
Ma Ror I t .  Mier 
Planning OISCO 
OttelloOrnMil Menagemine. 
flogemmoon ana Ranomp 
C a n e  and Enwcomini Deeclinert. 
London Borough ol Camden. Tory Hoe i woo, 
Agi le  S l a t  Landon 
W C I I t  &C 

21 May 2014 

M a e  & D e l a  EMMA), 
22 & 26 Oueerant Gicma 

Londe., N3/4015 4.1.1 
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Dear Rachel Meer 

W e  " M k  01001/43/04,1•11011cation by M r  lames Ireland ol 24 Ouadrant Grove London NWS 
(2014/2070/P dated 01/04/2014), (or mamas:Jon to develop a basement under his house. 
Pursuant to the p e n d a n t  of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Ciaelapingral Order 1995, as amended in October 2008 ("GP00 19951. Although weal, 
the authors of this letter. we ask yOU 10 note Mat Cu' obiections are shared by almost moth. 
residents in this Meet. 

In summary. our objections w e n  gollown. 

I .  The scale and client ol the m a m m a  w a i t  mowed to b i ld  out the meowed basemen' 
corntholer an 'enterer.% operation* Minn falls orand• the teems el the permitted tigni ol 
rairlargernent larticommetti or other anttioon ol a dwelling house MIS proposal therefore to 

as pernewedtkweimunere under Schedule 2. Pair) a n y  • olibe relevant 1995 Order. 
Slmiist restrictions we lobe Inurn Caniden's Planning Guidance CPC0I, and Development 
Policy 0O27 

2. M r  M O M S  conarunrOn [where ihe memo*  construclion * l a  lightival .1 foreseeable) would. 
demanded. breach Sovernnwal suidebnes. lismel, the 'Panne.  Pone' provmons rel 'Pe/mated 
Development log Householders' published by the Depanment for Communities and Local 
Government. 

3. This appbcatIon Is Imply  all laterapt 10 Wills< a M i l l e d ,  Procedure in order to 
overcome problems identified in a previous (and potentially unsuccessful) planting 
application. al the circumstances of Dm case, the provisions of the 1995 Order. if applicable. 
should net be permitted by the Council to ommde  and defeat the controb to be hound in 
more strings/it pisaning /Wes and procedures 

w e  deal below wM11 each of our obscnom in greater delis 

The wale and enlaed of MO •PaPPI•P" works required to W M  outIMCIPIned 
balarmal C4 /000n1  an "Irldinamine OPesalion- wind, falls outside the terms of the 



Pennitted right of -imlargensent, IM rOvetMfttorotheqafteq.tjon of a dwelling home. 
This PnaPosal therefore fails to qualify as permitteddevelopment under Schedule?, NM 
5 . 0 . , ,  A of Owrelevant 1995 Order. 

1 1 The proposed basement will d i v e * .  Mai01 work, sato to our knowledge there are no 
cellos in the street and Ow construction will have .  eery substanUal Impact on Inwnediate 
neighbours, and the Meet  as a whole. 

52 Whilst there may be circumstances hi which 6 alP it d Development Order 
might be used to permit construction o f .  basement l e g  Iota detached house which bet 
least say three m e l t , ,  Irons, can,IageI the same cannot be said for a terraced house Ike  21 
Quadrant Glove where pan 01 the 'engineering works" mil take place under neighbours. 
property i.e. then hall of each party wall We bekeve that constructing a new basement 
under an old t e r m /  house like 24 Quadrant Grove which involves. 

• underpinning the party walls. 
• excavating ISO cubic metres of soil. 
• tatting the material aeon in bulked lore% 

• introducing...Morrell concrete walls and Moor etc. 

can only be dander ,  as - e l l m n r i n 8  Operations' This suggests Mal -Perinlited 
Development Rights" must be removed. 

