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INTRODUCTION

Introduction

AUTHORISATION

LMB Geosolutions Ltd (LMB) was instructed by Spacelab (Architects) on behalf of Camden Land Partnership
Ltd (the Client) in November 2016 to complete a Basement Impact Assessment works in relation to the
proposed development at Rochester Square Spiritualist Temple, Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY (the
Site).

PROJECT AND SITE DETAILS

Site Address Rochester Square Spiritualist Temple, Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY (the Site).
A Site Location Plan is provided as Figure 1.

Previous LMB are not aware of any previous reports and/or documents relating to the property
Assessments .
or the proposed development at the site.
AIMS & OBJECTIVES

The information in this document aims to provide details of the local hydrological, geological and
hydrogeological conditions beneath the site in the context of completing a Basement Impact Assessment
suitable to support the planning application for the basement element of the proposed development.
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SCOPE OF WORKS

The following scope of works has been completed:

o anappraisal of the geological and hydrogeological conditions based on the ground
investigation data and desk based literature information;

o consultation with potential below ground asset holders (e.g. Transport for London,
Crossrail etc) to ascertain if the proposed basement development is in proximity to any of
their below ground assets;

o anappraisal of potential land contamination issues based on the ground investigation data
environmental search data (Environmental Health at London Borough of Camden);

o anappraisal of the hydrological conditions at the site based on literature information.

e A screening and scoping assessment in an appropriate form for submission to the London Borough of
Camden (LBC).

e An appraisal of the potential impacts and provision of suitable mitigation measures.

CONTRIBUTORS

This report has been compiled by Philip Lewis a hydrogeologist and chartered Geologist with over nineteen
years experience as a geoscience professional, including over fifteen years experience as a professional
adviser (consultant) in hydrogeology, engineering geology and contaminated land.

Further specialist input has been provided in the form of a Flood Risk Assessment completed by Edward Bouet
(Senior Flood Risk Consultant) and a Ground Movement Assessment completed by Corrado Candian (CEng,
MICE).

LIMITATIONS

LMB has prepared this report solely for the use of the named Client and those parties with whom a warranty
agreement and/or assignment has been agreed. Should any third party wish to use or rely upon the contents
of the report, written approval must be sought from LMB and the Client.

LMB accepts no responsibility or liability for:

a) the consequences of this document being used for any purpose or project other than for which it was
commissioned, and

b) issue of this document to any third party with whom an agreement has not been executed.

The risk assessment and opinions provided, among other things, take in to consideration currently available
guidance and best available techniques relating to acceptable contamination concentrations and
interpretation of these values. No liability can be accepted for the retrospective effects of any future changes
or amendments to these values, if applied.
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Baseline Data & Criteria

INTRODUCTION

This section provides the baseline (desk study) data used to complete the Basement Impact Assessment (BIA)
in relation to the proposed development. Reference information used for this purpose is outlined below:

e British Geological Survey - 1:50,000 Geological Sheet 256, North London (Solid & Drift);

o British Geological Survey borehole archive records.

e Environment Agency Groundwater Vulnerability Mapping (1:100,000 series) Sheet 40, Thames;

e Environment Agency Internet database (www.environment-agency.gov.uk);

e River Basin Management Plan (RBMP). Thames River Basin District (2009);
e Barton, N.J. (1982). Lost Rivers of London.

e London Borough Camden Flood Risk Management Strategy (2013).

e URS (2014). London Borough of Camden Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.

e Halcrow (2011). London Borough of Camden Surface Water Management Plan.

Guidance and Frameworks

The proposed development is located in the London Borough of Camden (LBC) and the guidance and policies
outlined in the following documents are considered to be relevant:

e Camden Planning Guidance: Basements and Lightwells (CPG 4); and

e LBC: Camden geological, hydrogeological and hydrological study Guidance for subterranean
development (Issue 01, November 2010).

The above documents provide information and a framework for undertaking a BIA within LBC. In summary,
the key aim of the documents is to ensure that basement and underground development is only permitted
where it does not:

e cause harm to the built and natural environment and local amenity;
e resultin flooding; or
e lead to ground instability.

LBC require that a submission for a proposed basement development should include information relating to
the above within a BIA which is site and development specific to the site.
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About this Assessment

In the context of this assessment greatest emphasis has been placed on the requirements highlighted above
relating to potential impacts on drainage, flooding from all sources, groundwater conditions and ground
stability.

In accordance with the referenced guidance this report includes the following elements:

Desk Study;

Screening & Scoping;

Site Investigation, monitoring, interpretation and ground movement assessment;

Impact Assessment.

Regulatory Consultation

LBC Planning

The project planners (NTA Planning) consulted with LBC in November 2016 to gain pre-planning advice with
a view to gaining an insight into the requirements for the proposed development. A pre-planning advice
response was received on 5t October 2015 (ref. 2016/3442 /PRE).

The pre-planning advice confirms that a Basement Impact Assessment is required in accordance with Camden
guidance documents.

LBC Environmental Health

A representative of LBM contacted the Contaminated Land Officer at LBC in November 2016 with a view to
obtaining pertinent information in relation to the current and historical site and surrounding land uses. A
response was provided on 17% November 2016 and is discussed in more detail in the Baseline Conditions
section of this report.

Copies of the regulatory correspondence are included in Appendix B.

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The assessment of potential effects from the proposed development has taken into account both the
construction and operational phases. The significance level attributed to each effect has been assessed based
on the magnitude of change due to the development proposals and the sensitivity of the effected
receptor/receiving environment to change, as well as a number of other factors.

Assessment criteria developed from the guidance and frameworks referenced have been used to determine
the significance of the potential effects as a result of construction and operation of the proposed development.

The significance of potential effects has been determined by considering the magnitude of the effect, in terms
of a change in existing baseline conditions.
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Significance Measures

The following terms have been used to define the significance of the effects identified:

e Major effect: where the proposed development could be expected to have a very significant effect (either
positive or negative) e.g. significant risk of flooding effect, an improvement in water quality class, allowing
new uses to be made of the water resource (e.g. potable water supply) or impacts from contamination

issued e.g. risk to groundwater or future site users;

positive or negative) e.g. moderate flooding effect;

Moderate effect: where the proposed development could be expected to have a noticeable effect (either

Minor effect: where the proposed development could be expected to result in a small, barely noticeable

effect (either positive or negative), but where current uses could still be maintained; and

Screening Assessment

Negligible: where no discernible effect is expected as a result of the proposed development.

The information presented within the LBC guidance provides decision-making matrices to enable an initial

screening assessment to be made in relation to potential impacts and issues related to proposed basement

development.

The matrices specifically focus on Land Stability, Groundwater Movement and Surface flow and Flooding. An

example of the type of matrix is presented below:

Is the site located on an Aquifer?

Is the site within 100m of a water course?

Will the development result in an increase in surface water infiltration to ground (e.g. via
soakway and/or SUDS)?

Is the site located in an area where the soils are known to have a high volume change
potential?

Is the site in a Flood Zone 2 or 3

Yes

Carry forward to scoping stage.

Provide statement justifying
decision not carry forward to

scoping stage.

m |
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Baseline Conditions

General

This section of the report uses desk study and site specific data to present the current conditions at the site
(i.e. pre development) to enable a baseline to be established that can be used to predict the likely impact of
the basement post construction.

SITE ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Relevant information relating to sites environmental setting, founded on desk based information and in the
context of this assessment is summarised in the table below:

Site Description &
Site Walkover

A site walkover was conducted by a representative of LMB on Monday 14t
November 2016 and included external areas of the site. A photographic record is
included as Appendix C.

The site currently comprises a former spiritualist temple thatis currently occupied
by live in security. The temple comprises a main building of approximately three
storey height with a rear single storey height extension.

