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Scope of our comments and observations on the original (approved) proposal

We understand that the application relates principally to the addition of a basement Jevel to a
previously approved proposal for a single storey dwelling. Therefore our comments in this
letter relate to the edditional impaet of the proposed basement addition, prineipally in relation
to the additional impact on the p.

ful and safe enjoyment of our home and garden area.

That said, we think it is important to note that although we are the current occupiets of the
neighbouring property most likely to be affected by any development of the land adjacent to
| Ellerdale Road, we never had the opportunity to comment on the approved proposal.
and approyed many years
ago, before we moved into the property. We understand that the developer has not acted on

This is a consequence of the fact that the proposal was submitted

the approval for all that time. Given that we are the most proximate and most likely to be

affected, yet have not had the opportunity to comment, we wish to request that any further

extension of the approval be granted only following a re-consultation that would allow those

that have moved into neighbouring properties in the interim to comment.

It is of some surprise to us that the proposal was ever approved given the evident over-

development that even a single storey dwelling represents for the very small space of 1

¢ never previously been intended for a

that is available; land that would appear to ha
The proposed addition of a basement to the originally approved proposal
represents architectural gymnastics given the limited space available to the development. If
the applicant considers the basement level to be

delling,

scessary we think this calls into question
whether the otiginal (approved) proposal was ever a viable proposal given the limited land

area concerne
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Concern for the peaceful and safe enjoyment of our home and garden during
construction

We ate extremely concerned about the proposed development including the addition of a
basement level for the following reasons.

As mentioned, we have three children of very young ages (five and under), Children are
present in our home all day every day. The one-year-old is at home all day every day with
mum or with a nanny.  All three children will be at home all day every day during school
holidays.  During school terms the three year old is at home after 12pm on Wednesdays,
Thursdays and Fridays, and after 3pm on Mondays and Tuesdays. The five year old is at
home after 3pm every school day. Lnside our home, the children need peace and quiet when
napping during the daytime and also at all other times in order to enjoy themselves without
stress, We have extensive glass doots and windows facing the proposed development and
the noise and vibrations from the construction will undoubtedly be heard and felt within our
home.

Our small children will also make extensive use of our garden, which adjoins the proposed
development, particularly in the spring, summer and autumn months, but also in winter, We
have sited a trampoline at the vety tear of the garden (against the party wall of the proposed
development) as this is the only place that will allow us to combine a trampoline with
enjoyment of the garden area. During the spring, summer and autumn months we use our
garden extensively for games, for lunch and dinner time picnics and for free play. The
children use the trampoline every day of the year, It brings them a great deal of joy and
allows them to get much needed exercise — something city children with only small gardens
can find difficult to do. There are no public parks or playgrounds within eas
distance. Should their own garden be unavailable to them this would severely limit their
ability to play and exercise outside.

walking

Our home and garden environment ate therefore comparable to a school envitonment (ie. a
place where children should be free to play and enjoy themselves and free from disturbance
and stress) and the proposed development should be considered in that light.

The construction of 1 basement level right next to our garden and within ten metres of our
house is likely to involve significant additional naise distmrbance for a dong peried, affecting our
ability to enjoy our garden and live peacefully even inside our home. It is also likely to result
in additional air pollution entering our garden area and also our home, precluding us from
enjoying the garden at all and our kitchen and living areas without closing doors and
windows, Even if noise and air pollution were not issues (though we cannot see how that
could be the casc) the wirk of foreion ebjects entering our property will mean that we will likely
be compelled to keep the children inside the house at all times when construction is
occurring. This will greatly impact their physical and emotional development and ruin our
enjoyment of our property. The children will be unable to use the wampoline during the
construction hours required to build the basement — and as they are very young, the normal
construction hours of 8am to Gpm are all of the time that they have for play — due to
concerns for their health and safety, being sited so close to the party wall of the proposed
development.
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With regard to noise levels, given the nature of our use of our home and garden, and the
tender age of our children (which, again, likens our home and garden to a school
envitonment) if the proposed development were to be approved a noise limit of 60dB
should be imposed compared to the normal 70dB limit for residential receptors.