1 Sin relation to this objection and other matter,. we have sought the Opinion ol Counsel 
Ms Denim terns. .leading member of the Planning gar. lot Ms dews as to whether this 
proposal quagga as a permitted development under Schedule Part 1. Class A of dm 
relevant 1995 Order. Counsel has concluded it does not quality became. ass matter 011w 
and degree, the extent ol excavation works required to buildout the basement constitutes 
an -entdmmille Operation' which is not within the terms of the permitted tight of 
enlargement, Improvement Of Other alteration of a dwelling house. He pointsout that 

although the 'detracted right- coven budding operations. it cannot properly be interpreted 
as including any other types of operations. Mt points out that other types Of operations 
envisaged by I 9$111 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (*TCPA 19901 are defined 
as "engineenng mining or o ther  operations which requite a separate want ol planning 
Permnsion unless i w y  benefit from a permitted ck....lvament eight We atteeh • COPY Of hit 
Opinion. should you wish to tee It 

1.4. Our r ime fondled by Counsel's ( * M b %  le that the Sidalanlial nature of the MICaVit$011 
snorts Involved lo this basement development project. coupled with the traffic movements 
fettUlted to t o t  the eiCavated material IIWIly /COM the site. temsimules a separate 
*enwmtereht 000,.00.-1 

S Counsel also talon the view that whilst moron 55121 of the TCPA 1990 excludes certain 
'operations' that involve 1 h  maintenance improvement or other alteration of any 



building of * * a i r  from the scope of 'develoornem. within the Moaning of the Act. the 
'engineering operation' Imolved In our case would not 'affect only the Interior of the 
budding nor, as he points out. could it be held here that the operation would 'not 
materially affect the **tonsil appearance of the building'. bearing In mind the comIderable 
imooti it would here given on the M a l  road network and the way it would effect the 
toetsbol appeman:e of the bubfkowhIl i t the works were ongoing 

I 6 The restrictions on "engineering OPerailom' set out In section 55121 of the TCPA 1990. 
are further refloated in Camden's widely published Planning Guidance (P64. and 
Development Policy OP2 7 Season 2 4 of CPG4 deals with circumstances in which Permitted 
Development Rights for basement can be granted and refused. It states: 

'Inn evidarie * W W I  tea l  developilienif toCamden Ina p e o n .  anew basement 
ilevelOpoteri. ot an estensOn 10 flashed basement actOmmodalon where opoiono 
penninion n reatteed Permitted develpomtni iightt mean that Spine basemen's wall not 
* o w *  ounrung prem.'s*. 

',emitted development n (*vented by OW town and Count* Pl iant*  IGeneral Permitted 
Oevelopfneell Oide. 1995 (as aineadtell Minh ( * . n t h  5Ihe entaigement. msprovelstat. Ci 
Othitt alteraion ol a ciseileg Panne withal Me Wes led down tor exteninsnl 

In rerun *nation( SyCll herniated OevelOpoWne eights are removed such allot must 
cusubed as 'etsgMeeong Opetal•Oac 

I 7 The applicant * P e a r s  to misunderstand the true extent of the restriction contained in 
(PG 4. which he Imseluoles In tegtopn l o t  the t i o u n d s  (Or ApplinitiOW lie Stale.: 

-Under Prinnited Development fights119951 m a t e  C a m * *  (PGA disease* to•noon 
allowed where no special engineering woad are mashed ogn O t t  ightWell and where the 
property is roil within a COaltivelesa or wheat autait a tl *moved' 

1.3 in fact. CP64 does not specify that the construction of a lightwell would constitute 
'special engineenng ve0i15 or. mote anpOriantly. Mat the construction o f .  basement 
Without a lightivet would not coosootte SPet 411 risgmearing svork- CPG4 simply and 
more broadly Pates that pennilled develOPM,im hoes not apply where there are 
'engineenne works' As already stated above we bike-m that what it proposed in fact 
constitutes 'engineering ve011.5' with or without the fightweli 

1.9 As to the implied suggestion by the I t t i lkanl that the proposed basement development 
would not involve the constmclion of a lightwee w e  paragraphs 2.1.2.3 beim* 

The p r o p q Ø  celletructIon (where the eventual construction o f .  lIghtwell Is fOrefeeelde) 
constitute a breigh of Government guidelines. namely the "Pfenftlefl 

of ' Penne  ted DevtrOpMenif f o r  MCwWfrolderr published by the 
Deportment for Communities and total Government 



2.1 In November 1)13 an application way made to Camden Council by Mr Ireland for 
planning Permission to build a single Sten/ basement under 24 Quadrant Grove, with a 
tightweii in his bort garden The stated purpose of the basement was to provide spate (Or 
°broom/cinema. heti/Nigh it mmems that the planning appkabon has now been 
abandoned or adjourned in favour of an Application for Permitted Development Pursuant To 
the 1995 Order, Mr Irelandclearly Intends to create an addnional living space. which is 
highly iamb to require a lightwell at some stage. 

