170126 Letter to Camden Council re Planning Application 2016/6491/P

Dear Sir or Madam,

I write to object to the above planning application.

1. The proposals may cause damage to neighbouring properties and to the local infrastructure and treescape.

2. The design would be obtrusive, is not sympathetic to the original house and is not suitable for this historic area of Hampstead, which lies moreover in the Conservation area.

The proposals may cause damage to neighbouring properties and to the local infrastructure and townscape.

I refer you to the excellent and comprehensive Consultation Response dated 6/1/2017 from Dr Harding of the Heath and Hampstead Society.  I agree with all the points she makes.

I have lived in Well Walk for 40 years, in number 44, adjacent to number 46, the house which is suffering from subsidence, and opposite the southern end of Well Passage.  

I have seen the carriageway of Well Walk subside many times because of ground water flows.  Enzygo says that the risk of running sand is “low” – but on numerous occasions sink holes have opened up when water flowing along service pipes has washed away the sand on which they lie, causing causing them to fracture. The Arboricultural report refers to sand in the boreholes. See para 6.5 – “waterlogged and needed to be bailed out”.

Most recently, there was for many months a series of leaks from the Thames Water main in Well Walk. Remedial work was finally carried out on three separate occasions: on 8th May 2013 outside 17 Well Walk, diagonally opposite 46 Well Walk, on 15th June 2013 in the entrance to Gainsborough Gardens, adjacent to 46, and on 8th October, 2013 outside 15 Well Walk, diagonally opposite 46 Well Walk. 

At the end of the 1970s or early 1980s there was subsidence in the carriageway at the bottom of the sloping entrance to Gainsborough Gardens which was large enough to close the road, particularly after a police car drove into it.

It is no coincidence that this subsidence occurs at this point.  The Bagshot sands meet Clay along the contours in this area, which is what causes springs to come to the surface. Well Walk derives its name from the well, one of many in Hampstead, that once stood on the South side of the street, in front of 44 or 46; its headwaters are, I believe slightly further up the hill between Well Walk and Well Road in the garden of either number 6 Well Road or 13 Well Walk. Local histories state that the original well was cut off when the Victorian sewage system was built along Well Walk, around 1852, and the new Chalybeate Well was built on its current site at the bottom of Well Passage. There is no question that water flows down the hill, its course roughly following the line of Well Passage (it is probably no coincidence that was never built over) and into Gainsborough Gardens, where there was once a pond.

When The Lodge, which stands on the slope leading into Gainsborough Gardens, tried to lower the level of its basement in the mid 1980s, it encountered ground water.

I am told that the residents of Gainsborough Gardens are about to spend a great deal of money having the drainage improved.

The site investigation report by J Pamment remarks  “Borehole wet and collapsing from 2m on completion”.  This must be a warning that the ground is unstable. Any development that risks causing ground instability should be rejected.

Enzygo refers to potential risk of shallow groundwater. I do not consider their reasons for ruling it out valid or conclusive. They recommend the construction of boreholes to ascertain the presence of ground water, in order to determine the structure of the proposed foundations. If the basement is to be tanked, this will displace the flow of ground water in the area. The water will have to find another course, downhill perforce, and may impact both the road and properties south of the road, such as 44 and 46. Enzygo states that the risk of running sand is “low”.  However, I cannot emphasise strongly enough that water flows along service pipes, eroding the sand on which they rest, and causing them to collapse and fracture.  The effect on the road is clearly seen.  What is not apparent is what may be happening below properties downstream. Any impact may be slow to manifest itself.   As already mentioned, 46 Well Walk is currently suffering from subsidence.

At the far end of Well Walk, where it joins New End, and where there is an underground watercourse, which used to feed the watercress beds in Willow Road, a leak closed the road for several months.
I am also concerned about possible damage to the historic Chalybeate Well, at the bottom of Well Passage by works on the site.  (The well is closer to 15A than stated in Enzygo’s BIA.)  There is explanation of how the excavation is to be carried out, merely suppositions.  15A stands over a metre above the carriageway of Well Walk, on a pedestrianised walkway and strip of lawn, about 7m wide. Access from street level is by narrow old stone steps, two flights of which are either side of the Chalybeate Well, and one further to the East.  Large earth-moving equipment would be inappropriate.  Where would the spoil be collected?   What would the volume of the spoil be? The street at that point narrows, and has a dangerous kink.  Where would a skip be safely sited, and without causing inconvenience?  Residents’ parking is already severely limited.  The pedestrianised walkway is heavily used by local residents and by people walking to and from the Heath, at the end of Well Walk.

I am also concerned that the larger of the lime trees in the garden of 15A may be damaged, leading to its death.  The tree is visible from Well Walk, which is lined by lime trees.  We see it from our house, which looks up Well Passage.

The design would be obtrusive, is not sympathetic to the original house and is not suitable for this historic area of Hampstead, which lies moreover in the Conservation area.

The Design & Access doc picture K of the adjacent existing raised boundary wall with 17 appears to be a close-up, giving a distorted impression of its size.  The new bay window will be higher than this wall, as it will be the height of the existing ground floor window.  It will therefore restrict the public amenity view from the pedestrian WP.

Grey aluminium is not consistent with the existing timber-framed windows.

I agree with the Heath and Hampstead response dated 16.01 2017 and ask you to refuse the application on these grounds too.

Thank you for considering my views.  I hope you will refuse the application.

Yours sincerely,

Marguerite M. Morton.

44 Well Walk,

London NW3 1BX
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