In summary, the proposed basement addition will impact on our children sguificanthy and
anacceptably in terms of at least noise and air pollution, and being forced to spend more time
indoors than is reasonable. All of this will raise their stress levels and impact on their
emotional and physical development. The addition of a basement will increase significantly
the length of time required for the construction, extending the period of disturbance to
ourselves and other neighbours.

Inadequate information has been provided in the application

We submit that inadequate information has been provided to enable informed comments
and adequate consideration by the Council. In particular, the only assessment of the impact
of the basement addition that appears to have been provided is a basement impact
assessment (BIA), This does not cover construction management issues including noise,
vibration and air pollution, tisk of foreign objects entering neighbouring propetties and the
impact on residental parking spaces. We request that the application be considered
incomplete and that prior to further consideration of the application the applicant should be
required to submit a construction management plan (CMP) for comment and consideration.
Among other things normally included in a CMP, the CMP should include at least:

*  Details of the awficihated fimeframes for the entire construction and for each phase,
including the particular calendar months during which the different phases of
construction will be undertaken,  This is important for assessment of the impact
since (as mentioned above) we would normally make extensive use of our garden
area in the spring, summer and autumn months. It is remarkable that we were
unable to find, anywhere in the application documents, any indication of the overall
length of time that will be required for the construction or any plan as to the timing
of the various stages of construction;

* An dndependent woise and wibration assecimens fot each phase of construction (including
assessment of the peak noise conditions during digging and piling/underpinning and
during use of basement sump pumps, and the lengths of time over which noise
above normal levels will be experienced);

*  An jndependent air gralify assessment for each phase of construction detailing the likely
composition and extent of dust and chemical pollution that will enter neighbouring
propetties;

* Consideration of the risk af fareign obijects entering neighbouring properties during the
construction;
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® Details of the risk of weler seepage into and other disturbances impacting on
neighbouring properties (given that the proposal indicates the use of deep piling,
which increases tisks of flooding and waterlogging);

*  Details of who nowld be liable avd bow dansage wondd be rectified and at whose expense and
with what compensation should there be an impact on neighbouring properties;

*  Details of the manggenent of tebicles and butlding wase and the bupact on residential parking
spaces in Ellerdale Road and elsewhere (we note that the addition of a basement will
presumably require additional Iabour, equipment, trucks and skips to deal with the
additional material that will need to be moved onto and off the site); and

®  Details of the dapree o aeess that will be required to neighbouring properties and the
timeframes that will be required for such access. The site is very tight, and the
proposed development appears to extend to the party walls on all sides — it is unclear
how this can be done without some access to neighbouting properties.

1t may be that 2 CMP was prepared and submitted as part of the earlier proposal for a single
storey dwelling. 1f so, the applicant cannot rely on it for approval of the current application;
it would need now to be revised and updated to account for the addition of a basement level
with a swimming pool and jacuzzi. It is not possible that the construction of a dwelling with
a basement ~ which will involve significant additional digging and piling/underpinning — can
be managed in the same way (including the same timeframes, degree of noise and air
pollutants, tisks for water seepage; impact on parking spaces for vehicles/skips) as a single
storey dwelling,

Comments on the Basement Impact Assessment

We first note the obvious: that the BLA has not been prepared by a truly independent third
party, but for the developer (Mr G Gallberg) “in order to achieve planning approval™ (para
1.2). As such, we trust that the Council will not take anything within the BLA as given and
will apply a forensic eye to the evidence within it, in order to safeguard the area and the
neighbours. If the Council does not possess the requisite technical ability itself, we urge the
Council to engage independent auditors to assess the BIA prior to considering the
application further.

We also note that much of the BIA is presented in technical terms, precluding a lay person
assessment — it is unfortunate that the BIA is not presented in a way such that lay people can
understand all the potential impacts, We are not engineers and are of modest means,
compatatively, and do not bave the resources ourselves to engage a consultant to review the
BLA and comment on its veracity. We do, however, note the following,

The BIA is limited in scope to “the proposed scheme’s impact on local drainage and
flooding and on the structural stability of neighbouring properties through its effect on
groundwater conditions and ground movement” (para 1.3). It therefore does not substitute
for a CMP and provides no information on the impact during construction on neighbouring
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properties in terms of noise, vibration and air pollution, the risk of foreign objects, the
impact on parking spaces or the degree of aceess required to neighbouring properties.

