
The contractor prepares the s61 application, 
often with the assistance of their noise 
consultant.  Draft applications are often 
submitted prior to the formal submission, so 
that issues can be resolved at an early stage. 
 
Monitoring locations and methodology would 
be agreed with EH on a site by site basis, 
ideally within a s61 Prior Consent.  Sound 
monitoring equipment would be located at the 
site boundary, rather than within properties, 
for monitoring airborne noise. 
 
70dB is generally accepted as being at the 
upper end of what is considered to be 
practicably achievable at a facade in densely 
populated inner city areas. Even this level 
may not be met at certain sites such as during 
demolition in close proximity to residential 
occupiers. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
which states that it is not for the local authority 
to determine best practicable means). Again, 
this must be mandatory not voluntary (ie 
"should" be replaced with "must") 
 
Appendix 5 – It is submitted that the 
monitoring equipment must be in all 
neighbouring properties provided at the 
applicants expense. (the make an model 
should be provided by RBKC to ensure that A-
weighted daily measurements are taken) 
And again appendix 5, must make reference 
to the independent expert report. 
 
It is unclear as to how the figure "70dB" is 
arrived at. As I have previously pointed out 
section 79(1)(g) states that any noise emitted 
from premises so as to be prejudicial to health 
or a nuisance is a statutory nuisance. The 
World Health Organisation have stated in their 
report that 50-55dBA can cause annoyance 
and other health issues (and therefore 
probably a statutory nuisance can occur 

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 
above those levels) 

Alana Spence Builders have been injured and killed! Noted. This is a matter for the Health and 
Safety Executive who are aware of the issue 
and have been targeting basement 
development for checks. 
 

Gerald Eve (Joanne 
Rams) 

N/A Noted. 

Physic Triangle 
Residents Association 
(Margaret Thompson) 

Yes 6.11 'there should be 3 metres of rd. 
available for other traffic whenever possible' 
this is too weak there should always be 
highway access 
 
we cannot have the queen's highway 
obstructed at all. There should be no such 
developments in narrow streets which 
essentially will be closed to traffic local or 
emergency unless this is part of the 
requirement. Otherwise no council tax 
should be taken from any house within 100 
meters of the application or alternatively the 
developers should pay it which might 
concentrate their minds 

In exercising our powers as highway and 
traffic authority the Council always ensures 
that safe pedestrian access to all properties is 
maintained at all times Some streets are so 
narrow that any vehicle, no matter how small, 
would block the road where stationary. In 
such circumstances rigorous conditions apply 
to ensure emergency access is always 
possible and to minimise inconvenience to 
residents and others. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
if you cannot gain access in yr road why 
should one pay council tax undoubtly a case 
will be taken if this is not covered. 
 
612 the1.3 meters of pavement should always 
be there  
 
If it is not possible to do this it should be 
presumed no development of this degree of 
size or impact will ever gain planning assent 

Maeda Friederike 1. I don't think that self-certification (i.e. 
structural certification by the applicants 
chosen structural engineer) 
works well , as some individual developers will 
do almost anything to achieve the success of 
their applications . 
'He , who payeth the piper ...' and all that . We 
need genuine certification that will ensure a 
basement project  
will survive longer than the months it may take 
to sell on a property . Neighbours should feel 
safe in their 

Noted. The Council requires a Chartered 
Structural Engineer to sign the CMS. 
Chartered Structural Engineers are bound by 
their professional code of conduct. The 
Council relies on the professional integrity of 
the Chartered Structural Engineer. Past 
experience of the Council has shown that 
even when sent for independent verification 
there was not a single case where the CMS 
was unsatisfactory resulting in a lot of time 
and costs with no different result.  
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
homes 5 ,10 ,15 years and well beyond after 
completion of a build . 

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

Should results be published? Registering a 
site with CCS is all very well but if the 
contractor pays little attention to it, it benefits 
no one. 

Noted. The Considerate Constructors Scheme 
sits outside the Council. The Council cannot 
influence how effective this is. The alternative 
is not to make it mandatory for contractors to 
be members of the Scheme. 

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

No. Noted. 

Austin Mackie Managing Construction Impacts 
 
It is in this area that we consider the LPA is 
acting way beyond what is reasonable. 
 
In many current cases the LPA is opposing 
applications or details pursuant to condition 
with the often flippant suggestion that an 
applicant has failed to demonstrate that 
construction impacts 'have been minimised'. 
 

