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1) the work 18 unnecessary

a) There is ample provision for overflow and underground drainage

5 spurious, One of us
world (Vita-Finzi
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History, Phil Trans Royal
a flood

1 projects justified to cope h such a highly improbable event

2) The work would seriously damage the Heath's aesthetic value both

during construction and once it is completed
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‘Michael Rose

Sent: 23 July i

To: ‘planning@camden.gov.uk’
Ca: ‘Susan Rose'
Subject: Heath Dams- planning objections M & SP Rose
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To: Jonathan Markwell
Development Control Team
London Borough of Camden
Judd Street, London WC1H 8ND

Dear Mr Markwell
Heath Dams project: planning reference 2014/4332/P

We wish to object to the above planning application, which
affects us personally as we live in Merton Lane, N6.

e The first reason for objection is that the application is
premature until the challenge to the legal basis of the
scheme which has been presented by the Heath and
Hampstead Society, has been resolved. We understand
that Camden Council is seeking its own legal advice and
urge the Council to join with the Society in opposing the
scheme in the High Court.

s Subject to the above, we oppose the scheme on the
environmental and other grounds set out in the Judicial
Review pre-action protocol letter served on the City of

London by the Society’s solicitors dated 30 June 2014. In
brief, we object to the unrealistic modelling on which the

scheme is predicated (assuming a giant storm with a 1 in



400000 year probability and the assumption of no warning
or emergency services; the disfigurement of the Heath
landscape by huge earthworks and excavations at Catchpit
and Model Boating Pond, and concrete walls at the Men'’s
bathing pond and Highgate No. 1 Pond; giant spillways and
destructive excavation of the rising ground adjoining the
model boating pond; tree loss, with over 160 trees to be
felled; and at least 2 years of closure and disruption of
popular parts of the Heath, closure of bathing ponds, heavy
engineering plant and thousands of HGV movements, and
devastating damage to wildlife.

Please confirm that our objection has been registered. We are

writing to you with a signed hard copy of this email.

Yours faithfull

Michael Rose and Dr Susan Rose
Heath Winds

Merton Lane

London N6 6NA




17 Croftdown Road
Parliament Hill Fields
London, NWS5 1EL

23 July 2014

Jonathan Markwell,
Development Control Team,
London Borough of Camden,
Town Hall,

Judd Street,

London

WCIH 8ND.

SENT BY EMAIL
Dear Mr Markwetl

PERSONAL OBJECTION to: Planning Reference 2014/4332/P: tead and Highgate

chains of ponds Hampstead Heath London

I object to the above Planning Application. [ object as a Chartered Civil Engineer, as a member of
the British Dams Society, as one who has studied in detail the technical aspects of the project for over
3 years, as a current member/former member of committees and working groups of the City of London
for Hampstead Heath, and as a local resident who has lived next to Hampstead Heath for over 50
vears.

Ham

1 fully accept that some work is required to the dams on Hampstead Heath. However, the proposed
work is grossly excessive, and is based on an illogical interpretation of risk, and a wrong
understanding of the legal requirements.

In summary, | object to the proposed planning application on the following grounds:-
 Itis based on a wrong interpretation of the legal requirements
It is based on unrealistic modelling
It will cause disfigurement of the Heath landscape
It will entail major tree loss
Tt will cause closure and disruption of parts of the Heath and adjacent residential area for
over 2 years

® 9 8 @

However, | will focus on the first two points in my detailed objection below:-

L. The City of London have been told by their Supervising Dam Enginieer, Dr Andy Hughes of
Atkins, that they must comply with the Reservoirs Act 1975, which broadly states that there must
be no accidental ‘escape of water” from the reservoirs on Hampstead Heath onto the downstream
communities. An ‘accidental escape’ is generally caused by a dam breach or collapse. The
Institution of Civil Engineers [ICE] recommends that to comply with this requirement. dams above
a community {such as Gospel Oak and South End Green| should be designed or miodified to
“virtually eliminate™ the probability of dam collapse, in the event of a most severe or ‘biblical®
storm. This storm i defined as the PMF [Probable Maximum Flood] and has a probability of
occurrence of 1 in 400,060 times, per annum




- The dams on Hampstead Heath broadly are deficient as measured against this ICE

recommendation, in that they do not have spillways for the safe passage of this *biblical” flood.
This Planning Application is thus aimed broadly to raise dams in the centre of each of the two
chains of ponds [Hampstead and Highgate] to provide a temporary storage volume for flood water,
and 1o construct spillways for the safe passage of excess flood water over the dams, without
causing erosion and collapse, and an *accidental release’ of water downstream into the local
community.

. The Planning Application is solely designed to prevent dam breach, so that the City of London

complies with its perceived legal obligati It is not designed to reduce the amount of flood
water that overtops the dams, or to reduce surface water flooding in the downstream communities.

