Objection to Planning Application 2013/7182/P: Flat 1, 15 Wedderburn Road NW3 5Q5

Dear Sir,

| have grave concerns about this application from the point of view of trees affected by the work
and the underlying hydrogeology. My interest in the hydrogeology stems from its eventual effect
upon trees: if buildings move as @ result of basement work undertaken when the underlying
hydrogeology is not understood, insurance companies blame trees. | am also concerned about
local flooding. This is quite apart from the devastating effect on neighbours’ property; neighbours

who are already exceedingly concerned about this proposal.

in the BIA, 2.4 Geology, the position of 15 Wedderburn Road (starred) is shown significantly
further north on the corner of Lyndhurst Road and Akenside Road, over the Shepherd Stream and
close to the site of the old Shepherd Well. In the report below the following is stated: “The boundary
between the Claygate Member and London Clay is shown approximately 150 m 10 the south of the site.” The
position of the star makes it appear that 15 Wedderburn Road sits in the centre of the Claygate
Beds — between the Bagshot <ands and the upper reaches (band D) of the London Clay Formation
(LCF); a completely wrong impression. While 15 wedderburn Road and all houses and services
around it may be glad that a deep sicant-walled basement is not heing built over an old stream, In
fact it is close to the spring line between the Claygate Beds and LCF band D —just as WOTrTYing.

At the end of this section it is stated: “However, the COROULS and spot heights shown on the OS and geological
maps would suggest that the Claygate Member extends to a depth of approximately 77 00 m OD, where it is in turn
underlain by London Clay. Groundwater was measured at a depth of 5.00 m {86.70 m OD) al this nearby site, although

this may not have repr esented an equilibrium level.”
Since the house has been cited incorrectly this is of course inaccurate and explains why

groundwater was found at 5m which puzzled Geotechnical and Environment Associates.

«Criven the location of the headwaters of the Tyburn, it is likely that it was formed by springs issuing from within the
interface of the Bagshot Formation and Claveate Member. Groundwater within the silty sandy clays of the Claygate
Member is considered to be dominated by fissure flow. The absence of any significant <and bed horizons reduces the
water bearing potential of the Claygate Member to that similar to the underlying [.ondon Clay.”

This is patently nonsense as anyone who lives in the area knows, and as their own borehole results
demonstrate. In any case there are insufficient boreholes which could be missing significant water
in sand partings under pressure, as has been found elsewhere in Hampstead when digging into the

Claygate Member, with disastrous results for the builders and for neighbouring houses.

“Due to the very 10w permeability of the Loondon Clay, any aroundwater flow will be at very low rates.”

This is repeated twice elsewhere in the document and demonstrates no understanding of the
different LCF bands; this is describing bands C or B, not D as is here. Four of London’s rivers begin
from the groundwater flow In Hampstead — the right and left arms of the Fleet, the Westbourne,
the Brent and here, the seeps, springs and small tributaries that form the upper reaches of the
Tyburn, such as can be seen flowing openly through the basement of 4 Wedderburn Road.

“published data for the permeability of the London Clay indicates the horizontal permeability to generally range
hetween 1 x 10-10 m/s and 1 x 10-8 m/s, with an even lower vertical permeability. However, the Claygate Member is

sandier in composition and oermeability could be oxpected to be higher.” Well | never!

“The direction of groundwater flow within the Claygate Member peneath the site is likely to be controlied by the local

topography and therefore in a south and couthwesterly direction... wedderburn Road has not heen identified as a
street at risk of surface water flooding, specified in the London Borough of Camden (LBC) Planning Guidance CPG4 and

therefore a flood risk assessment will not be required.”
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Tl e Faclands oped m 26 Q\MO@/A@

The proposed basement excavation at 26 Wedderburn Road puts at risk the
dtability of the foundations of this property which are shared by the
owner occupiers of the upper level flats. As the excavation 1s 1n some
part adjacent to and parallel to the flank wall of no 24 1t also exposes

the owners of that property to an unacceptable level of risk

The main risk arises from exposure to, during excavation, the high and
indeterminate nature of the water table and it's rate of flow through the
claygate beds on which the building 1s founded

The trial bores taken at the site encountered the water table some Z2-3 m
above the proposed basement level 1.5 -2.5 m above the existing basement
level.