Noted. 
 
Current applications are being determined in 
accordance with adopted Policy CL7. 
Applicants have recourse to the appeal 
process if they are aggrieved by the 
authority’s decision.  
 
The arguments that construction impacts 
need to minimised in relation to basement 
development have already been made at the 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
However, for most schemes there is no 
benchmark against which to assess what the 
"minimum" impact is and whether only a 
highly subjective minimum is the only 
acceptable solution. 
 
CTMP's are being used to effectively 'punish' 
(bear down upon) basement development, yet 
many other forms of construction proceed 
uncontrolled. 
 
Despite the fact that the Council will always 
rely upon a CTMP condition attached to a 
planning permission, many applications are 
being frustrated or rejected based upon 
spurious objections to a draft CTMP. 
 
We also oppose the requirement that 
neighbour pre-consultation on CTMP's is an 
obligation prior to an application being 
registered. 
 
In assessing an application and a CTMP, the 

time of policy formulation and accepted by the 
Inspector. 
 
Consulting with neighbours on the CTMP prior 
to submission is considered very important as 
this enable any issues to be identified early on 
in the process. 
 
The Council is aware that construction 
impacts are inevitable but they need to kept to 
acceptable levels in accordance with Policy 
CL7 (k) and (l). 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
LPA has to accept that construction impacts 
are inevitable, that there are constraints in the 
Borough (as there are in many urban areas) 
and that a developer should only be expected 
to demonstrate that they have been 
reasonable in responding to a site's character 
and constraints. 
 
At present many objections appear to be 
being made on spurious grounds. The LPA's 
unwillingness to commit to the details of a 
CTMP at pre-ap stage and yet be willing to 
refuse without negotiation on minor points 
demonstrates an unreasonable approach. 

Cranbrook Basements 
(Kevin O'Connor) 

No comment on Considerate Constructors 
Scheme. 

Noted. 

Chelsea Society 
(Michael Stephen) 

6.3 It should be possible for members of the 
public to contact, even out of working hours, a 
responsible person acting on behalf of the 
contractor. A telephone number should also 
be displayed for the public to contact a person 
at the Council even out of working hours who 
should be responsible for liaising with all 

Noted. The Council’s officers enforce noisy 
construction works during the Borough’s 
working hours as out of these hours works are 
not permissible and do not take place round 
the clock. If works are taking place outside of 
the permissible hours the Council can enforce 
against that. The Council’s noise and 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
relevant departments of the Council and with 
external agencies. Immediate action is 
sometimes necessary, sometimes out of 
working hours. The public should not be 
expected to make multiple calls to different 
offices, and there should be a “one-stop 
shop.” Council staff should be trained to have 
a positive attitude to such complaints.  
 
We are therefore pleased that RBKC has 
established a new group to coordinate all the 
Council’s construction-related enforcement 
services made up of officers from teams 
including parking and highways enforcement, 
environmental health, transport planning, and 
planning enforcement, to deliver a joined up 
response to construction enforcement matters 
in the Borough. 

nuisance team does provide a service beyond 
normal office hours to deal with statutory 
noise and nuisance. See this link 
http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/environmentandtransp
ort/environmentalhealth/noiseandnuisance/the
noiseandnuisanceservice.aspx   
 
Comments regarding the new group to 
coordinate all the Council’s construction-
related enforcement services are noted. 

The Kensington Society 
(Amanda Frame) 

6. Managing Construction Impacts: 
 
Box: Second bullet: Add at the end: "following 
consultation with neighbours, showing 
changes made as a result of consultation" + 

Box: Second bullet: The bullet points in the 
box are provided as a quick checklist for 
applicants. It is not considered useful to 
include the suggested details as detailed 
guidance on how to prepare the Draft CTMP 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
cross reference 
 
Fourth bullet: there is a need to specify that 
an appropriate electricity supply must be 
available before work starts to avoid the need 
for a generator. 
 
Fifth bullet: There should also be consultation 
on the S61 agreement for large projects in 
predominantly residential areas. 
 
Sixth bullet: Cut "(when available)" 
 
Para 6.1: Add at end: " All proposals must 
respond to the local context at the time of the 
application, including consents awaiting 
implementation." 
 
Para 6.2: This objective should (also) appear 
at the front of the document. 
 
Para 6.3: Considerate Constructors Scheme – 
how well does it work? Can it be enforced? 

has been provided. 
 
