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ROCHDALE PREAPP-00012-25

Dear Jonathon,

Tier Environmental wish to thank you for your email comments received on 13 November 2025
following your review of the following documents produced by Tier Environmental for the above
site, including the positive comments provided — this is very much appreciated:

e Foundation Works Risk Assessment - Hopwood Hall, Rochdale (report reference: TE1880-TE-
00-XX-TN-GE-001-V01, dated 24" October 2025)

For ease, we have reproduced your comments and provided responses in red below:

Generally | find the approach acceptable. Thank you for confirming. However, | do have a few
gueries which stem from items | want clarifying before | recommend acceptance; please see below:
Please see clarifications below.

Section 4:

Yousay “It should be noted on the ground model that the Arley Mine coal seam which will be
targeted for treatment - dips below the River Roch thereby reducing risk of connectivity between
treatment works and the neighbouring River.”

Although in this instance | am not the regulator for controlled waters, and the comment relates to
mine grout, | thought | would add something based on own experience. When the A470 in south
Wales was built over Carboniferous strata in the 1980s, grout from grouting works was seen to enter
the bed of the River Taff. | believe that both the Consultant and Contractor were prosecuted for
this. Bear in mind | read this in a report written by Arup related to a site | was working on; | have
never been able to find any reference to it elsewhere, but | had no reason to not believe it. Thank
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you, we are also mindful of this risk and it is for that reason that we have referred to, and considered
the ground model Although | believe the risk is low, | would never discount this issue arising again,
especially in shallow workings in fractured rock. Thank you for confirming your view on the risk |
would recommend a watching brief and a plan be derived in case grout does arise. | have not read
the grouting specification which probably covers this, which is why | am just putting this comment to
you, but given you have commented on this in relation to concrete from the piles, | would assume it
is covered. Thank you for the comment. We can confirm that the potential for grout migration
towards the River Roch has been fully assessed and is already controlled through the measures set
out in both the FWRA and the Grouting Specification.

Within the FWRA (Pollution Scenario 3), the potential for concrete or grout to impact controlled
waters—including nearby surface water—has been assessed. The risk is considered low/negligible, as
the grouting and piling techniques are carried out under controlled pressures with continuous
monitoring of volume and take. In particular:

e The Arley Mine seam dips away from the river, reducing the potential for any connectivity
toward the watercourse.

e |njection pressures are limited to below overburden pressure, greatly reducing any chance
of lateral migration toward the river embankment.

e Grout placement is controlled via tremie pipes with real-time monitoring at each hole.

e Any excessive grout take triggers immediate cessation and review, ensuring rapid
intervention should grout behave unexpectedly.

The Grouting Specification reinforces these measures in detail (Sections 4.3 and 5), including:

e Controlled, low-pressure grouting operations specifically designed to prevent uncontrolled
lateral movement.

e Use of casing through Made Ground and superficial deposits, ensuring grout cannot escape
into permeable near-surface horizons that might connect to the river.

e Mandatory surface watching brief at all drill locations, including inspection for any signs of
grout emergence or migration.

The specification requires “[maintenance of] appropriate observation and operational monitoring
throughout the works, including visual checks for grout breakout”.

Collectively, these controls constitute an active watching brief for any risk of grout migration,
including outward movement toward the River Roch.

We trust this addresses the concern, but please let us know if any further clarification is needed.

My own experience suggests that this is not as much of an issue with concrete in piles, | have been
on sites where CFA piles were put into river gravels next to the Ness, and where piles were put in 5m
from the River Taff, and seen no concrete enter these waters, though | do note you have covered
this in Table 5.1. Thank you for confirming that we have covered this.




Section 5

Should the preferred piling technique (CFA) be amended, this piling risk assessment may need
updating. Understood, thank you

Would vibro-concrete be a better solution than vibro-stone? Vibro stone columns have been
selected as the technically and commercially preferred solution for the scheme. As such, the FWRA
conclusions have been reached based on this preferred approach.

Table 5.1

CFA Piling Pollution Scenario 7- does the asbestos risk assessment need updating, or does it cover
piling? | can’t remember. The asbestos risk assessment is concerned with chronic risk and this intent
is built in to the exposure frequencies and durations within the model used. Instead, risks to
construction workers including piling workers will be addressed via dedicated contractor risk
assessments in accordance with Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012.