The water lies in the permeable clay gate beds which overly the london
clay which was found 3-4 m below the existing basement level. The
claygate beds and the london clay slope 1n the same direction as the
ground level , typically in a North East to South West direction

The rate at which the water travels through the clay gate bed can vary
depending on the size and frequency of sand and gravel lenses present at
any location, the amount of ground water feeding this aquifer and the
inclination of the impervious layer over which the water travels

It would be impossible without exploring every 1nch of the proposed
excavation to determine where these lenses occur. Therefore the dynamic
head of water that is likely to be met during excavation in the viclnity
of these watercourses 1is unmeasurable and unpredictable.

The excessive quantity of rain in the last few months should serve as a
warning that the quantity and flow rate of water through the water
bearing layers can vary dramatically causing erosion of underground soil
strata and in some cases total collapse of the ground as reported 1n the
national press during the recent extreme weather.The basement of 26

Wedderburn Road has suffered flooding on many occasions 1in the past
confirming the ever present threat form the high water table surrounding

1t.

The proposal as 1t stands suggest excavating some 1000 mm below the
underside of the existing foundations and underpinning them with concrete
in a sequential fashion. This could not be done without water pouring
into the basement with possible serious erosion of soll below the
existing foundations of No 26 and where close to the boundary wall the
foundations of No 24. In order to address this problem a proposal has
been made to inject grout into the claygate bed to prevent water
travelling through the sand and gravel lenses.

There is no realistic way of determining whether or not the grout will
have penetrated the soil sufficiently to create an effective seal and
inundation of the excavation with erosion of the existing foundation
material could be a very real scenarlo seriously threatening the

stability of both no 26 and Z24.
T+ should be noted that the elevation of the underside of the foundations

to No. 24 is not known and cannot be easily determined due to lack of
access. As a consequence there could be a substantial surcharge on the
soil adjacent to an underpin section which could seriously contribute to
a local collapse of the soil below the foundations.

Tt should also be understood that access to this site 1is limited and the
equipment used for removing and replacing material is likely to be Dby
wheelbarrow. Excavation of the basement to create the reduced level
would require the removal of up to 70 cublc meters of soil and the import
of 45 cubic meters of concrete. Typically it takes 15 wheelbarrow trips
to place 1 m3 of concrete so there would need to be over 1050 trips just
to get the soil out and a further 680 trips to bring the concrete in. In

addition the underpinning work has to be carried out in a limited
sequential fashion all of which leads us to conclude there 1s a clear

Al



Jo Konrad

From: Tim Macfarlane <tm@glasslimited.eu>

Sent: 19 January 2014 12:48 2

To: Jo Konraa é-
Cc: Liz Pether

Subject: RE: Report

Hi Jo,

Please find attached the corrected report
The Claygate layer which occurs approximately between levels 78 OD and 74 OD is considered a secondary A aquifer

— this is identified in the soil report
It is a water bearing strata and excavations through this layer will need to be nrotected against water inflow.

Extract from soil Report:
2.5 Hydrology and Hydrogeology

The Claygate Member is classified by the Environment Agency as a Secondary ‘A’ Aquifer,
defined as permeable layers capable of supporting water supplies at a local rather than strategic
scale, and in some cases forming an important source of base flow to rivers, however, this
classification is based on the presence of saturated sand bed horizons within the Claygate member
The London Clay is classified as ‘Unproductive Strata’, as defined by the

Environment Agency as rock or drift deposits with low permeability that have negligible
significance for water supply or river base flow.

There are no Environment Agency designated Source Protection Zones (SPZs) on the site.

The nearest surface water feature is located 790 m northeast of the site. The site lies outside
the catchment of the Hampstead Heath chain of ponds.

Groundwater is likely to be present within the Claygate Member, and other investigations
carried out around the area of Hampstead Heath indicate that spring lines, reflecting the
nresence of perched groundwater, are present at the interface of the Bagshot Beds and the
Claygate Member, and at a lower level at the boundary between the Claygate Member and the
underlying essentially impermeable London Clay. These springs have been the source of a
number of London’s “lost” rivers, notably the Fleet, Westbourne and Tyburn, which all rose

on Hampstead Heath, to the south and southwest of the current site, at the base of the Bagshot

Beds.

