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1. Reason for the Report

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek authority to undertake works to the 
collapsed river bank / wall located adjacent to 84/86 Buxton Road, Whaley 
Bridge and to re allocate funding within the Medium Term Financial Plan/Asset 
Management Plan to meet the costs of the work.

 
2. Recommendation

2.1 That the Executive Councillors be requested to note the contents of the report 
and approve the recommendations in Section 8.

3. Executive Summary

3.1 The Authority is the owner of a field and access way adjacent to 84 / 86 
Buxton Road Whaley Bridge, this includes the wall that runs along side the 
river Goyt. In December 2016 the wall adjacent to the access pathway 
collapsed into the river.  As an interim measure, and to try and limit further 
damage to the base of the wall, several tonne bags of stone were placed at 
the base of the wall in the river to provide some protection and stop further 
erosion. 

3.2 Officers have retained specialists RAB Consultants to identify a means to 
reinstate the wall for the future.  By its nature, location and proximity of third 
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party properties the anticipated work will be extremely difficult to access and 
undertake in a safe manner. 

3.3 The preferred method to secure the wall is by way of a specialist underpinning 
process using soil nails, the costs of which are anticipated to be in the order of 
£360,000, for which there is not sufficient current budget allocation.

3.4 The report outlines the options considered and identifies suitable sources of 
Capital Funds to meet the costs.

 4.        How this report links to Corporate Priorities 

4.1  To protect and improve the environment.
 
5. Options and Analysis

5.1 Options are not considered applicable in the context of this procurement.

6. Implications

6.1 Community Safety - (Crime and Disorder Act 1998)

There are no specific community safety concerns. Safeguarding 
protocols are observed and implemented.  

6.2 Workforce

There are no specific workforce implications

6.3 Equality and Diversity/Equality Impact Assessment

The report has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s 
Diversity and Equality Policy

6.4 Financial Considerations

The report outlines other projects where funding can be gained to 
meet the project costs. 

6.5 Legal

The contractor would be appointed under a Design and Build 
contract given the specialist nature of the works.

The procurement exercise will be compliant to the requirements as 
set out in the Public Contract Regulations 2015 and the Council’s 
Procurement Procedure Rules.

6.6 Sustainability

There are no specific sustainability issues



6.7

6.8

Internal and External Consultation

Consultation was not required.

Risk Assessment

There are clear risks with not addressing the works with potential 
damage to neighbouring properties over time, further slippage to 
the bank making the field inaccessible and further risks to the river 
becoming blocked should the wall further collapse.

The option of re building the wall would potentially provide a 
temporary solution but repeated failure is extremely likely. This 
would put added pressure on the remaining wall where it is also 
observed that the wall is cracking and bulging.    

Re building the wall with added structural support would potentially 
ensure that the wall remained sound for circa 30 years or more. 

7. Background and Detail

7.1 The Authority is the owner of a field and access way adjacent to 84 / 86 
Buxton Road Whaley Bridge, this includes the wall that runs along side the 
river Goyt. 

7.2 In December 2016 the wall adjacent to the access pathway collapsed into the 
river.  As an interim measure and to try and limit further damage to the base of 
the wall, several tonne bags of stone were placed at the base of the wall in the 
river  to provide some protection. 

7.3     The land in question was being rented out as grazing land. It is unlikely given 
the locality and access of the land that it could be used for anything other than 
agricultural/grazing land. 

7.4 The River Goyt is classed as a main river and as such any works require 
consent from the Environment Agency to work in the river.  In effect this 
means it is likely any work would not be able to commence until summer 2019 
after fish spawning.

7.5 The Authority have employed a specialists – RAB Consultants, to evaluate the 
situation and to identify how the reinstatement works may be carried out. This 
has included geo technical and topographical surveys. 

7.6 It should be noted that access to the site is extremely limited, the existing 
access way running adjacent to the road is inaccessible following the wall 
collapse.  As a result it is likely site works will have to be gained via the rear of 
the site (adjacent to Old Road). However this itself will require a temporary 
access over the canal feeder which runs the length of the field.  



7.7 The report from RAB Consultants identifies the following options:
 Do nothing
 Rebuild failed section of dry stone wall as existing
 Use of soil nails with reinforcement to stabilise the ground, rebuild dry 

stone wall as facies
 Inclined gabion stone baskets
 Use of sheet steel piles with stone cladding
 Construction of reinforced concrete retaining wall with stone cladding 

These options are described further as:-

Option 1 Do nothing

Doing nothing will result in further bank slippage, making the adjacent field 
inaccessible and threaten the structural stability of adjacent properties. 
Existing temporary measures using dumpy bags have arrested erosion at the 
toe, but the bags are being washed out during flood flows and are not a 
permanent solution. A permanent solution is required to ensure the safety of 
residents.