In terms of subterranean (groundwater) flow (para 3.1), the BIA acknowledges that the site
lies above an aquifer (and that the basement may extend below the watetline — see para 3.2),
that “the amount of hardstanding areas will increase as the new unit will replace soft
landscaped area” and “the use of infiltration methods is not possible due to lack of external
space”. This section of the BIA is not at all comforting regarding the potential impact on
groundwater flow and neighbouring properties.  The risk of underground water being
diverted to neighbouring properties by a basement built below the waterline in the vicinity
of an acquifer seems to us likely to be greater than acknowledged in the BIA

With respect to surface flow and floading (para 3.2), in tesponse to the question whether
surface water flows (eg volume of rainfall and peak runoff) will be materially changed from
the existing route, the response is: “No, these will be unaffected as the lower ground floot is
only 1m lower than ground level”. It is apparent from the plans that the basement is
copsiderably wore than 1m lower than ground level (since the basement level is at least 2.5m
tall, not counting the pool depth, and the top of the basement will already be below ground
level), The response therefore appears unreliable, calling into question the entire BIA, This
section of the BIA needs reconsideration before any further consideration of the application

can take place,

With respect to Appendix I (soil borehole records), the degree of concern expressed by the
developer’s own consultants with regard to the potential for “elastic movement” and “heave”
associated with the proposed swimming pool is notable. At page 10, the BIA states
(emphasis added):

“The excavation of soil will result i a reduction in the overbutden load o the underlying strata of
approximately 20kPa. The suspended floor slab will ensure that any heave of the soils underlying the
site will not represent an enginecring problem. However, this figute ss likely ap;mmJLﬂi)h.BLzlmquJ

i pool be incorporated at the new floor level - assuming 4 2m -iu-p idently,

it s bkely that the pool shb ean be constructed on the nacurally occurring soils, s
may resule in the devel of elste movement woprether with r}n.- patential for long-
rerm heave under the revised seress condiri vhen the development is

The magnitude of long-rerm uplifi furces thar may be applied 10 the swimming pool is difficult
peedict. Computet programmes are avadable which attempt o model the problem. However, the
camplex nature of the proposed structure and difficulties in assuming the soil parameters would limst
the validity of the caleulaions.”

It cannot be aceeptable for the proposal to be approved with the inclusion of a swimming
pool when so much uncertainty appears to remain regarding the potential impact on ground
conditions. The applicant should be required to investigate this matter further before
further consideration of the application,

We utge the Council to obtain an independent audit of the BIA before considering the
application further if it does not have the required technical ability itself. I, after this, the
application is subsequently approved, construction should not commence untl a suitably
qualified chartered engineer has been appointed to inspect, approve and monitor the critical
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elements of the temporary and permanent basement works throughout their duration to
ensure compliance with the design, which should be checked and approved by a building

control body.

Failure to observe and comply with Camden’s development policies

We urge the Council to consider the inadequacy of the application in its current form in
relation to compliance with Local Development Framework (LDF) policy DP 26, The LDF

states (emphasis added):

“Camden’s Core Seraregy seeks o sustainably manage growth s that it rakes place i the most
appropriate locations and meets our needs while contlnuing to conserve and enhance the fearures that
make Camden such an artective phice o live, wotk and visit (see poliey €S1). Promoting and
procecting high mmlards_uLam:mq_um;_dcmmun_uumr.Lwl beg major consideraton when
the Couneil assesses d Strategy policies CS5 - Managing the impact of
growth and development and €514 - Promotmg high qualiey plices and conserving our heritage sex
out out averall apprach o procecing the amenity of Candents residens, worbers and vistors, 2

e Poliey DP26 i io the if ion of the Core
Strategzy by making sure thar the mpact of a devel n piets_aud neighl i fulls

considered.”

