97 Princess Victoria Street

Clifton BS8 4DD

8 March 2012

11/01883/F, 11/01884/LA: Proposed residential dwelling, with associated access onto Princes' Lane, car parking, amenity space and refuse storage. Works to existing boundary walls.

I am writing as a close resident, and on behalf of the Clifton and Hotwells Improvement Society. When we last wrote about this application in June 2011, we requested a geotechnical survey due to our fears about the stability of the site and the difficulties of construction. This letter is written as a result of the geotechnical survey and sustainability statement being made available. 412 Hotwell Road and the Colonnade were built over 250 years ago, are listed and must be protected. Any attempt to build will threaten them and this is confirmed in the survey. 

BCS22 states that heritage assets such as Rock House and the Colonnade should be safeguarded
The Council's guidelines and Government Policy PPG14 state that development should not take place on unstable ground and that development itself is often the cause of instability, and when reaching decisions on development proposals, local planning authorities have a duty to take all material considerations into account. It is very surprising that the developer did not have a geotechnical survey done when the planning was applied for since he would have known that the land was unstable. The stability of the ground in so far as it affects land use is such a material consideration. Planning permission can be refused  on the grounds that fundamental instability of the ground renders it unsuitable for the development proposed.  The geotechnical survey confirms that the ground is unstable.
Planning consent affirming stability issues

09/01467/LA, 09/01466/F  was for urgent works to stabilize and repair collapsing retaining walls. The method statement included a site survey which is quoted in black. The geotechnic survey is quoted in red because it backs up the site survey:

1. There is a precedent of failure of such walls in terms of local stability issues. The geotechnical survey confirms that the remaining retaining walls at this site are typically in a poor state of repair and considered to be nearing the end of their useful life. They will require to be propped to avoid collapse. Tracked piling plant requires a working platform and can affect stability of the existing walls. Excavation for the ring beams will undermine the foundations of the existing walls. These are grade II listed walls. Chest Properties do not own them. . In addition, if a house is built here it will make it very difficult to access the walls to maintain them.
2. There is a precedent of failure of such walls in terms of global slope stability issues, owing to the presence of mudstone sands within the geological sequence that create failure planes beneath the formation levels of the terraces. The geotechnical survey confirms that there are dominant discontinuity sets within the rock mass. Previous studies have postulated that oblique failure of wedges defined by the dominant bedding plane surfaces and other persistent joints at adverse orientations could occur. Two persistent fractures have been identified nearby to have potential to form sliding wedges with the mudstone beds. Even if there is no current risk of a global stability failure, local failures may be viable if additional load is placed upon it. 
3. The wall had moved laterally up to 300mm, demonstrating the instability of the ground. It was likely to require further strengthening work, evidence of a sliding wedge as mentioned by the geotechnical survey. Rock anchors are also required to deal with anticipated lateral loads.
4. Most of the digging behind the top section of the wall had to be undertaken by hand or by hand-held mechanical tools. The geotechnical survey states entire piling is required and rock anchors - hardly something that can be done by hand. In fact tracked piling plant is required.
5. The repair by the grotto was to be dug exclusively by hand. The geotechnical survey states that entire piling is required - hardly something that can be done by hand.
6. If a mechanical mini-digger was required, its use had to be confined to areas 3 metres away on either side from the centre of the grotto. The depth of this level  is only just over 11 metres. The geotechnical survey states that ground levels will be reduced and the entire structure, will be entirely piled below the upper terrace due to the lateral loads imposed on the structure by the retaining walls. Tracked piling plant is required on the entire site. Piles are between 5 and 10 metres in depth. This confirms that damage will be done to the grotto.
The site survey demonstrated the difficulty of construction, stability of the site and why a geotechnical survey was needed. The geotechnical survey confirms that damage will be done to the grotto, affect stability of existing walls, and failures can be caused by additional loads. Piles can also place loads on potentially unstable blocks. Beneath the site the rock structure is dominated by weak mudstone bedding planes which have a potential to cause instability in the form of oblique sliding.