The main entrance is via a padlocked gate located on the southern side of Rochester
Square (see Photo 1). However, access to the property is via the rear garden
accessed from a gate on the northern side of Rochester Square (see Photo 2).

During the walkover, the existing building and boundary walls were inspected to
note any indicators of possible structural damage e.g. cracks. The existing structures
appeared to be largely free of obvious defects, but a crack was observed along the
facias and brick work on the south eastern corner of the building (see Photo 3). It
was not clear whether this was associated with subsidence or vegetation (small
tree) growing out of the roof of the property.

No obvious sources of potential contamination were observed.

The area immediately surrounding the site comprises residential properties, as
follows:

e Adjacent west: a two storey property with single storey basement (see Photo
4);

* North west: a five storey block of residential flats (see Photo 5), possibly with
an under croft car parking area;

o East: a terrace of three storey residential buildings with lower ground floors
and gardens that bound the site (see Photo 6); and
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e South: a six storey block of residential flats.

In addition, discussions with site personnel working on the development adjacent
to the west indicates that they encountered water ingress at approximately 2.0-3.0m
bgl and had issues with preventing ingress.

Please refer to Appendix A for details of the proposed development relative to
surrounding buildings.

Hydrology

The nearest known surface water feature to the site is the Grand Union Canal, which
is located approximately 280m south of the site. In addition, Hampstead Ponds are
located approximately 2.5km north west.

Reference to the UK Hydrometric Register indicates that the annual average rainfall
for the Thames region is 710mm.

Reference to freely accessible information contained on the Environment Agency
website along with reference to the LBC Strategic Flood Risk Assessment indicates
that the site is not located in a Flood Risk Zone.

Reference to CPG 4 indicates that the site is not located on a street that has been
identified as being affected by historical localised flooding from surface water.
However, reference to information contained on the Environment Agency website
indicates that the site is located in an area at a low to medium risk from surface
water flooding (due to local soil conditions and topography) during times of heavy

rainfall when the local combined sewer system is unable to deal with the volume
and rate of flow.

~N
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REGULATORY CONSULTATION

Although not specifically required within the BIA framework prescribed by LBC, a review of potentially
contaminative historical land uses has been completed through enquiry with the Contaminated Land Officer
at LBC.

A copy of the formal response to the enquiry is provided in Appendix B with the salient information
summarised below:

e There are no records of historical industrial land uses at the site. However, the officer did identify a former
electrical sub station approximately 50m south of the site.

e There are no IPPC or LAPPC industrial processes within 50m of the site.
e There are no records of pollution incidents in the area.

o The officer confirmed that the site has not been prioritised for inspection as part of its contaminated land
inspection strategy and is unlikely to be inspected in the future.

¢ The council holds ‘no information about the extent of made ground on subject site, however Camden soil
profile tends to exhibit high levels of Lead (see BGS data)!

¢ The council holds no information relating to private water supplies.

BELOW GROUND ASSETS

As part of the assessment the following organisations were contacted to ascertain if they held any below
ground assets below or in close proximity to the site:

e Network Rail;
e (Crossrail;
¢ London Underground Ltd / Transport for London.

Responses have been received from London Underground and Crossrail confirm they do nothold any below
ground assets in the vicinity of the site. A response from Network Rail has not been received to date.

Copies of correspondence are included in Appendix D.

SUMMARY OF SITE & SURROUNDING HISTORICAL LAND USES

In addition, an appraisal of the historical site and surrounding land uses has been undertaken based on a
review of historical maps.

The historical maps reviewed suggest that the site was part of a square and the rear gardens of residential
houses until its development as Spiritualist Temple, which was opened in October 1926. The layout of the site
and immediately surrounding area does not appear to have altered to present day.
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During the period of the site development (Spiritualist Temple), surrounding land uses were predominated
by residential housing but also included a nursery approximately 40m east south east and a tramway
associated with Camden Road approximately 60m west.

The historical map for ¢.1953 indicates that the area to the south of the site has been redeveloped to include
a residential housing estate comprising several blocks of high rise flats which remain to present day. The
electricity sub-station identified by LBC was present associated with this development. Other features of note
include garages approx. 60m west north west and 130m south west, the Institute of Ray Therapy
approximately 20m north and a Scientific Instrument Works approximately 90m west. These features of note
were not present on historical maps ¢.1990 and appear to have been replaced by residential housing,
government offices and commercial retail units.

Copies of selected historical maps are included in Appendix D.

LOCAL HYDROLOGY, GEOLOGY & HYDROGEOLOGY

Local Hydrology

As outlined the site is not shown to be located in a Flood Risk Zone and the closest known surface water
courses in the area are >250m from the site. However, the site is located in an area at low to medium risk from
surface water flooding.

Reference to Barton, NJ (Lost Rivers of London) indicates that the former River Fleet is located approximately
425m west of the site.

The local area is primarily urban (residential and commercial) and as such the majority of surface water run-
off is likely to be directed to the surface water (and possibly combined) drainage system. However, where rear
gardens exist and areas of green space (such as Rochester Square and the area to the north enclosed by
Stratford Villas, Rochester Square and Camden Mews), rainfall run-off to drains is likely to be reduced and
taken up by evapotranspiration and the soil moisture deficit with the remainder potentially infiltrating to
ground (although this will also be largely in areas where the London Clay does not outcrop).

The site primarily comprises hard surfacing but there are areas of soft landscaping and paving within the rear
garden area. On this basis, it has been assumed that currently the majority rainfall run-off is directed to the
local drainage system with some potential infiltration in the rear garden area.

Local Ground & Groundwater Conditions

Details of the ground investigation works and findings are provided in the LMB Ground Investigation and
Assessment Report (ref. LMB_16.12.07_REPPIL_GI_Rochester_v1.0), with a description of the local ground
and groundwater conditions in the context of the baseline assessment provided below.
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The ground conditions vary from those described by the BGS and comprise Made Ground overlying soils
interpreted as Head Deposits (clay over gravelly clay), which in turn overlie the London Clay Formation (firm
to stiff clay, locally silty and sandy).

Observations of groundwater during the ground investigation works are summarised in the table below:

Location Aquifer Comments

Designation

BH2 3.40 Secondary No water was recorded during drilling but
(Undifferentiated) | ingress into the open hole (casing removed)
occurred overnight. The hole collapsed back to
3.90m and the observations are considered
reflective of slow seepage of groundwater via
the Head Deposits.
BH1 7.00 Unproductive No water was recorded during drilling but
Strata ingress into the open hole occurred following

removal of casing. It is not clear whether the
observations are reflective of seepage of
groundwater from the Head Deposits or
ingress via the London Clay.

Ground Gas and Groundwater Monitoring

Groundwater monitoring wells were installed in both borehole locations. In BH1 the well was installed with
a screened section in the London Clay Formation and in BH2 the well was installed within the Head Deposits.

Groundwater and ground gas levels were monitored on Wednesday 30t November 2016 and the results are
summarised in the table below:

Location Groundwater 02 Gas
Depth (m bgl) ( Screening
Value (1/hr)

The groundwater levels recorded during return monitoring confirm the observations during the ground
investigation works and suggest that shallow groundwater is present within the Head Deposits.

10
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The water recorded within BH1 may be reflective of groundwater within the London Clay but may also be
water retained in the well from the ground investigation works i.e. seepage from the Head Deposits.
Notwithstanding this, recording of groundwater in monitoring installations constructed within the London
Clay is common. However, rather than being representative of a permanent and laterally continuous aquifer
unit, the groundwater is present as discrete units within (for example) micro fissures and local mudstone
horizons and the recorded groundwater level will most likely be reflective of the pore water pressure in these
discrete features.

