
From: Teresa Sladen 
Sent: 03 August 2014 17:24 
To: Planning 
Subject: Application Number 2014/4332/P 

David and Teresa Sladen wish to object in the strangest possible terms to the above application. If the 
dams and other alterations proposed to the ponds by the City Corporation are carried out they mill entirely 
spoil the appearance of this very special part of the heath. And for what? In order to meet a threat of 
flooding that appears to be extremely small. This is a terribly destructive and misguided scheme. We urge 
you to refuse it planning permission. 

David and Teresa Sladen, 77 Parliament Hill, London NW3 2TH. 



Front: Ruth Roth 
Sent: 03 August 2014 17:04 
To: Planning 
Subject: App no 2014/4332/P 

RE: Application no. 201414332/P 

I lodge an objection to this planning 

Camden Council has the power to stop the darns proj eel pnoposed for Hampstead 

Large dams proposed, felling o f  large mature trees wil l  devastate this tinique and beautiful natural 
environment vital to wild life and migrating birds and enjoyed by millions o f  visitors. 

Personally and most uvasureel for me is the sheer pleasure o f  swimming regularly in the ponds for many 
Sean. 1 live in this busy urban city. It is a small inuch loved sate natural environment:Never to dval the 
Canadian Lakes o f  my youth - 

Major disruption and changes to this jewel for reasons which have been questioned by independent experts 
suggest that other means arc available to fulfil City o f  London's legal obligations to protect down stream 
households. 

Yours sincerely 

Ruth Roth 
NW2 68(i 



From: David Roth < 
Sent: 03 August 2014 18:15 
To: Planning 
Cc: Ruth Roth 
Subject: RE Applgcation no 2014/4332/P 

Dear Sir/Madat 

RE: Application no:2014/43327P 

I wish to lodge an objection to thisplanning application. 

Camden Council has the power to stop the dams piaii eel ortvttrssed for Hampstead Heath. Noose do so. 

Large dams are proposed, necessitating the felling o f  large mature trees. The loss o f  these wil l  devastate this 
unique and beautiful natural environment, sital to wild l iR  and migrating birds and enjoyed by millions of 

I have swum i s pond for ma - pleosarre i use cluing wutrtd be ruined i f  the surisiunding 
view consists of sous mounds which I her teve tar be 
The risk o f  llotading, though real, is grossly ed a ie area as there have been would 
not be prevented by thew dams. What is re red is a propet ys 

Major disruption and changes to this jewel tbr reastans which have been qu 
suggest that other means are available to fat tot the City o f  London's legal o 
It ouseholds. 

Yours sincerely 

Ruth Roth 
NW2 6136 

ed by indtmendent experts 
aotthtao protend down stream 



From: David Roth 
Sent: 03 August 20441821 
To: Planning 
Cc: Ruth Roth 
Subject: Ev Application no 2014/4332/P 

Dear Sir/Madat 

RE: Application no. 2014343321P 

I wish to lodge an objection to this planning application. 

Camden Council has the power to stop the datns paged tstvttnosed for Hampstead Heath. Please do so. 

Large dams are proposed, necessitating the felling o f  large mature trees. The loss o f  these wil l  devastate this 
unique and beautiful natural environment, vital to wild life and migrating birds and enjoyed by millions of 

I have swum i s pond for ma y pleasotre its so doing ovonttd he ruined i f  the suriyiunding 
view consists at etorttooutstnouedvwltieh he 
The risk o f  flooding, though real, is grossly ed I ie area as there have been would 
not he prevented by thew dams. What is re red is a propei ys 

hil8jor disruption and changes to this jewel for reasons which have been qu 
suggest that other means are available to fad tot the City o f  London's legal o 
It ouseholds. 

Yours sincerely 

David Roth 
NW2 0136 

ed by independent experts 
ons to protect down stream 



Dee, Camden Penning Department 

I We a 78 year 055 Camden resident and regular swimmer and member of the demand 
Pond Associalion. 

In 1975. when I lived :n Be:sire are. our basement was flooded a! the same time as the flooding 
occurred in Gospel Oak This flooding had nothing 10 do wit) ho bench) on Harripsload Heath 
which did not ovedlow despite MO upends' rein. The flooding was caused by the drains wad 
sewers being osenvbomod ny the amount of water. 

Even the unixocadontod rainfal. earlier this year when the Heath was waterlogged for months 
caused no danger of the ponds overflowing or burgh° the existing darns. Why therefore does tie 
C O  of London COrisinliOn think it is ^sunset), to spend melons of pounds destroying beautiful 
e m s  of the Heath h a blatant act of corpwale vandalism. 

