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The Water House, Millfield Lane N6 6HQ 

Dear Mr Thuire, 

We wish to register our objections to the proposal to develop the Water House 

Our objections relate to:-1. 

The CMP which has been posted on line by the developers. 
2. The proposal to demolish the existing house and redevelop the site. 

1 The CMP 

a. Consultation. In their submission the developers name us as having been consulted during its 
preparation. We did have a meeting with the architect together with our immediate 
neighbours At the meeting we expressed our horror at 
their proposal rouse the footpath Nilffield Lane) as a route for construction vehicles and our 
concerns about the damage this might cause to our properties, as well as the unavoidable 
degradation of the natural environment which would occur. We subsequently sent a written 
account of our concerns to the architect. This meeting took place in 2011 at the time of the 
original application. We have received no further communication from the developers. Their 
'revised' CMP seems essentially the same as the previous one and shows no evidence of 
having taken heed of our concerns. In their submission the developers do not mention the 
unsatisfactory outcome of their consultations with us, only that they occurred, Implying that 

we no longer had concerns. 

b. Concerns for Apex Lodge. We have lived in since 1983. When we bought the 
property there was serious subsidence, worst on the Millfield Lane (West) side of the house. 
On this side the ground slopes down to Millfield Lane and the land then continues to slope 
steeply down to the Highgate Ponds. A sewer runs beneath the path and from our deeds it 
would appear to have been dug out next to the house around 1927-30. Our architects felt 
that this, together with the general instability of the clay which is affected by ground water 
running off Highgate Hill, may have been a factor in the subsidence. The house was 
completely underpinned and the foundations extended to form a retaining terrace and wall 
at the edge of Millfield Lane. In the subsequent 28 years there has been no sign of subsidence 
in the house or retaining wall. There has been considerable subsidence over the same period 
in the garden where there is no retaining wall. 
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2. Redevelopment of the site 

The existing Water House is a large but unobtrusive dwelling which is only about 30 years' 
old. Architecturally it has been praised and is structurally sound. It fits well in its site. There is 

no practical reason for its replacement. It was bought by the present owner with the 
knowledge that access was limited. He was also aware that Camden Council had rejected a 
CMP some years ago relating to redevelopment of Fitzroy Farm. That plan was much the 

same as the present proposal and the grounds for rejection were the same as our objections 
to the present plan. The decision was upheld by the planning inspector on appeal. We feel 
that the proposed redevelopment is overdevelopment of the site, which would have an 
adverse effect upon the Heath and the environment. We do not list the objections to the 
building here since we believe the objections to the CMP, the same objections that Camden 
previously upheld when it rejected the re-development of Fitzroy Farm, are the most relevant 
to this issue. 

yours sitrerely 

Dr Colin Cooper MB 813, DPH, DMRD, FRCR 

Professor Christine Hall MD, MB BS., DMRD, FRCR 