DP 26 itself states (emphasis added):

e ; i £ o B S OH AT Ay Bk b i
e cs ok cause . . The faceors we will consider include:

4 visual privacy and ovetbooking;

1) avershadonving and outlodk;

bt andl artificial behe levels;

1) microclimare;

) the inclusion of approprate attenuation measures”

With respect to noise and vibration levels, the LDF states:

“Notse/vibravon polluson has 4 major effect on amenity and health and can be a partieulacy
significant issue in Camden given the boroughs dense urban nature, More detal on how to prevent
distutbance from noise and vibration, including the requirement for mitigaton measures can be found
in policy DP28"

With respect to odout, fames and dust, the LDF states (emphasis added):

“Camden suffers from exremely poor air quality which has a harmful impact on health and the
environment, More detarl on how the Council is tackling poor aie qualiey ean be found in policy
DP32 Camden Planning Guidance provides informaton on how developments should be designed
0 prevent occupants from being exposed o air pollution, including midgarion measutes,

Odours, fumes and dust can be generared from commercial cooking, industrial process and
comstraction and demoliion. We wil require all development lkely 10 generate odours to prevent
them from heing a nuisance by mstalling appropriate and ather

measures, Further deails on mitimron measures and Camden Deue!opmun Pulicies 2010 where
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extraction equipment should be loeated cin be found in Camden Planning Guidance. Further details
on limiting noise from exeraction equipment can be found in DP28. The Council will bmit che
disturbance from dust due 10 construetion and demolivon by expecting developers and their
contractors to follow the London Councils® Best Practise Guidance The control of dust and
emissions from construction and demolition, We will also expect developers to sign up to the

Frmsldmw Constructors Scheme, Details of how these will be snplemented should be provided in g

With respect to attenuation measures, the LDF states (emphasis added):

“Disturbance from development ean also occur durmg the consiruerion phase. Measures required o
reduce the impact of demoli ion and construction works must be oulined in 2

Construction M Plan, We will require g it g Plans 10 sdennify the
impacts will be mitigared.

Construction Management Plans may be sought for
- awijor devclopments;

+ development muh% sted busldings or adjacent o hseed buildings;
+ developments thar enuld affect wildlfe;

: I:: I g : :jm; :n;ﬂd CAUSE S : dl - "' Rrh]duc 10 their locaron or the anticl 1 length
of the, d litl 1 CO ion periad.”
DP 27 {concerning basements and lightwells) states:
“the demolidon and constructon phases of a development can have an impace on amenity and this
e 7 “The Couneil will seck o mininse the distuption caused by basement
Jevel J :nml sy rmuin-[li e antai : Plans ro be submitted with licat : s

In relation to DP 28 (noise and vibration pollution) the LDE states:

"Nose and vibrution can have a major effect on amenity and health and therefore quality of life.
Camder's huh density and mised-use narure means that disturbance from noise and vibration s a
particularly important issue in the borough, Camden's Core Seraregy recogmises the importance of this
issue for Camden's residents and policy DP28 coneributes 1 mplementing u number of Core Strarcey
policies, including C$5 - Managmng the impact of growth and development, G589 - Achieving 2
suceessful Centeal London, CS11 - Promoting sustaiable and efficient travel and €816 — Improving
Camden’s health and well-being”™

P 28 itself states (emphasis added):

Iikely £o penerare no ; or

ard

b) development sensitive 1o nose i locations with noise pollurion, unless approptiate attenuation
measures are provided.



he Couneil will only g

harm 1o amenity and does not cxeced our noi

hresholds,

phases of development here these phases are likely ro canse barm conditions and planning

ubl %

tions may be used ro minimise the impace.”

We strongly suspect that, due to the noise that will be involved in constructing a basement
level so close to our home and garden, the proposed development will exceed noise
thresholds and be contrary to DP 28, There is no indication in the application that this will
not be the case. For that reason alone the appl

ation should be rejected.

Other comments

Whatever the CMP {once it i

submitted) may ultimately addition of a

1€ proposed
basement on the site represents gross overdevelopment of the site.

As a final observation, the risk of disturbance to the peaceful and sai

property and garden area (and those of our neighbours) from the construction of an

f our

fe enjoyment c

additional basement will
serve only to provide the new dwelling with a swimming pool and jacuzzi, which are hardly
necessities for any dwelling and were presumabl
approved proposal. These luxuries are b

additional basement level should be viewed in the context that the

not even contemplated in the originally
added to a previously approved plan at a

significant risk to neighbouring properties and without any effort having been made by the
applicant to identify the risks and properly inform the Council or nighbours of them. We
submit that the peaceful and safe enjovment by our voung

children of their home and

garden should not be compromised by the construction of a basement to provide the
applicant with pure luxuries.