Soil Infiltration

The Head Deposits at the site comprise approximately 1.0m of clay over gravelly to very gravelly clay. The
upper clay unitis interpreted to be low permeability and the underlying gravelly clay contains groundwater.
The CIRIA SUDS Manual provides the following advice inter alia in relation to infiltration criteria:
‘Groundwater levels must be checked to ensure that the infiltration surface is at least 1m above the maximum
anticipated level. Infiltration systems require an unsaturated soil to provide effective pollution protection. As
such the Head Deposits are likely to be unsuitable as a media for infiltration drainage

The London Clay Formation in this area compriseslow permeability clay soils and reference to the CIRIA SUDS
Manual and BGS data confirms that coefficients of infiltration through these soils are very low.

Summary

The information provided in the above sections has been used to compile a summary of the local conditions
which are presented in the table below:

Strata Proven Depth to Aquifer Infiltration
Thickness Range | Groundwater (m Designation Coefficient Range
(m bgl) bgl) @ (m/d) &

Made Ground | (50 _ .80 0.70 (only BH1) Not Applicable -

Head 2.85-3.25 1.64 Secondary 8.64E-03 - 8.64E-01

Deposits (undifferentiated)

London Clay | 11 251135 6.58 Unproductive Strata | 2.60E-04 to 2.60E-

Formation 06

(1) Site data.
(2) Site monitoring data.
(3) British Geological Survey (BGS), WN97/27. (Forster, 1997). The Engineering Geology of the London Area & SUDS Manual.

11
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Screening & Scoping Assessment

SCREENING ASSESSMENT

The decision-making matrices presented in the Screening Assessment below have been completed based on
the information presented in the previous sections.

Groundwater Flow

Is the site located on an Aquifer? Yes

The soils interpreted as Head Deposits are likely to be designated a
Secondary (Undifferentiated) Aquifer

Is the site within 100m of a water course, well or potential No

springline?
There are no known surface water courses within 250m of the site.

The former coarse of the River Fleet is located approximately 425m
west of the site.

Will the development result in an increase in surface water | No
infiltration to ground (e.g. via soakaway and/or SUDS)?

The site is located over relatively low permeability Head Deposits
and London Clay and surface water infiltration is unlikely to be a
viable solution.

Land Stability

Does the existing site include slopes, natural or No
manmade, greater than 7°?

12
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Does the development neighbour land,
including railway cuttings and the like, with a
slope greater than 7°?

Is the London Clay the shallowest strata at the
site?

Is there a history of seasonal shrink swell
subsidence in the local area and/or evidence of
such effects at the site?

Is the site in an area of previously worked
ground?

Observations during a site walkover and reference to proposed development
schematics and information within Camden guidance confirms that there are no
slopes > 7°.

No

Observations during a site walkover and reference to proposed development
schematics indicates that there are no slopes > 7°.

No

Made Ground and Head Deposits have been recorded to 3.75m bgl.

Unknown

Visual evidence of cracking was limited to one section of the fascia on the existing
structure and this is not considered to be related to. It was not clear whether this
was associated with shrink/swell subsidence or vegetation (small tree) growing
out of the roof of the property.

The London Clay is known to have a high volume change potential on change of
moisture content. However, Head Deposits extend to ¢.3.65-3.75m bgl and as
such the potential for seasonal shrink/swell effects may not be as significant.

No

Ground investigation identified Made Ground but no previous site uses such as

‘old pit’ have been identified.

13
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Is the site within 50m of Hampstead Heath
ponds?

No

There are no known surface water courses within 250m of the site (including
Hampstead Heath ponds).

Will the proposed basement significantly
increase the differential depth of foundations
relative to neighbouring properties?

Yes

The proposed basement will extend over most of the area of the development
foot print and will be single storey. The depth to foundation is likely to be
similar to the basement in the neighbouring property but lower than in the
terrace houses to the east.

Surface Flow and Flooding

Is the site within the catchment if the pond chains on No

Hampstead Heath?

Is the site within 100m of a water course, well or potential

springline?

Will the proposed basement result in changes to the Unknown

profile of the inflows (instantaneous and long term) of

surface water being received by adjacent properties or Drainage design has not been finalised.
downstream watercourses?

14
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Summary

Based on the Screening Assessment presented above, the following potential issues have been carried forward
to the scoping stage of the assessment:

o The site is located over an aquifer as the soils interpreted as Head Deposits are likely to be designated a
Secondary (Undifferentiated) Aquifer.

e Based on observations during the site walkover and reference to development schematics the proportion
of soft / hard surface cover will alter following development.

o The site is located in an area at a low to medium risk from surface water flooding.

o Will the proposed basement result in changes to the profile of the inflows (instantaneous and long term)
of surface water being received by adjacent properties or downstream watercourses?

e The London Clay is known to have a high volume change potential on change of moisture content and as
such there is potential for seasonal effects.

o Parts of the site are directly adjacent to a pavement with a public highway beyond.

e Reference to the pre-planning advice indicates that a mature tree in the rear garden was recently felled
(within permission) and that there is a requirement for this to be replaced.

e The proposed basement will extend over most of the area of the development foot print and will be single
storey. The depth to foundation is likely to be similar to the basement in the neighbouring property but
lower than in the terrace houses to the east.

SCOPING ASSESSMENT

The potential issues identified within the screening assessment are considered within the following scoping
sub-sections:

Groundwater

The site is located over soils that are consistent with Head Deposits and monitoring has confirmed the
presence of groundwater within these deposits. The Head Deposits are likely to designated a Secondary
(Undifferentiated) Aquifer.

The potential impact of the basement on this aquifer unit is considered to be minimal due to the limited areal
extent of the basement i.e. it is considered likely that groundwater within the aquifer will flow around the
basement and any increase in groundwater level will be localised.

Flooding & Drainage

The development will result in a net increase in hard surfacing over the area of the site. Given the relatively
low permeability of the soils underlying the site it is likely that infiltration to ground would be minimal.

15
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Although the drainage design has notbeen finalised, the development proposals include the use of green roofs
which will provide some attenuation of the surface water run-off to the local drainage system.

The site is located in an area at a low to medium risk from surface water flooding and in accordance with LBC
a Flood Risk Assessment is required.

Land Stability

Although the London Clay is known to have a high volume change potential on change of moisture content,
the Made Ground and Head Deposits extend to depths of between 3.65 and 3.75m bgl with groundwater
present within the Head Deposits. As such the potential for seasonal shrink/swell effects are not likely to be
as significant.

In addition, the anticipated formation level for the proposed basement development is approximately 3.50m
to 4.50m bgl which is within the firm to stiff London Clay i.e. this is likely to be beyond the depth profile of
seasonal shrink/swell effects.

The site and proposed basement development are directly adjacent to pavements and public highways in a
relatively flatlying area with a general slope to the south. The adjoining property to the westincludes a single
storey basement and the proposed basement is anticipated to be at a similar depth to this but will be lower
than in the terrace houses to the east which have lower ground floor levels.

Notwithstanding this, the removal of overburden could result in inward yielding and the properties of the
London Clay mean there is potential for short and long term heave. As such a Ground Movement Assessment
(GMA) has been undertaken to appraise the potential impacts on neighbouring properties. The GMA is
provided in the following section with the calculation worksheets provided in Appendix F.

Details of the structural design and construction sequencing will be provided under separate cover within a
Construction Method Statement and related documents.

16
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Ground Movement Assessment

INTRODUCTION

There is the potential for ground movements due to the proposed development from the wall installation and
from the excavation process.