2 2  As will be seen from a document published bY the Department Of for Communitim and 
W e l  Government and updated in October 2013. e n l i l l . d 7 , , L , J D e v e l e p a e n 4  for 
Househoide,C, eicanting to cream a new basement which involves major worts would 
not ordinarily be permitted antler a General Permitted Development Order 1-G1001. II also 
<ready s la in  that a basement constitution, which creates a separate unit of 
ecconutrodetion and/or alters the external appearance of the house, such as adding o 
lightwed lour emphasis). is Maly to require planning permission, and would not ordinanN 
be permitted e n d s  die scheme 

2.31111w application is grantee, the applicant. In Older to comply with GPDO requirements. 
. 51  very likely exercise his right to construct the basement without a Ightwell. It it not 
fanciful to suppose however. given the terms of the original planning application, that once 
the GPOO has Wee granted, the applicant will add ale/lowed for which retrospect?..t 
planning permission will then be sought. The applicant, rightly or wrongly. may well be 
anticipating Camden% M I N I  liberal record On enforcement It would be highly regrettable il 
Camden. aware of the potential for abuse. WAc wen to r e m i t  3 develOnintnt 0, this sort 
under Use GPO scheme 

This application imams*  an attempt to utilise a fan track procedure in order to 
o v e r c o m e . . . M e m  klentthed in a PftViOsiS (and polgoOpthgtoggegggrhall planning 
•PPliCatiggirt the circumstances of this case, the pmerbeete Cd the liths Order, if 
applicable, should not be permitted by the Caving by thilltdde and defeat more Stringent 
Meaning rules and procedures. 

Pestory of site epplicsdpn for General Permitted Devetomnent 

3 1 Quadrant Grove is a small street of small terraced houses in Kentish Town constructed laS 
the ded n,ndieenth century Each house has a small garden and the front elevations of the 
houses largely original It n o n e  of the few streets of the kind left In the neighbourhood 
indeed we have used the COunC111000rnider N U M M I  any Permilltd doreiremial righits 
t i n g e  ell M o e  a dellinglitio. a s  they We Inking al &dog to 

3 21a November 2013, as we have already stated at paragraph? 1 above, an application 
was made to theOwned by Mr Ireland for planning permission to bue:1 a single story 
basement under Ms home. with a lighten., in their front garden The stated purpose of the 
basement l e t .  provide space for a plawoom/Onerna 



3.3 The application was met with a large number of  objections from almost all the residents 
in the street and n‘ost particularly by neighbours living on either side of  and immediately 
opposite the house in question, including us. The objections included detailed wit idsm of 
both the technical parts of the application and general objections based on the 
contravention of  a number of Camden's development policies. 

3,4 Mr  Ireland's application was supported by a Basement Impact Assessment Report from 
Green Structural Engineering Ltd DOSED dated October 2013. 

3.5 As a consequence„ the Council sought an independent assessment from Card 
Geotechnics Ltd MEWL"). GCL's repor t  dated 75 March 2014, questioned the qualifications 
of  the authors of  the GSE report and concurred with many of the detailed criticisms relating 
to the technical parts of the application. 

3.61n March 2014 Mr  Ireland, no doubt in an attempt to overcoine the obstacles that had 
arisen abandoned or adjourned his planning application and instead applied to the Council 
for a fast-track "Certificate of Lawfulness" for the construction of  the basement excluding 
the lightwell, as a 'Permitted Development" under Section 2 Class A Town and Country 
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 as amended ("GPDO"). 

3.7 We submit that it would be wholly wrong for the applicant to attempt to utilise the fast 
track GPDO procedure in order to overcome problems identified in a previous land 
potentially unsuccessful) planning application, furthermore, the Council should not grant 
permission if the consequence of  so doing would he to override and defeat more stringent 
planning rules and procedures, 

Yours sincerely, 

Michael daturirloy MILt MISMirt7 26 Quadiam Grove 

Diana Entberiev 76 Quadrant Grove 

Barbara Ti torts OBL 

Christopher Salle. QC 

22 Quadrant Grove 

27 Quadrant Grove 