Fourth bullet: The Council is 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. 
 
Fifth bullet: S61 notice is a voluntary process 
and the Council cannot provide further 
prescription on this. 
 
Sixth bullet: ‘when available’ cannot be 
removed as the document does not exist yet. 
 
Para 6.1 – Such guidance is provided later. 
 
Para 6.2 – Noted. The introduction will be 
changed to provide further explanation. 
 
Para 6.3 - The Scheme is external to the 
Council. It has its own complaint procedure 
which the Draft SPD is referring to in the last 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
paragraph of 6.6. 
 

Basement Force 
(Simon Haslam) 

Yes 
Comment 27 
The Considerate Constructors Scheme is not 
mentioned in CL7 and cannot therefore be 
included as a requirement in the SPD. 
 
Its use can be encouraged but cannot be 
stated as a requirement. 
 
Comment 28 
Compliance with the Considerate 
Constructors Scheme can be achieved either 
by being a member of the CCS or by 
registering each application site with the CCS.
 
The wording of the first bullet in the text box at 
Section 6 would be better if it reflected this, 
using the suggested wording below: 
• 
"When constructing a basement engage a 
contractor who is a member of the 

The Council has powers to attach conditions 
in accordance with the tests set out in the 
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). 
Given the issues related to construction 
impacts related to basements the Council 
considers that it is necessary that contractors 
working on basements are a member of the 
‘Considerate Constructors Scheme’. As stated 
in para 6.3 membership will be required 
through a planning condition. 
 
The Council’s evidence on the construction 
impacts of basements was presented as part 
of policy formulation and accepted by the 
Planning Inspector.  
 
The Council is seeking to make construction 
impacts acceptable in accordance with Policy 
CL 7(k) and (l).  
 
The planning condition to require basement 



20 
 

Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
Considerate Constructors Scheme or who 
undertakes to register the site with the 
Considerate Constructors Scheme." 
 
The same comment applies in respect of 
paragraph 6.3 which should be amended to 
read as follows: 
 
"The Council will encourage the basement 
contractor responsible for the development to 
be a member of the Considerate Constructors 
Scheme or to register the site for the 
Considerate Constructors Scheme and to 
display the details of the membership and 
contact details on the site so that they can be 
easily read by members of the public." 

contractors to be a member of the 
Considerate Constructor Scheme is part of 
the suite of measures to make construction 
impacts acceptable. It is considered helpful to 
let applicants know about this condition 
beforehand in the SPD rather than impose it 
in every case with no acknowledgement in the 
SPD. 
 
 
 
 
 

aRichard Grantley Para 6.3. We suggest that, to aid 
enforcement, the basement contractor should 
be required not only to be a member of the 
Considerate Constructors Scheme but also to 
comply with it. 
 
Para 6.4 We suggest amending the first bullet 

Noted. Members of the Scheme are required 
by the Considerate Constructors Scheme to 
adhere to its Code of Considerate Practice as 
set out in para 6.6 of the Draft SPD. The 
Council cannot enforce if members comply 
with the Scheme as it is an external body. 
However, complaints can be made directly to 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
to make it clear that sites must actually be 
professional and well managed - not just 
appear to be so. 

the Scheme. 
 
This is taken from the Considerate 
Constructors Scheme Code of Practice and 
the Council cannot change this.  

eJuanita Tennyson-
d'Eyncourt 

Except in the case of the large and reputable 
companies, which are generally more 
engaged in public than in private works, this is 
all mere aspiration and velleity, as recent 
newspaper reports have shown, such as here:
 
http://www.standard.co.uk/news/london/base
ment-dig-death-traps-workers-livesat- 
risk-due-to-unsafe-building-under-london-
homes-10145141.html 
 
That so many people have died and been 
injured with scarcely any public mention 
shows how unregulated and un-monitored 
basement works are, by comparison with a 
well regulated industry such as mining, in 
which a rare accident drew national attention 
and prosecution: 

Noted. Health and Safety Executive deal with 
unsafe sites and have targeted basement 
developments in the last few years to improve 
safety standards. 
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Respondent Name Consultation Responses Council’s Response 
 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gleision_Colliery_
mining_accident 
 
This is why I have not commented on most of 
the following sections, as it seems even more 
than usually futile 

ASRD Ltd (Gerald Eve) N/A Noted. 

 