I M O  to Moto tor olphottom 10 tiler dorxwed plane In the strongest possible terms end for the 
logowirq 

The wont work would Involve the destruction of many beautiful areas on the Heath and Me felling of 
many mature trees. 
There wou.d be morn than two years disniption lot local people with many pucks and heavy 
machinery mowng thfoughoul the surrounding neighbourhoods. 
The bathing ponds which are a uniquely InipCeteril kral leafy  will be dosed for two years. and 
when reopened MO have been trarnalloally changed for the worse. 
The lovely valley above live Weed Pond we be completely destroyed. 
The Made, Boeing Pond will he altered for the wane with a massive, ugly darn and giant 
St 
The Made Pond WO have a cortiele wall replacing the grassy slopes used by many fishermen. 

But. most Importantly. MK whole scheme le unnecessary because the City of London is wilfully 
Ignoring the lees damaging alternatives recommended by many evens end fOiging ahead with a 
schema based on faulty science 

I hope that the seneblo people Canaan planning depailmeni via come to Its aid of the 
people Of Camden and reporl the foollell pen. 

With s hopeful heart 

Best wishell 

Audrey 13alteniby 

Sant from my Pad 



Ploa.na 
0130CsOn i0 Pt.nng A00141004 lot namotioad H e r  Dann and Ponds Porta 
Ret 2o11143324. 

Daleclkm to Planning Application for Hampstead Heath Dams and Ponds Project Ref 
2014/4332/P 

I know many women feel strongly that the Comma should not proceed with Me dam works at the 
Ladles pond on Hampstead Heath. I too call on Camden Cisaicil Is reject the planning application 
earn the City of London which seeks pemassion to build and enlarge dams on Hampstead Heath. 

The City of Londona proposed dam works on Hampstead Heath MO permanently disfigure the 
Heath. and is not a necessary or Proportionate way to s e e m  the risk of downstream flooding or 
loss of which the Cky of London clekns these proposals MN address. 

The a y e  rationale for these worts Inkolves a dubious inteiaMalion of ihe law. It refers toe 
c o m a t  model of a I In 400.000 year 'probable MOXilnUM flood and works Mal would Virtually 
elkninele- the risk of dam collapse in the event of this flood. The works would contravene ihe 
Hempstead Heath Act 04 1871 which requites that Hempeteed Heath be preserved In Its" nemmi 
impact and stele. 

The proposed works specify massive dams. seaways. concrete walls and embankments. They 
wuld  kikolve the felling of at least 160 trees. Inevitable and irreversible damage to the Heath and 
Ile sidles: and would ruin the amenities available tor swimming in Me natural beauty of the 
Fleet% bathing ponds. perticulany the Ladies pond. I Call upon the Council to NH embrace 
pmearvallon of the uniquely feminist and environmental aspects of the Lades pond. liberating 
women to w a n  and relax in a Ininqui. free way as they have done lot years at the pond. Do not 
Inleifere villh the natural aspect nix' stale of this pond. Preserve II in all Its current aspects. 

yours eincerely. 

Mrs Carol Wilkinson. 

24 Carrel Close: WV5 
'IF 



Front: PATRICIA CARVIS 
Sent: 03 August 2014 18:05 
To: Planning 
Cc: Markwell, Jonathan 
Subject: Objection to Dams for Hampstead ponds 

I object to the proposed building of the dams for the following reasons 

1 Aesthetic 

The heath and its ponds afford Camden citizens the opportunity to visit a place of great natural beauty. The proposed 
imposing earthworks and excavations at Gatchpit and the Model Boating Pond would have a detrimental effect on that 
landscape. The concrete walls at the Men's Bathing Pond and Highgate No-1 Pond are totally incongruous with the 
landscape. 

2 Loss of Trees 

Camden, quite rightly and for reasons that shouldn't need re-stating here, has a policy to preserve trees wherever 
possible and yet the proposals include the felling of over 160 trees. There is to be an indefensible large tree loss at 
Stock Pond to create a spillway. 

3 Disruption 

The works would take 2 years to complete necessrtating closure of popular parts of the heath and the bathing ponds 
Movement and usage of heavy engineering plant and HGV vehicles would cause noise, dust and disruption The 
wildlife of the heath would be negatively affected 

4 Lack of Necess4 

The models employed hypothesise storms with a I t o  400,0.00 year probability and do not investgate the actions of 
emergency services or monItoring/eady wamtng systems 

5 Legal Obligations 

Camden is not obligated to carry out works on Ibis masswe scale by the Reservoirs Act 197.5 

Pattie Carvis 
18 Hampstead Hill Gardens 
NW3 2PL 



From: cary whit-worth 
Sent: 03 August 2014 19:13 
To: Planning 
Subject: Planning applicaton no 2014/4332/P 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Camden Council should re3ect the planning ,pplication from the Oty of Landon wFuch seeks permismon to build and 
enlarge dam, on Hampstead Heath 

I object to this proposal on the following grounds. These works will permanently disfigure the 
Heath while not eliminating the risk of downstream flooding or loss of life which the City of 
London claims these proposals will address 

The proposed works specify massive dams, spillways, concrete walls and embankments. They 
include: 

Construction of a huge 40m wide by 5.6m high embankment in the Catchpit Valley; 

Construction of a massive 2.5 m dames end of the Model Boating Pond; 

Felling at least 160 trees; 

Taking 2 years to complete; 

Estimated costs of at least f17 million; 

Inevitable and irreversible damage to the Heath and its wildlife. 