This is a terraced site that has only ever supported gardens and an orchard. There has never been a dwelling on this site. The survey confirms that the ground contains infill layers of ashy material and clinker which are not solid enough to support a building. The top terrace is 5 metres of weak made ground with a major fracture below. The lower terrace is 1.5 metres of weak made ground on top of 2.5 metres of mudstone with a major fracture at 7.6 metres. A geological survey of 1958 showed it was possible for material lying above a clay layer to slide obliquely down the Gorge.  A survey of 1976 showed that foundation loads should be transmitted by means of piers of variable lengths up to a maximum of 140ft through the interbedded clay layers to sound limestone. The Hydrock survey findings accord with the previous surveys. The ground could cause the building to slide. Local failures may be viable if additional load of a new building is placed upon it. The impact statement merely said that some minor excavation for foundations will be required! The planning supporting statement merely states that the report demonstrates the ground conditions are suitable for the imposed light-weight load of the proposed dwelling. This building can hardly be described as light weight. Hydrock recommend floor slabs to be fully suspended, and consider a local failure may be viable if an additional load is placed on it and hence the need for the entire structure to be piled and rock anchored. Note that the buried rock may not be able to support the piled structure.
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The large crack and retaining bar of the north side of the site shows the problems of instability very clearly. All the walls are grade II listed. How can this wall be maintained if there is a house built here?
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2009: Orchard trees complete with fruit on the terraces. All gone
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July 2011. Walls intact. Shows the narrowness of the lane. Note that these photographs are taken from the terrace of the Avon Gorge Hotel which is directly above and would be permanently affected by noise from heat pumps, let alone construction disturbance
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March 2012: Where have the walls gone? They are grade II listed. Vegetation removed again. What a mess
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March 2012: A JCB with chevron tyres has already damaged the weak road surface of the private lane. 
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March 2012: Another picture of the depleted wall and track marks on the other side of the lane very close to the buildings


Sustainability Statement
· It is confirmed that artificial light, using low energy light fittings, is likely to be required in daylight hours because it has not been possible to include any fenestration on the north facing elevation. This is not sustainable.
· It is confirmed that due to the inefficiencies of the centralized electricity generation (approximately 36%), the carbon dioxide emissions from the generation of mains electricity make it difficult for the base model to meet Bristol City Council’s basic parameter regarding Building Regulation Part L1 a compliance. There is no gas supply to the site and bulk deliveries of oil and LPG are difficult. Compliance has theoretically been achieved by significant improvements in the thermal insulation and possibly installing a woodburning stove (which would be in a smokeless zone) for heating but not advanced cooking! 
· A Bio-Mass boiler is not considered to be a viable option due the space required to store wood chips or pellets either. 

· One or more (no maximum number is given) air source heat pump will be used to provide heating and hot water but likely to be noisy for the residents of the dwelling, Rock House and drinkers on the Avon Gorge Hotel famed terrace with iconic views (just above the house). The pumps have to be some distance away and are also likely to be quite visible and clutter up the scenery. No dimensions are given. The statement says Due to the location of the site and because any neighbouring dwellings are not in close proximity, noise is not considered to be an issue. This is quite simply not true.
· The west side is incredibly windy and exposed so more heating would be required especially due to the "generously sized" glazed doors and windows not being as insulated as walls.

· Cooking would also have to be performed using electricity.

· No details about drainage are given except that surface water will be disposed of by soakaway. This will affect 412 Hotwell Road since more water will be channeled. This is confirmed by the Hydrock report which states any water added to the ground at shallow depth could cause instability within part of the slope down dip. There is also potential for water to discharge into neighbouring properties whereby causing damage. BCS16 states that developments should reduce surface water run-off and not increase flood risks elsewhere. The application should include the use of sustainable drainage systems which do not damage other peoples properties. Hydrock have clearly stated on page 16 paragraph 8.5 that shallow soakaways should not be used at this site. The applicant has chosen to ignore this advice. 
· The statement confirms that refuse collection will be made from the top of the lane.  A house with five double bedrooms that can house ten people, could generate rather a lot of rubbish.   It is not practical to be 125 metres away up a hill. The applicant was advised by Charlotte Sangway that the Highways Department would find the application unacceptable if bins had to be pushed more than 30 metres. The applicant has chosen to ignore this advice.