The magnitude and extent of ground movements resulting from installation of a wall and excavation in front
of such a wall are typically estimated based on the guidance given in the CIRIA publication C580 Embedded
Retaining Walls - Guidance for Economic Design. The guidance in the CIRIA publication is based on the
behaviour of embedded walls at numerous sites in London, which are predominantly walls embedded in
London Clay, though typically with some near surface deposits consisting of for example River Terrace
Deposits and Made Ground.

BUILDING DAMAGE ASSESSMENT

For the installation ofa bored contiguous/secant piled wall in stiff clay, the magnitudes of the movements are
dependent on the overall wall depth (not excavation depth). Similarly, the distance from the wall to the point
where negligible movements will occur is also related to overall wall depth.

Movements resulting from excavation in front of the wall are dependent on the depth of excavation. From the
data provided, this is expected to be approximately 3.30m if a piled foundation is adopted and approximately
4.0m to 4.50m (including slab) if a raft or spread foundations is adopted. It is understood that the intended
construction sequence will be bottom-up, with a temporary support system to the excavation.

C580 provides curves estimating horizontal and vertical ground surface movements due to piled wall
installation and to excavation in front of wall. Total ground movements resulting from the excavation will be
the combination of the installation movements and the excavation movements.

The method provided within Box 2.5 in CIRIA C580 has been used to inform the assessment. CIRIA 580 curves
were used to make a prediction of ground movement considering a high support stiffness wall.

Using these predicted movements, estimates of possible damage have been made for the surrounding
structures, based on the Damage Classification Scheme proposed by Burland and Wroth (1974).

Details of calculation are presented in Appendix E.

Raft / Spread Foundation

The results of the damage assessment on the surrounding structures for an assumed raft/spread foundation
are summarised below:

17
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Nearby Building / | Estimated Damage Category of Comments

Structure Category No. Damage

Adjacent Building | Slight Cracks easily filled. Redecoration
Julian Court ) probably required.

29-36 Rochester 1 Very Slight Fine cracks that can easily be treated
Square during normal decoration.

Piled Foundation

The results of the damage assessment on the surrounding structures for an assumed piled foundation are
summarised below:

Nearby Building / | Estimated Damage Category of Comments
Structure Category No. Damage
Adjacent Building | Slight Cracks easily filled. Redecoration
probably required.
Julian Court 1 Very Slight Fine cracks that can easily be treated
29-36 Rochester 1 during normal decoration.
Square
Results

The ground movement assessment undertaken indicates that damage to surrounding properties will be
Burland Category 2 (Slight) or less for both a piled foundation or raft/spread foundation. However, for a
spread/raft foundation the damage to Julian Court I predicted to increase from Burland Category 1 (piled) to
Burland Category 2 (spread/raft).

It should be noted that the predicted ground movements are indicative for long, straight walls, and take no
account of the effects of corners to the excavation, which typically reduce excavation induced ground
movements in their vicinity to about 50% of what is predicted. In addition, while C580 provides estimates of
horizontal movement from pile installation, these are based on very limited data; more recent projects have
shown that piling undertaken to current standards of quality and workmanship cause no significant
horizontal movement.

Heave

The excavation of about 3.5m to 4.5m thickness of soil (taking into account the presence of groundwater in
the Head Deposits) will generate an unloading of around 60kN/m?2 to 80kN/ma2. It is likely that the ground
within the excavation will experience a net unload, rather than load, and will therefore heave rather than
settle. Experience suggests that such heave movements tend largely to be restricted to within the site

18
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boundary when excavations are created with contiguous/secant piled retaining walls, so it is not anticipated
that the changes in loading at basement level will have a significant impact on any surrounding structures.

Ground Movements Monitoring

Movement monitoring should be undertaken. The surveying points should be set up using a total station prior
to commencement of the works and it is recommended that monitoring be undertaken at weekly intervals.

19
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Impact Assessment & Mitigation Measures

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES
The table below provides a summary of the potential impacts and mitigation measures adopted to ensure
that residual risks are minimised:

Description of Potential Impact Summary of Mitigation Residual
Measures Effects
following
Mitigation

Moderate Negligible
negative

20
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Residual
Effects

following
Mitigation

Summary of Mitigation
Measures

Description of Potential Impact

Moderate
negative

Negligible

Surface water
flooding &
Drainage

Moderate
negative

Negligible
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions and Recommendations

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed basement will comprise a single storey structure utilised as commercial and residential space
and will extend over the majority of the development footprint (approximately 326m?2 of 426m?2).

The assessment completed indicates that there is potential for the proposed basement development to result
in moderate impacts in relation to land stability and local surface water flooding.

However, following adoption of appropriate mitigation measures to be included within the design, the
residual impacts of the proposed development are assessed to be negligible.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the assessment completed and with regard to the proposed development in general it is
recommended that the mitigation measures to minimise impacts associated with potential land stability and
local surface water flooding are adopted within development design.

Further recommendations specific to the geotechnical appraisal, potential foundations options and in
consideration of retaining wall design are provided in the LMB Ground Investigation and Assessment report
(ref. LMB_16.12.07_REPPIL_GI_Rochester_v1.0).
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1. Environment Agency/Defra (2002). Model procedures for the Management of Land Contamination

(CLR11)

Environment Agency/Defra (April 2012). Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance.

BS 10175 (2011) Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites. Code of Practice.

BS5930 (2007) Code of Practice for Site Investigations.

BS 5667-11:2009. Water quality sampling. Part 11: Guidance on sampling of groundwaters.

BS 8002 (1994) Code of Practice for Earth Retaining Structures

Tomlinson, M.]. (1986) Foundation Design and Construction.

Department of the Environment Industry Profiles.

Environment Agency/Defra (2002). Sampling strategies for contaminated land (CLR4)1

Environment Agency/Defra (2002). Priority Contaminants for the Assessment of Land (CLR8)2

CIRIA (2007). Assessing risks posed by hazardous ground gases to buildings

. BS8485:2007. Code of Practice for the Characterisation and Remediation from Ground Gas in
affected Development.
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13. NHBC (2007). Guidance on the Evaluation of Development proposals on sites where Methane and
Carbon dioxide are present.

14. CL:AIRE / CIEH (2008), Guidance on Comparing Soil Contamination Data with a Critical
Concentration, May 2008;

15. CL:AIRE / EIC (2009), The Soil Generic Assessment Criteria for Human Health, December 2009.

16. Environment Agency (2003), Review of fate & transport of selected contaminants in the
Environment, Report P5-079-TR1;

17. Environment Agency (2004), Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination,
September 2004, ISBN: 1844322955;

18. Environment Agency (2008a), Compilation of Data for Priority Organic Pollutants, Report
SC050021/SR7, November 2008;

19. Environment Agency (2009a), Human Health Toxicological Assessment of Contaminants in Soil,
Report SC050021/SR2, January 2009;

20. Environment Agency (2009b), CLEA Software (Version 1.04) Handbook (and Software), Report
SC050021/SR4, January 2009;

21. Environment Agency (2009c¢), Updated Technical Background to the CLEA Model, Report
SC050021/SR3, January 2009;

22. Environment Agency (2009d), A Review of Body Weight and Height Data Used in the CLEA Model,
Report SC050021/Final Technical Review 1, January 2009;

1 This document has been withdrawn but is considered to remain useful in proving technical background for designing ground
investigation works.

2 This document has been withdrawn but is considered to remain useful in proving technical background for designing ground
investigation works.
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only in conjunction with associated reports relating to the
project details below. LMB accepts no liability for the mis-
interpretation or use of this illustration by any other parties.
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= s Camden
Date: 05/10/2016 Planning Solutions Team
Our ref: 2016/3442/PRE Planning and Regeneration
Contact: Gideon Whittingham Culture & Environment
Direct line: 020 7974 5180 Directorate
Email: gideon.whittingham@camden.gov.uk ;nodngfn Borough of Camden
oor

5 Pancras Square
Dear Mandip Sahota, London

N1C 4AG

Re: Spiritualist Temple
Rochester Square

www.camden.gov.uk/planning

London
NW1 9RY

Thank you for submitting a pre-planning application enquiry for the above property which was
received on 21/06/2016, together with the required fee of £3,600.00.