Best
Tim

London
EC1R ODP

Tel: +44 207 490 3446
Mobile: +44 7956 567 086
o tm@glasslimited.eu




Jo Konrad

From: Tim Macfarlane <tm@glasslimited.eu>
Sent: 17 March 2014 17:22

To: Elizabeth Pether

Cc: Jo Konrad:; Igbal Bundhun

Subject: RE: 15 Wedderburn Road

Liz,

Everything is good thank you.

In your case the design intention is to use secant piling to hold back the ground water and support the adjacent
foundations . This is a well understood technique and would be an acceptable method if they can get a suitable rig
inside the building!

in the case of No 26 there is not enough space to be able to get a rig inside the basement to install secant piling SO
they are proposing an injected grout solution instead. The objection to the works in No. 26 going ahead are based
on arguing that the penetration of the grout is unpredictable and indeterminable so poses a higher risk to
‘nundation from the ground water/Aquifer.

' would think forwarding my comments re 26 would do no harm but the objection to the works in your case is based
on the massive disruption caused by the extent of the works and the impracticality of carrying out the excavation
without maijor disturbance and access issues for you living above the works and Jo living adjacent to them

Best
Tim
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10 Clerkeﬁwell Green
London
EC1R ODP

Tel: +44 207 490 3446
Mobile: +44 7956 567 086

- tm@glasslimited.eu

From: Elizabeth Pether [mailto:peth_erelizabeth@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: 17 March 2014 16:29

To: Tim Macfarlane

Cc: Jo Konrad; Igbal Bundhun

Subject: 15 Wedderburn Road

Tim
Trust all is well with you.

As you know we are well aware of your inputs into the proposals at 26 Wedderburn Road and

have been studying them with great interest. Do your most recent comments apply equally to 15 IS
re water/stability of buildings ? |f so would it be acceptable to you if we also forwarded them to the

planning officer dealing with the application for 157

Very much appreciate your view on this



Thank you

Liz Pether




Jo Konrad

From: Tim Macfarlane <tm@glasslimited.eu>

Sent: 05 March 2014 14:03 )
To: Elizabeth Pether éL
Cc: Jo Konrad

Subject: Re: 15 Wedderburn Road

Hi L1z

They have not provided sufficient detail on the revised drawings to assess the disruption to your
entrance.the lift and the parking. I assume from their revised drawing that they will pull the piling inside the
line of the front wall over the parking bay and come round the base ot the lift again on the inside. We should
ask for clarification.

Best Regards

Tim

Sent from my 1Phone

On 5 Mar 2014, at 13:15, "Elizabeth Pether” <petherelizabeth@yahoo.co.uk> wrote:

Tim

Thanks for your email and comments. However | specifically asked whether you
think that the lift and our staircase will not be compromised by piling immediately
adjacent to the former and under the later. Would really appreciate your advice on

this.
Thanks

LiZ



Jo Konrad

From: Jo Konrad <jo@jokonrad.com>

Sent: 19 January 2014 12:41

To: jo@jokonrad.com

Subject: FW: !5 Wedderburn Road

Attachments: Planning Application 2013 7182 P Response.docx
Dear Liz, Jo,

| have updated my report to include all of your comments so hopefully it is good to go.
The piling rig that was recommended in their report may well be available from another company but that would be

up to them to demonstrate and all we can say at this stage is that they have not done that in that the company that
they have recommended is in liquidation- in any case they did not describe how a minimal headroom rig can install
the pile as a continuous operation which would be necessary to create the secant pile through water bearing strata.
A continuous flight auger typically has to have the same headroom as the length of pile being installed. A rig with
limited headroom would have to use a segmented continuous flight auger if there is such a rig. They may be able to
come up with a solution to this problem but as yet they have not demonstrated how.

| think in any case our main line of argument is that the development is unsustainable in accordance with the

National planning guidelines.
Best Regards

Tim

Tim Macfarlane
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London
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