Option 2 Rebuild failed section of dry stone wall as existing

Rebuilding the failed section of dry stone wall as existing would provide a 
temporary solution but repeated failure is likely. It is challenging to compact 
material behind a structure such as drystone wall given its loose nature. Also, 
bulging of the wall and cracked stone can be observed elsewhere suggesting 
instability and pressure in other sections of the wall. This option would be a 
temporary fix which is likely to fail at the same location or at another point in 
the wall where movement has been identified. A comparison of the cost 
estimates shows that the initial construction cost of simply repairing the wall is 
substantially less than the alternative permanent options.  However such an 
option would lead to substantial ongoing maintenance costs as other parts of 
the wall fail in the future. 

Option 3 Use of soil nails with reinforcement to stabilise the ground, 
rebuild dry stone wall as facias

The use of soil nails is a permanent solution but towards the top end on the 
cost range. However, the construction methodology does not require large 
excavations and a staged approach can be taken increasing stability as works 
progress, thereby reducing risk to the workforce and adjacent properties. The 
soils nails may need to extend beneath the adjacent properties which would 
require a party wall agreement to be entered into. The soil nail length would 
need to be confirmed at the detailed design stage. Soil nails have the 
advantage of being bored and not driven minimising vibration during 
construction and the potential such vibration would have to adversely affect 
the properties. The stone wall canl then be rebuilt along the original alignment, 
tied to the soil nails and backfilled to reinstate the original aesthetic. A soil nail 
reinforced wall with a stone wall facia is a permanent solution which will 
effectively repair the wall.



Option 4 Inclined gabion stone baskets

The use of gabions as a retaining structure is the least expensive of the 
permanent solutions, however, there are risks associated with the construction 
methodology. In order to construct the wall the existing wall must firstly be 
disassembled and larger volumes of earth from behind to be excavated to 
allow for the construction of the footing for the gabion wall. This excavation 
would extend back a number of meters towards the residential properties on 
the land above, increasing risk to the properties and workforce from 
excavation collapse without significant temporary works. Such temporary 
works would include the use of sheet piles to support the required excavation 
and the vibration caused by their installation would damage the adjacent 
properties. In addition a further constraint to installing the temporary works is 
the limited space available for a piling rig to operate. A gabion wall is a 
permanent solution, however it poses significant risks to the workforce and 
adjacent properties.  Therefore, gabions are not seen as a feasible solution.

Option 5 Use of sheet steel piles with stone cladding

The use of sheet piles is a permanent solution but has the highest estimated 
construction cost. The adjacent properties are assumed to be unstable and 
therefore are vulnerable to vibration. The vibrations caused by the sheet piling 
required to retaining 5m of earth would be substantial and could cause 
damage to the properties. Siltstone is present below the bed level of the 
Randall Carr Brook, reducing the feasibility of conventional sheet piling. The 
siltstone would require a trench foundation to be dug out to allow for the sheet 
piles to be set in concrete. The alternative of bored concrete piles are also not 
feasible given the unstable ground along the wall line and the size of the plant 
required. Piling is a permanent solution, however it poses significant risks to 
the adjacent properties and there are restrictions to the size of plant that can 
access the site. Therefore sheet piles are not seen as a feasible solution.

Option 6 Construction of a reinforced concrete retaining wall 

The construction of a reinforced concrete retaining wall is a permanent 
solution and is towards the top end of the cost range. Again however there are 
risks associated with the construction methodology. In order to construct the 
wall, first the existing wall must be disassembled and significant volumes of 
earth excavated to allow for the construction of the base of a reinforced wall. 
This excavation would extend back a number of meters towards the residential 
properties above, increasing risk to the properties and workforce from 
excavation collapse. The temporary works would need to include the use of 
sheet piles to support the required excavation and the vibration caused by the 
installation of the sheet piles would damage the adjacent properties. An 
additional constraint to installing the temporary works is the limited space 
available for a piling rig to operate. A reinforced concrete wall is a permanent 
solution, however it poses significant risks to the workforce and adjacent 
properties with the extent of excavation required. Therefore a reinforced 
concrete retaining wall is not seen as a feasible solution.



Summary 

Based on the constraints due to the site location and access, there is only one 
recommended long term solution to address the failing wall,  Option 3 and the 
use of Soil Nails which has an estimated costs of circa £300k plus fees (plus 
construction cost inflation)

7.8     Currently the MTFP contains £76k for this project works.  As things stand this  
leaving a shortfall of circa £284k. It is suggested the larger sum now required 
can be met by reallocation from elsewhere in the Capital Programme as 
below: 

Anticipated Costs                                                                                       £360k
Existing Budget                                                                                           £ 76k

Balance to be funded                                                                                  £284k

Funding Options

Opera House Savings                                                                                  £ 49k
Leisure Centre Capital Work (reappraised as a part of the existing procurement 
exercise)                                                                         £210k
Reduced budget for Public Convenience demolition £ 25k

                                                                         £284k 

8.0 Conclusions & Recommendations

8.1 It is recommended that as far is practicably possible that a long term solution 
be delivered to rebuild the wall using soil nails at an anticipated £360k, and 
that the resource available within the Medium Term Financial Plan be re 
aligned to meet the costs of the works. This assumes £36,000 of 
preconstruction design and preparatory work in 2018/19 and the remaining 
£324,000 expenditure occurring in 2019/20.
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