1.

Proposal

Redevelopment of site involving demolition of the building and erection of a 3-storey
building, plus basement level, to accommodate a D1 Class use and 7 dwellings (Class C3).

Site description

The application site is located on Rochester Square, to the west of N0s.29-36 (cons)
Rochester Square and to the east Nos.144, 146 and 150 (Julian Court) Camden Road.

The site is located within the Camden Square Conservation Area.

The application site includes the Rochester Square Spiritualist Temple, an arts and crafts
building designed by T. Yorke with an orange-red brick base and rendered gable. Founded
in 1926, its members included Sir Arthur Conan Doyle and journalist Hannen Swaffer.

The subject building is also highlighted as a positive contributor within the Camden Square
conservation appraisal and management strategy.

The 2™ to last paragraph of page 22 of the Camden Square conservation appraisal and
management strategy states that “the usual concept of a square is harder to decipher here
[Rochester Square]; from the beginning a nursery garden was located in the centre of the
Square, and houses in Stratford Villas backed onto this nursery on the east side. Plots
were leased for small developments as the Estate started tentatively. A feature of this
smaller development was that mews were not developed. In the 1920s space in the rear
gardens of Camden Road houses was filled by the Spiritualist Temple.”

The site also contains a TPO tree for which consent has recently been granted for its
replacement.

Planning history
Spiritualist Temple:

2016/3236/T: (TPO REF. C10-T39) REAR GARDEN: 1 x Lime - fell to ground level. —
Approve Works 09/09/2016



Condition 3 states:

Within the first available planting season following the completion of works, a Hornbeam
shall be planted as an Extra Heavy Standard with a girth size of 14-16cm, within 5m of the
removed tree unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local authority. Evidence of this
shall be submitted to the council. The planting process should take into account the
standards set out in BS8545:2014.

Reason: In order to comply with the provisions of Section 206 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

Rear Garden of 144-146 Camden Road:

2010/2152/P: Erection of a two storey residential dwelling house (class C3) within rear
garden of 144 -146 Camden Road fronting Rochester Square. - Granted planning
permission subject to a section 106 legal agreement 02/11/2010

Relevant policies and guidance

National and Regional Policy

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012
National Planning Policy Guidance 2014

London Plan 2016

LDF Core Strategy and Development Policies:

CS5 (Managing the impact of growth and development)

CS10 (Supporting community facilities and services)

CS11 (Promoting sustainable and efficient travel)

CS13 (Tackling climate change and promoting higher environmental standards)
CS14 (Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage)
CS16 (Improving Camden’s health and well-being)

DP15 (Community and leisure uses)

DP16 (The transport implications of development)

DP17 (Walking, cycling and public transport)

DP18 (Parking standards and the availability of car parking)

DP19 (Managing the impact of parking)

DP20 (Movement of goods and materials)

DP21 (Development connecting to the highway network)

DP22 (Promoting sustainable design and construction)

DP23 (Water)

DP24 (Securing high quality design)

DP25 (Conserving Camden’s heritage)

DP26 (Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours)
DP27 (Basements and lightwells)

DP28 (Noise and vibration)

DP32 (Air quality and Camden’s Clear Zone)

Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) 2016 — CPG 2
Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) 2015 -CPG 1, 3,4, 8
Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) 2013 - CPG 5
Camden Planning Guidance (CPG) 2011 - CPG 6 and 7

Camden Square conservation area appraisal and management strategy (2011)



Assessment
Proposal
The application in more detail proposes:

o Demolition of existing building (234 sqm (GEA))
Removal of all trees throughout

e FErection of 3-storey building, plus basement level brick clad building, covering
326sgm of the 426sgm site.

e Provision of 4 x 2 bedroom flats and 3 x 4 bedroom flats (Class C3) totalling
773sgm (7 units)

e Provision of Community Use (Gallery — Class D3) of 234 sqm (GEA)

Principle of the development
The key planning issues are as follows:

Land use

Demolition of site building / Design — scale, bulk and detailed design
Housing mix, unit size and quality of accommodation.

Impact on neighbouring amenity

Impact of basement development

Trees

Transport, access and parking

Land Use
Community and leisure use loss

Policy CS10 states that the Council will support the retention and enhancement of existing
community facilities and facilitate the efficient use of community facilities and the provision
of multi-purpose community facilities that can provide a range of services to the community
at a single, accessible location.

Policy DP15 states that the Council will protect existing community facilities by resisting
their loss unless a replacement facility that meets the needs of the local population is
provided (criteria c) or where the specific community facility is no longer provided and
evidence is provided to show that the loss would not create, or add to, a shortfall in
provision for the specific community use, and demonstrate that there is no demand for any
other suitable community use on the site (criteria d). The policy requires proposals to meet
either criteria (c) or criteria (d). The policy states that where this is successfully
demonstrated the Council’s preferred new use will be affordable housing.

In assessment of Policy DP15, a replacement facility would be provided of a similar
floorspace, albeit on two floors and therefore broadly complies. It should be noted
however, further details should be provided to demonstrate the replacement facility meets
the needs of the local population and also represents both a marked improvement in terms
of accessibility in and around the unit, particularly given that its across two floors and
consists of clear, high ceiling heights.

Given that the proposal would provide a replacement facility, the principle of Class C3
accommodation on the remainder of the site is appropriate and in line with CS3, CS6 and



DP2. Housing is the priority land use of the LDF and this proposal would add to the housing
stock in the borough.

Demolition of site building / Design — scale, bulk and detailed design

The proposal would result in the total loss of the temple as well the tree(s) on the site which
would not be replaced. This would cause harm to the character and appearance of the
area.

Planning Act

Statuary provision under section 72 of the Planning Act requires special attention to be paid
to the desirability of preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of a
conservation area.

This has been given great weight and importance as is required by law.

NPPF

The Camden Square conservation area is a designated heritage asset. Paragraph 132
requires that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance
of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the assets conservation.

Any harm to the conservation area from the loss of the existing building would result in less
than substantial harm to the conservation area. The NPPF under Paragraph 134 requires
the harm to be weighed against the public benefit of the proposal including optimum viable
use of the site.

NPPF designates the building a non-designated heritage asset. The guidance states at
para 135 that,

“The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing
applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated heritage assets, a
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss
and the significance of the heritage asset.”

Camden Policies

Camden policies seek to protect building which make a positive contribution. The policy
states it would prevent the demolition of an unlisted building that makes a positive
contribution to the character or appearance of a conservation area where this harms the
character or appearance of the conservation area, unless exceptional circumstances are
shown that outweigh the case for retention (policy DP25c) and that it will “preserve trees
and garden spaces which contribute to the character of a conservation area and which
provide a setting for Camden’s architectural heritage (DP25¢)

Policy DP24 and Planning Guidance | (CPG1) refer to design. The policy and guidance
presumption is for design excellence in the borough.

Public benefit

The public benefit offered by the development includes:

1. Overall the proposed community space seeks to replace the 234 sgm of the existing
building. The accommodation would be positioned over 2 floors with DDA compliant lift,
together with disabled access WC.

2. The 4 x 2 bed units proposed are equivalent to 57% of the overall units proposed, well in
excess of the 40% target set by Policy DP5.



3. The applicants have tentatively offered the potential 3D printing of the proposed building
as a benefit. This would be 3D printing of the whole building or its many parts and would
possibly be the first in Camden or the UK.