In Vibro Stone Columns Pollution Scenario 2, you state:

“--- superficial and bedrock units are already hydraulically connected” . Is there no
hydraulic connection with superficials/bedrock and Made Ground? Yes, there is; however,
this comment was specifically in regards to “Pollution Scenario 2 - Breach of aquitard or
connection of discrete aquifers” and so the focus of the comment was on the relationship
between the natural aquifer systems that underlie the Made Ground.

In Vibro Stone Columns Pollution Scenario 1, you state

“VSCs installed to 2m bgl following site turnover. Ground improvement limited to made
ground only. No penetration into undisturbed / natural strata” . Yes, this is correct,
turnover target depth was 2m bgl and so even shallow natural soils would be ‘disturbed’. As
such the comment that there will be no penetration into undisturbed ground is accurate,
following the site turnover.

In 3.3, you say that

“Made Ground was recorded to depths of between 0.95m and 6.80m bgl” . Please see
the explanation below.

You then go onto state that

“Made Ground has been reported to a maximum depth of 6.50m bgl and was found to be
thickest towards the southwest and central west of the site within the former infilled
watercourse.” The apparent discrepancy is due us quoting the reported depth range taking
into account both the historical third party (Geotechnics) logs and Tier Environmental
investigation data whilst the second comment pertains to the information obtained during
the Tier Environmental investigation alone. Nevertheless, this provides confidence that




there is no substantial difference between the deepest Made Ground thicknesses observed
by both parties.

In 4, you say that

“The proposed pile locations are presented as Drawing No. FE0012-ROS-XX-XX-D-C-0500,
Rev CO1 produced by Roscoe.”

This drawing does not appear to have been included. Please find attached to this letter. The drawing
shows drainage layout but also proposed pile locations.

So, are there going to be no VSCs in the area of shallow Made Ground? Are they just to be in areas
where the thickness of MG is over 2m? No, VSCs will be positioned as per the attached drawing and
do not discriminate based on Made Ground thicknesses.

Vibro Stone Columns Pollution Scenario 7- does the asbestos risk assessment need updating, or does
it cover piling? | can’t remember. The asbestos risk assessment is concerned with chronic risk and
this intent is built in to the exposure frequencies and durations within the model used. Instead, risks
to construction workers including piling workers will be addressed via dedicated contractor risk
assessments in accordance with Control of Asbestos Regulations 2012.

Having written several PRAs in my time, | know they can be somewhat difficult to write as the
guidance, still, is somewhat lacking, but this is a good report. We very much appreciate this
feedback, thank you.

| sincerely hope the above responses are sufficient; however, please do not hesitate to contact us
with any further queries.

For and on behalf of

TIER ENVIRONMENTAL LTD

.y

Adrian Read MEng (Hons)

Technical Director

Tier Environmental Ltd

Enc: Drawings
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Drawing Based On;

ALL CENTRE LINES OF FOUNDATIONS, CHANGES IN DIRECTION AND CENTRE OF BASES
TO BE SET OUT BY THE MAIN CONTRACTOR

COLUMNS HIGHLIGHTED OAND ® ARE THE POINTS REQUIRED.

STONE COLUMNS TO BE CONSTRUCTED AS PER T & C METHOD STATEMENT
AGGREGATE USED TO FORM STONE COLUMNS SHOULD BE CLEAN HARD STONE WITH

A GRADE OF 75x40mm FOR THE TOP FEED METHOD OR 40x20mm FOR BOTTOM FEED

(OR SIMILAR).

ALL INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS AND COPYRIGHT OF THIS DRAWING BELONGS

TO T&C VIBRO. THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN PRODUCED FROM INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE
CLIENT OR OTHER THIRD PARTIES AND TCV ACCEPT NO LIABILITY FOR INACCURACIES
ARISING FROM THE INTERPRETATION OF THIS DATA. THIS DRAWING IS NOT INTENDED

FOR CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES BY ANY OTHER THIRD PARTY. T&C VIBRO ACCEPT NO
LIABILITY OR ANY OTHER PERSON OR PARTY FROM THE USE OF THIS DRAWING, WHETHER
IN WHOLE OR PART, WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN CONSENT FROM T&C VIBRO.

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE UPPER 600MM OF EACH AND EVERY COLUMN IS NOT COMPACTABLE
WITH THE INSTALLATION METHOD. FOR FLOOR SLABS & EXTERNAL AREAS PLEASE CONTACT
TOWN AND COUNTRY VIBRO LTD IN ADVANCE.
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