The City's rationale for these works involves a dubious interpretation of the law. It refers toe 
computer model of a l i t  400,000 year "probable maximum flood" and works that would 
"virtually eliminate" the risk of dam collapse in the event of this flood. The works would 



contravene the Hampstead Heath Act of 1871 whkh requires that Hampstead Heath be 
preserved in its 'natural aspect and state. 

I understand that independent experts recommend homes and lives Could be better protected 
maiden minor Improvements to misdrig dams, improving the Heath's natural Capacity to 
absorb water, that could be diminished by heavy construction, and irwesting in early warning 
sustains. 

I swim regularly in the mixed and women's ponds and fear that over the construction period 
and afterwards twill no longer be ablate swim on the 

Yours faithfully 

Cary Whitworth 



It Ben" 
03 AUg111 4 1914 

ApphcsdonNo2014/4332A 

• I a n  M a n g  M ledge my comPlert With you. against the proposed works at the Hampstead 
Ponds and surrounding rest 

From Mut  I understand. the plans have been based on an unreakeic model that takes the 
absolute worst case scenario as a probable event: assuming the collapse of an existing dams In 
the worst kind of storm. predkied to happen once in 400.000 years. When one considers local 
sewers would M a  good event vAth a pitability of once in 70 years. one wonders vAto this 
proposed work is suppoeedly larganng for protection. 
The work *10 devastate and destroy abet presently is an lessons. natural. working ecosystem. 
More than 160 trees are to be felled, many mature specimens. wilt elate resulting havoc and 
loss of life caused to the Wilitle those tees Supped. while the Ponds S t  to be dredged and 
draned. and large areas of plods dug up and removed. 
Haider to understand. is M b  the City of London has amepted these proposals on the advice of 
dam engineers. vMose expense doss not extend to wider flood considerations - & who are likely 
to benellltrom the many merlons of pounds involved in this protect • v.4115* kmorin9 the 
conch:tory recommendations made by independent experts. who propose less invades. mons 
spipmetic works arid have, in tact. poiMed cut that such heavy construction could iota 
clinilMsh the Hearth natural ability to absorb water. thus counteracting any * P k  carded out under 
this proposal. 
I ask that Camden Council consider these expert opinions and do not continue any further with Me 
current plans. 
I appreciate your interest owl assistance hi this maner and look forward to the outcome of this 

`lours faithfully. 

N Boren 



From: Heather Leonard 
Sent: 03 August 2014 

1112 

To: Planning 
Subject: Application Number 2014/4332/P 

Dear Camden Connell 

I am a swimmer who loves the Heath and the ponds. Although I have lived in Reading for over 40 years, I 
was boost n North London. I am 65 and have swum in the ponds all my titLmotill travelling Rom Reading 
to Hampstead to do so, It is a totally unique experience and should not he lost. 

TIre City o f  London has hatch Ps plans on unrealistic computer modelling that assumed the collapse o f  all 
existing dams; no warning and no emergency services, and the very worst kind o f  storm ever possible - 
predicted to happen only once in 400, 000 years. 

With trust that you wil l  turn down theirplanning application that would destroy parts o f  the Heath and 
change the ponds forever, 

Heather Leonard. 



t a b o r e t s ° .  Ol.awanl 

n e w t  Princk w a d " .  tont3ho 
Swot 01 August 2014 1936 

Plans-no 
Sabitsk Obris bon re aorsicauon s o r b s  201N4332/P 

Dear Sir/Madam. 

I would like to lodge my objection to the propOSed plan above to m i k e  significant changes to the dams 
and waterwayS Onliamplitall Neagh. 

My object/on l i o n  3 grounds. 

• I don't believe that due c a n  or considerai lai has been given to alternatives that would cause less 
chouption and could achieve the Oty of Londows legal obligations to protect households. 
- I  object to the damage that the changes will cause- the destruction to trees and addkion 01011w, 
leatures that will change this unique landscape. 

• 1 dont believe that the Ov id  leant disruption to the heath over two years is worth the outcome when 
other less k i n g s , '  alterations could be as effective. 

I hope that  Camden Council wig take seriously the deep-felt and serious objection to this planning 
application and ask the O w  ol London to seek alternatives. 

yours faithfully, 

Patrick Horton 

56 r i m * /  MOUS. 
42 U r b a n e  Road 
London 1119 4AS 