The benefits are limited and the scheme could be described as offering a limited positive
effect. In this regard the proposed public benefit is not considered to outweigh the loss of
the building which has to been given great weight as set out by the statutory provision and
which requires exceptional circumstances to be met under Camden’s own policies.

The potential 3D printing is an intriguing prospect but insufficient evidence justification or
clarify on the product, manufacturer and benefit has been provided to give much weight.

The applicants have also suggested that the design is of public benefit. This has not been
included in our assessment because our policy and guidance expect this as a prerequisite
to any development in the borough.

Design

Moreover there are some additional concerns about the height of the development and how
it relates to the villas facing Camden Road. This wasn’t previously discussed as a potential
issue but is considered important that the development should remain subordinate to the
principal properties to be viewed as a ‘mews style’ development and at present it appears
to be the same height as the frontage buildings. In addition the level of glazing to each
frontage may need to be reduced again to reduce the perception of scale and prominence
and to provide a more mews like quality to the development.

In conclusion of the demolition and design proposed, the building is considered to be
making a limited positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area. Its loss
would cause less than substantial harm to the conservation area which would need to be
outweighed by any potential public benefit. Some benefit is afforded to the scheme by the
new residential units and provision of community use but these are not considered to
outweigh the harm to the conservation area through the loss of the building. Any future
proposals would need to retain the building or offer greater benefit to outweigh its harm and
greater consideration should be given to revealing the significance of the conservation area
and its key architectural and historic components.

Housing mix, unit size and quality of accommodation.

In accordance with Policy CS6, the Council would also expect at least 40% of
additional market housing to provide 2 bedroom units (high priority). The proposal would
comply in this respect.

With regard to the size and arrangement of each unit the submitted documents indicate
(save for units 2 and 3 which fail and should be addressed), these would meet the
minimum floorspace requirements according to the CPG and London Plan standards.

Whilst many units depict dual aspect accommodation, the necessity of obscure glazing to
limit overlooking and lack of amenity space afforded is of concern in respect of natural and
clear outlook, ventilation and light to each unit. The necessity for daylight and ventilation
assessments submitted alongside a planning application would be required to provide
comfort that these units would be suitable and provide a good level of accommodation.



Impact on neighbouring amenity

Policy CS5 seeks to protect the amenity of Camden’s residents by ensuring the impact of
development is fully considered. Policy DP26 supports this, by seeking to ensure that
development protects the quality of life of occupiers and neighbours by only granting
permission to development that would not harm the amenity of neighbouring residents. This
includes privacy, overlooking, outlook and impact on daylight and sunlight.

The proposed development would be significantly close in proximity to the residential rear
of N0s.29-36 (cons) Rochester Square and Nos.144, 146 and 150 (Julian Court) Camden
Road, with many openings servicing habitable rooms. Therefore, as a result of the
proposal’s proximity, it will need to adequately be demonstrated that it would not result in a
material loss of light, outlook or privacy to existing residential occupiers. In line with CPG6
(Amenity) to ensure privacy, there should normally be a minimum distance of 18m between
the windows of habitable rooms of different units that directly face each other. A
daylight/sunlight report is recommended to demonstrate that habitable rooms to these
properties are not significantly affected.

Impact of basement development

Notwithstanding the need to re-provide a mature tree(s) onsite, the proposed basement
would cover 326sgm of the 426sgm site.

To accompany any application (in order to validate the application) a Basement Impact
Assessment (BIA) would need to be submitted with the application. This is in line with
CS13, DP22, DP23 and DP27. This is supported by CPG4 and Arup guidance for
subterranean development ‘Camden geological, hydrogeological and hydrological study’.
Please see the website for more information.

The BIA will need to include the following stages:

- Stage 1 - Screening;

- Stage 2 - Scoping;

- Stage 3 - Site investigation and study;
- Stage 4 - Impact assessment; and

- Stage 5 - Review and decision making.

At each stage in the process the person(s) undertaking the BIA process on your behalf
should hold qualifications relevant to the matters being considered. Paragraph 2.11 of
CPG4 outlines the qualifications required for assessments.

In order to provide us with greater certainty over the potential impacts of proposed
basement development, we will expect independent verification of Basement Impact
Assessments, funded by the applicant, when certain criteria are met.

Furthermore, it has in recent months become standard practice for ‘basement construction
plans’ to be secured via s106 agreement, which typically follows on from the findings of the
independent reviews of the BIA.

Trees

As per the recent tree application, it will be necessary to replace the mature tree on site;
however this has not been depicted on plan and should be addressed. You would need to
demonstrate that all trees on site and those adjacent are to be retained (save for recent
permissions for their removal) and would not be harmed by the proposed development.



You should provide a tree survey and arboricultural statement with your application. In
accordance with BS5837:2012 (trees in relation to design, demolition and construction),
you would need to provide the following information:

- A pre-development tree survey

- a tree constraints plan

- an arboricultural impact assessment

- an arboricultural method statement including a tree protection plan

Transport, access and parking

The site has a PTAL rating of 6a so Transport Planners will resist any proposals for general
car parking. In line with DP18, the proposal would be car free.

Details about the intended servicing of the community facility should also be considered
and provided; this would be secured in full via S106. Please see CS5, DP20, DP26 and
CPG7 Ch4 for more details.

Given the scale of the proposed development, contributions towards pedestrian, cycle, and
environmental improvements may be sought. This is in line with CPG8 paragraphs 10.11-2
and CPG7. Such contributions would be secured via s106.

A Section 106 contribution will be required for repaving any footways around the site, as
these may be damaged during the construction of the proposed development.

A Construction Management Plan (CMP) will be necessary, to be secured by S106
Agreement. A substantial CMP should be submitted at the application stage to help inform
public consultation responses. Please see CPG7 for more details. The verification of its
implementation during the Construction Phase would cost £1,140.

Cycle parking

The application indicates 12 spaces provided by way of cycle stands. Broadly speaking this
would comply with the requirement of each use, namely the D1 use would require 1 space
per 100 sgm and the C3 use would require 2 spaces per all dwelling. It should be noted
however the areas afforded, in terms of size and accessibility, do not comply with the
requirements of CPG4 and should be reassessed.

Refuse

The refuse area afforded to both the commercial and residential element should be
expanded to comply with policy.

This document represents an initial informal officer view of your proposals based on
the information available to us at this stage and would not be binding upon the
Council, nor prejudice any future planning application decisions made by the
Council.

Yours sincerely,

Gideon Whittingham

Senior Planning Officer
Planning Solutions Team



philip lewis

From: Arthur, Anona
<Anona.Arthur@camden.gov.uk>

Sent: 17 November 2016 16:14

To: philip lewis

Subject: Environmental Search Enquiry, 110
Rochester S NW1 9RY

Attachments: 542-PlanningApplicationPublic.csv; 542-

LandUseHistoric.csv; 542-
KellysLandUse.csv
Dear Philip Lewis

RE: Contaminated Land Enquiry - 110 Rochester Square,
London NW1 9RY

Further to your contaminated land enquiry relating to the above
land | would like to confirm the following.

The above site has not been determined as contaminated land
under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990.

Our records indicate that the site has no historical industrial land
use.

With regards to details under the Council's Part IIA Strategy,
Camden has a Contaminated Land Database to identify and
prioritise sites within the Borough with a former potentially
contaminative land use. Sites recorded on the database are not
contaminated land (as defined by Part IIA of the Environmental
Protection Act 1990); rather they are considered as having the
potential to be contaminated land through their previous

use. The Council is currently reviewing its Contaminated Land

1

Strategy for inspecting prioritised sites. The site at 110
Rochester Square has not been identified as a priority for
inspection.