· No site waste management scheme has been provided. The statement confirms this is a legal requirement. There is just general waffle about small builders not being wasteful. How will all the heavy construction vehicles gain access to the site? The lane is very narrow at this point and unmetalled and easily damaged. It is also a sheer drop of about 4m to the site. Where will skips be stored? Skip lorries are probably too big to go down the lane anyway let alone drop a skip down 4m. This has not been stated.

· The wild life corridor on the bottom layer will be covered in staircases, a "lap pool", shed and storage so there will be no room for a wild life corridor there either. The developer cleared all the orchard as the first task- the excuse being preparation for development, and is perpetually clearing the ground so he has shown no evidence of caring for wild life so far and biodiversity. The corridor is also likely to get covered with all the highly visible paraphanalia associated with living.

· The proposal is for the house to be connected to a main telephone network and to have high speed broadband access. Will this be an overhead cable? That will be very unsightly, and the lane is too narrow for posts.
Unanswered Questions

· A huge amount of disruption to the visitor parking of the Avon Gorge Hotel will result for some considerable time.

· Installing a water supply will be a mammoth job since the mains around here are all earthenware pipes. No details have been given as to where the connection will be made.

· There is no mains supply. Where will this come from? Will the wires be underground?

· No details about sewerage system. There is none at present.

· It is claimed that the visual impact will be reduced by flora on green roofs and new walls. Parking cars on the green roof will damage the roof so it will not be green, and the native plants will not survive. 

· How will the grotto on the level below the site be protected? This is all grade II listed ground.

· The archaeological desk-top study concluded that the terracing constitutes historical/ landscape archaeology and considers that any development of the site should seek to maintain the existing structures thus conserving the archaeology which is at this present time in a bad state of deterioration. Both the heritage statement and the archaeological desk-top study show photographs of the original garden structures. These are being damaged even though there is no permission to build. Clearly the developer has no intention of maintaining the structures. There is also a historic bore hole in situ (not noticed by the City Archaeologist). What will happen to this?  This site holds the only evidence left of the historic spring industry of Hotwell Spa so is very significant. In view of this we consider that there should be a full archaeological survey regardless of whether the application is passed or not. The land has already been cleared of trees and so is accessible.

Conclusion and Summary

· The complexity of work required to build this house will be very expensive, and the costs unlikely to be recovered by a single residential home. The developer has confirmed that it is a speculative purchase rather than a home for himself. The scheme is unviable.
· There are alleged sustainable urban drainage measures incorporating rainwater harvesting but no details of drainage, no mains sewerage, no electricity, no water supply, no telephone supply. The land has high lead levels which could lead to lead washout to lower levels and contaminate the Avon.

· It should also be noted that all the changes due to the development are irreversible and permanent (by a high level of certainty) on this highly sensitive historic landscape. The alleged negligible residual impacts are highly debatable. 

· BCS22 states that heritage assets such as Rock House, the grotto and the Colonnade should be safeguarded. They are not. They are likely to be flooded or damaged by pile driving or rock instability leading to rock falls caused during the building of the house, or afterwards.

· PPG14 state that development should not take place on unstable ground and that development itself is often the cause of instability. The geotechnical report shows that the fundamental instability of the ground renders it unsuitable for the development proposed.

· BCS16 states should not increase flood risks elsewhere. Hydrock confirms that this application fails this policy.
· The sustainability base model does not meet Bristol City Council’s basic parameter regarding Building Regulation Part L1 a compliance, due to lights having to be on at day time, no gas supply, noisy heat pumps. 

It would be more beneficial for the land to be replanted with the orchard trees it had until recently. The trees would help stabilise the ground. 

It is vital to have this application refused. It is pointless proceeding any further with this complex unviable scheme which is likely to cause a great deal of damage. The developer did not want to realise the problems of the instability of the land despite having it pointed out to him by CHIS right at the beginning in October 2009. This is presumably why the Hydrock survey was not done until 9 months after the application was put in, when it should have been one of the first requirements. Please stop him from damaging the site any further and repair the lane and replace the walls which have vanished or collapsed and which do not even belong to him. This is a grade II listed garden and original garden features have been wantonly destroyed. The archaeologists had requested the structures to be maintained.
Maggie Shapland 

on behalf of Clifton and Hotwells Improvement Society (CHIS planning).