Further to your enquiry, a historical record search was performed
to determine historical land uses and it appears that there was a
former Electrical Sub Station within 50m of the site (see map
below). The Council holds no Site Investigations etc regarding
the above site.

Additional Information:
* The Council holds no information on pollution incidents in
the area.

* There are no historical landfills identified within 250 metres
of the site.

* Currently, the Council holds no information about water
abstraction points or private water supplies.

* The Council holds no information relating to materials
extraction, mine gasses, or animal burial grounds.

* There are no IPPC (Environment Agency) industrial
processes within 50 metres of the site.

* There are no LAPPC (Local Authority) industrial process
within 50 metres of the site.

* The Council holds no records relating to flooding.

The Council has no information about the extent of made
ground on subject site, however Camden soil profile tends to
exhibit high levels of Lead (see BGS data)

* The Council holds no information relating to radon levels
(Please enquired via the Environment Agency)

* Details of any records of complaints, notices etc. about
nuisance relating to the current or previous site uses and its
environs may be obtained from Council's Land Charges
Department (0207 974 4444 - Contact Camden) but those will be
limited to actual entries relating to outstanding matters i.e. fees
for works in default etc. Details with regards to complaints

*

2



relating to noise issues may be obtained from Council's Noise &
Licensing Team, odour issues from our Private Sector Housing
Team. Both can be contact via the main line: 0207 974 4444.

Disclaimer:

The above response is provided from such information that is
readily available to the Council and in its possession. ltis
believed to be correct but the Council expressly gives no
warranty in this respect nor will the Council accept any liability
whatsoever for any error, omission or loss occasioned thereby to
any person (whether or not the person requested the information)
and in particular the Council gives no warranty that it has
researched all its relevant archives in order to respond to the
request for information.

| hope the information provided is sufficient, however if you
require further clarification please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Regards

Anona Arthur
Environmental Health Officer / Contaminated Land Officer

Telephone: 020 7974 2990

ENIRE e aREN
This e-mail may contain information which is confidential, legally
privileged and/or copyright protected. This e- mail is intended for the
addressee only. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender
and delete the material from your computer.
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Plate 1: Main entrance.

Plate 2: Rear entrance.

Photographic Record

Project: Rochester
Square

Plates 1 & 2




= _r— o e, = -2
. ; e 2 ”

Plate 3: Crack along facias and brick. Plate 4: Property adjacent west.

Project: Rochester

Photographic Record Square

Plates 3 & 4
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Plate 5: Block of flats to north west.
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Plate 6: Terrace properties to east.

Photographic Record

Project: Rochester
Square

Plates 5 & 6
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philip lewis

From: Safeguarding
<Safeguarding@crossrail.co.uk>

Sent: 15 November 2016 10:22

To: ‘Philip Lewis'

Subject: 110 Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY

Crossrail Ref: CRL-00-161524

Dear Mr. Lewis
Crossrail Ref: CRL-00-161524
110 Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY

Thank you for your letter dated 14 November 2016, requesting the views of
the Crossrail Project Team on the above.

The area in question is outside the limits of consultation shown in the
Safeguarding Direction issued by the Secretary of State for Transport on 24
January 2008.

The implications arising from Crossrail have been considered, and we do not
wish to make any comments.

The Crossrail Bill which was introduced into Parliament by the Secretary of
State for Transport in February 2005 was enacted as the Crossrail Act on the
22nd July 2008. The first stage of Crossrail preparatory construction works
began in early 2009. Main construction works have started with works to the
central tunnel section to finish in 2018, to be followed by a phased opening of
services.

In addition, the latest project developments can be found on the Crossrail
website www.crossrail.co.uk/safeguarding, which is updated on a regular
basis.

I hope this information is helpful, but if you require any further assistance then
please feel free to contact a member of the Safeguarding Team on 0345 602
3813, or by email to safeguarding@crossrail.co.uk

Yours sincerely

Helen McCarthy

Community Relations Assistant
CROSSRAIL HELPDESK

Tel (24 hour): 0345 602 3813
Helpdesk@crossrail.co.uk

MOVING LONDON FORWARD

55,000

DISCLAIMER: Whilst every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of the information
provided herein, Crossrail Limited and its employees are not responsible for any loss or damage
whatsoever caused as a result of any information provided being inaccurate. You should satisfy
yourself of the accuracy of the information provided by making your own enquiries of the
documents and websites referred to above.

Crossrail operates in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and the policy statement as
set out below. If at any time you no longer wish to receive information from us please let us know
in writing or by email.

Crossrail Limited and its agents will process personal information that you may provide for the
purpose of consultation, statistical analysis, profiling and administration of the Crossrail project.
The data may be used in order to keep you informed about the progress of the Crossrail
proposals, for maintaining the book of reference of those with relevant interests in the land
affected by the proposals (and keeping it up to date) and for the purposes of serving any notices
which may require to be served in connection with the proposals.



philip lewis

From: Harrison Andrew <AndrewHarrison1
@tfl.gov.uk>

Sent: 18 November 2016 15:01

To: ‘philip@Imbgeosolutions.com’

Cc: LUL CED Infra Protection

Subject: 110 Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY

Importance: High

Dear Sir/Madam,

With reference to your email, complete with plans showing your proposed
works within the areas you have highlighted London Underground has no
shallow railway structures at this location and should not be affected by this
proposal.

However as a precaution, | have also passed your enquiry on to power supply
division ( lulhvpowerassets@tfl.gov.uk ) who will contact you directly
regarding any of LUL cable/duct routes which may be affected.

Andrew Harrison
Streetworks | Infrastructure Protection

©London Underground | Albany House Floor 3, 55 Broadway,
London SW1H 0BD.
Email: andrewharrison1@tfl.gov.uk Mobile: 07932766603

Find out more about Infrastructure Protection -
https://youtu.be/0hGoJMTBOEg

INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION

~ Interfacing with our Neighbours
Mitigating risk - while helping London develop.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

From: philip lewis [mailto:philip@Imbgeosolutions.com]
Sent: 14 November 2016 10:52

To: Hayden Terry

Subject: 110 Rochester Square, London NW1 9RY
Importance: High

Dear Terry

We will be undertaking ground investigation works at the above residential
property around Wednesday 23™ November and we would be interested in
finding out if you hold any below ground assets in the nearby vicinity.

Best regards,

Philip Lewis

Bsc (Hons), Msc, FGS, CGeol
Director

LMB Geosolutions Ltd
Tel. +44 7739735097

Home - LMB Geosolutions Ltd
Connect with me on

Linked|[[i.




LMB Geosolutions Ltd is a private limited company registered in England & Wales.

orksal
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=5 please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

Click here to report this email as SPAM.
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The contents of this e-mail and any attached files are confidential. If
you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately at
postmaster@tfl.gov.uk and remove it from your system. If received in
error, please do not use, disseminate, forward, print or copy this email
or its content. Transport for London excludes any warranty and any
liability as to the quality or accuracy of the contents of this email and
any attached files.

Transport for London is a statutory corporation whose principal office
1s at Windsor House, 42-50 Victoria Street, London, SW1H OTL.

3

Further information about Transport for London’s subsidiary companies
can be found on the following link:
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/about-tfl/

Although TfL have scanned this email (including attachments) for
viruses, recipients are advised to carry out their own virus check before
opening any attachments, as TfL accepts no liability for any loss, or
damage which may be caused by viruses.
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Transport for London

London Underground

UNDERGROUND

London Underground
Infrastructure Protection

Your ref:
Our ref: 20403-S1-4-151116 3 Floor
Albany House
Philip Lewis 55 Broadway
LMB Geosolutions Ltd London SWIH 0BD

philip@Imbgeosolutions.com wwwtfl gov.uk/tube

15 November 2016

Dear Philip,

10 Rochester Square London NW1 9RY

Thank you for your communication of 14™ November 2016.

| can confirm that London Underground has no assets within 50 metres of your site as
shown on the plan you provided.

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Shahina Inayathusein

Information Manager

Email: locationenquiries@tube.tfl.gov.uk
Direct line: 020 3054 1365

London Underground Limited
trading as London Underground
whose registered office is

55 Broadway

London SWIH 0BD

Registered in England and Wales
Company number 1900907

VAT number 238 7244 46

London Underground Limited is

a company controlled by a local
authority within the meaning of
Part V Local Government and
Housing Act 1989. The controlling

MAYOR OF LONDON san® authority is Transport for London.
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Calc No.

Sheet No.

Rev

1

Calculation Sheet

Project

Ground Movement Assessment

Made by

CC

Location

Rochester Square - London

Date

02.12.16

N
14

-

acent Buildi

Reche’.er Square
== Spir” aalist Temple

4, =

ster Squarg




Calc No. Sheet No. Rev
2 A
M
Calculation Sheet
Project Ground Movement Assessment Made by CcC
Location Rochester Square - London bate 02.12.16
Assumptions
Excavation depth - 3.3m, basement slab -2.8m plus 0.5m thk slab
Secant Piled Wall to -7.0m
Bottom-up construction, high stiffness, fully propped
Max Excavation Depth 33 m
Wall Depth 7.0 m
Ground movements arising from wall installation Ground movements arising from excavation in front of wall
. . . Horizontal
Nearby Structure Note Point Distance from . Horizontal Horizontal Settlement / Vertical Distance from movement / max | Horizontal Settlemgnt/ max Vertical
wall (m) Distance from wall /| movement / wall / max - excavation depth
movement | wall depth (%) | movement . excavation depth [ movement movement
wall depth wall depth (%) (mm) Fig. 2.8b (mm) excavation %) (mm) (%) (mm)
Fig. 2.8a depth Fig. 2.11a Fig. 2.11b
' - A 0.0 0.0 0.08 5.6 0.05 3.5 0.0 0.15 5.0 0.04 1.3
Ad it Buil 2 St lus B t
acent Bulding Storey plus Basemen B 8.6 1.2 0.01 0.7 0.02 14 26 0.04 13 0.02 0.7
' A 5.0 0.7 0.03 2.1 0.03 2.1 1.5 0.09 3.0 0.05 1.7
Julian Court 5 Sty . No b t
dan our orey. o basemen B 32.0 4.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 9.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
A 7.0 1.0 0.018 1.3 0.025 1.8 2.1 0.07 2.3 0.03 1.0
29-36 Rochester S 3 St lus B t
ochester square crey plus Basemen B 155 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total Movements
Nearby Structure i i
Y Horizontal Vertical L (m) H (m) LH Amm) | M=AL(%) | Sh(mm) eh=3hiL (%)
movement (mm) | movement (mm)
Adjacent Building 120'06 g? 8.6 6.0 1.4 2.8 0.032 8.5 0.099
Julian Court 51 3.8 10.0 18.0 0.6 3.8 0.038 51 0.051
0.0 0.0
3.6 2.7
29-36 Rochester Square 0.0 0.0 8.5 10.0 0.9 2.7 0.032 3.6 0.042




Calc No. Sheet No. Rev

3 A

Calculation Sheet

Project Made by
Ground Movement Assessment CC
Location Date
Rochester Square - London 02.12.16
-0.35 -0.35
=@ Cat 1 =@ Cat 1
-0.3 —@—Cat 2 03 —e—Cat?2
—e—Cat3 —o—Cat3
-0.25 —e—Cat4and Cat 5 -0.25 o—Cat4andCats
. ® 29-36 Rochester Square
— ® Julian Court —
X 02 X
< -0. = -0.2
s s 0
RS o
= =
2 -0.15 e  -0.15
5 :
B =
ks 0.1 ks 0.1
[rey
a a
-0.05 -0.05
[ J
0 0
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35
Horizontal Strain gh (%) Horizontal Strain gh (%)
-0.35
=@ Cat 1
-0.3 —@— Cat 2
—@—(Cat 3
025 —@— Cat 4 and Cat 5
® Adjacent Building
S
g -0.2
=
o)
=
©
o -0.15
c
R
i3]
@
= -0.1
a
-0.05
0
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35

Horizontal Strain gh (%)




Calc No. Sheet No. Rev

2 A

Calculation Sheet

Project Made by
Ground Movement Assessment CcC

Location Date
Rochester Square - London 07.12.16

Assumptions

Excavation depth - 4.0m

Secant Piled Wall to -7.0m

Bottom-up construction, high stiffness, fully propped

Max Excavation Depth 40 m
W all Depth 7.0 m
Ground movements arising from wall installation Ground movements arising from excavation in front of wall
: Horizontal
. Distance from i i
Nearby Structure Note Point . Horizontal Horizontal Settlement / Vertical Distance from movement / max Horizontal Settlemlent /' max Vertical
wall (m) Distance from wall /| movement / wall / max ) excavation depth
movement |wall depth (%)| movement . excavation depth| movement movement
wall depth wall depth (%) (mm) Fig. 2.8b (mm) excavation (%) (mm) (%) (mm)
) .2, o .
Fig. 2.8a depth Fig. 2.11a Fig. 2.11b
. . . . 0.05 3.5 0.0 0.15 6.0 0.04 1.6
Adjacent Building 2 Storey plus Basement A 0.0 0.0 0.08 56
B 8.6 1.2 0.01 0.7 0.02 1.4 2.2 0.04 1.6 0.02 0.8
. . . . 0.03 2.1 1.3 0.09 3.6 0.05 2.0
Julian Court 5 Storey. No basement A 5.0 07 0.03 21
B 32.0 4.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 8.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
. . . . 0.025 1.8 1.8 0.07 2.8 0.03 1.2
29-36 Rochester Square | 3 Storey plus Basement A 7.0 1.0 0.018 1.3
B 15.5 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 3.9 0 0.0 0 0.0

Total Movements

Nearby Structure i i
v Horizontal Vertical L (m) H (m) L/H A (mm) M=A/L (%) h (mm) eh=5h/L (%)
movement (mm) | movement (mm)

Adjacent Building 1.6 5.1 8.6 6.0 1.4 2.9 0.034 9.3 0.108
2.3 2.2

Julian Court 57 4.1 10.0 18.0 0.6 4.1 0.041 5.7 0.057
0.0 0.0
4.1 3.0

29-36 Rochester Square 00 00 8.5 10.0 0.9 3.0 0.035 4.1 0.048




Calc No. Sheet No.

3

Calculation Sheet

Project Made by
Ground Movement Assessment cC
Location Date
Rochester Square - London 07.12.16
-0.35 0.35
—e—Cat 1 —e—Cat 1
03 —e—Cat2 03 —e—Cat2
—e—Cat3 —e—Cat3
-0.25 —e—Cat4dandCat5s 025 —e—Cat4andCat5
. @ 29-36 Rochester Square
= ® Julian Court —
X X
= 0.2 z 02
= =
2 o
& 015 g 015
c c
- S
@ 0.1 e -01
© ©
a a
-0.05 ° -0.05
0 0
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3 0.35
Horizontal Strain eh (%) Horizontal Strain eh (%)
-0.35
=—@=—Cat 1
-0.3 —e—Cat2
—e—Cat3
0.25 —e—Cat4andCat5
@ Adjacent Building
S
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=l
©
LS -0.15
c
el
g
&= -0.1
@
a
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0
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Horizontal Strain eh (%)