. This recommendation of the ICE is entirely sensible for most catchment areas in the UK. Itis

designed to ensure that a community some miles downstream of a reservoir would not suddenly be
engulfed unawares and without warning of an escape of water from a breached dam on a hillside
above the residents. Historically, there was major loss of life in the 18" and early 19" centuries
due to dam collapse on upstream remote hills. This gave the impetus to enact the 1975 Reservoirs
Act, and earlier legislation. As a result of this legislation, there have been no deaths due to dam
collapse in the UK since 1929,

However, there are very special circumstances regarding the dams on Hampstead Heath,
which show that the above interpretation of risk, safety, and the law, is completely fllogical,
and leads to grossly excessive designs that do not give the required safety

. There are two key reports that are available on the City of London’s Ponds Project website which

demonstrate this, but which strangely do not form part of the Planning Application. urge Camden
to visit: hitp://www.citvoflondon.gov.uk/things-to-do/yreen-spaces/hampstead-heath/ponds-
i / and to examine and obtain copies of the following two posted

a) Comparison betwcen design and 1975 storms Haycock report

http:/fwww cityoflondon.gov.ul/things-to-do/green-spaces/hampstead-heath/ponds-
project/Documents/OS HH DP_1975stormesmpari
b) Hampstead Heath Ponds itative Risk A — Interim Report 29-08-13
hitpy/fwww.citvoflondon.gov. uk/things-to-do/green-spaces/hampstead-heath/ponds-
project/Documents/hampstead-heath- onds-project-gra.pdf
In broad terms, the 1975 storm, that covered the whole area around the Heath, and the Heath itself
at approx. 50% or less than the *biblical storm’ that has been taken as the basis for design for the
current dam project, flooded the basements and houses of the downstream areas within a few
minutes of the start of the storm. 2,000 calls were made to the emergency services. There was no
need for warning, as the storm itself provided the waming. This flooding was entirely due to sewer
surcharge [insufficient sewer capacity, with excess flood water being discharged into houses from
the sewers, rather than be carried away downstream).

. The Quantitative Risk Assessment [QRA] on the current, existing dams, shows that if the PMF

*biblical” storm hit the whole of Hampstead Heath uniformly, and covered the whole Heath with
235mm of water in 9% hours, then the Likely Loss of Life [LLOL] downstream eaused solely by
‘safe’ surface water run-off overtopping the dams, without any dam breach, might be
approximately 1,100 persons in the Gospel Qak and South End Green areas in total. This would be
solely due to surface water run-off, and not in any way due to any breach/collapse of dams on
Hampstead Heath.

. 1 submit that. based on the 1975 scenario, if this ‘biblical’ storm occurred, then all resident in the

downstream area would either have been drowned or evacuated within an hour or two of the
“biblical *storm starting.



£0. The QRA report then goes on to state that Heath dams might start to collapse/breach, but not
until more than 6 hours of the storm starting. The QRA estimates that this might cause a
further approx. 300 LLOL. [ contest these figures, as after 6 hours of 4 continuous “biblical®
deluge, all downstream residents would have either drowned or been evacuated, | suggest that
there would be no residents remaining in the downsiream area 6 hours after the start of the storm
Hence the potential for Likely Loss of Life due to a dam breach is therefore ZERO.

This dam project, and Planning Application, thus appears completely erroneousl y conceived. It does
nothing to protect downstream residents from flooding; and is solel ly concerned
City of London Corporation from accusations that it had not comy plied with |

vith protecting the
requirements.

I therefore urge that this application be refused

Yours sincerely

Jeremy Wnght

, Chartered Engineer; Member of the British Dam Society
= member of the Heath & Hampstead Society
£ the City of London’s Consultative Committee for Hampstead Heath

Former member of the City of London’s Management Committee, and the Pond Projects Stakeholde
Group for Hampstead Heath




9 Raeburn Close

uly,

Development Management
Camden Ccuncil

6" Floor

Camden Town Hall Extension
Argyle Street

London WC1Y 8EQ

Dear Sir
Hampstead Heath Ponds

| am writing in connection with the planning applications by City of London
Corporation for works to dam the ponds on Hampstead Heath, under what |
understand are applications 2014/4332, P, 2104/2149 PRE, 2014/7231/P and
2014/0320/P Others have lodged objections and/or will be doing so to protest
about this outrage and | fully support them. | wish to comment on two specific
matters.

First, it is a basic requirement of any decision by a public body that, in
accordance with the Wednesbury principle, it is reasonable

Secondly, the claim by the Corporation of London that safety comes first and
that therefore any works must be undertaken to reduce the risk to safety, no
matter how remote the risk, no matter the environmental damage or the cost
is palpably unreasonable and wrong. All decisions about safety are relative,
For example any transport decision about safety measures necessarily
invelves a balance between cost and inconvenience on the one hand and the
reduction in risk on the other hand. Similarly the question whether works
ought to be constructed to the ponds involves a similar balancing act, and
there is no question of the reservoirs legislation imposing an unqualified duty
to do everything possible to reduce risk. The fact that the ponds have never
overflowed after centuries, including the wettest January this year since
records began and that the risk of flooding is put at once in every 400,000
years makes it clear that the decision by the Corporation to go ahead is
unreasonable and subject to judicial review, just as a decision by your Council
to grant planning permission would be



A useful guestion to consider is what would the position be if a reasonable
landowner who owned both the ponds and the land to the south and was

warned that, if he did nothing, there was a risk his property would be flooded
every 400,000 years

Yours fa\thfulli

David Iwi



20 New End Square, London NW3 1LN _

London Borough of Camden
Planning Department
Camden Town Hall Extension
Argyle Street

London WC1H 8ND

Attn. Jonathan Markwell 23 July 2014
Dear Sir
Proposed engil ing works to the H; d and Highgate chains of ponds comprising

dam raising at Model Boating Pond (2.5m) and Mixed Bathing Pond (1m), new walls along
dam crest ta increase the height of the dams at Men’s Bathing Pond (1m) and Highgate
No.1 Pond {1.25mj, a 0.19m kerb along part of the crest at Hampstead No.2 Pond, a new
flood storage dam (5.6m) in the catchpit area, grass-lined spillways at most ponds, dam
crest restoration, pond enlargement at Model Boating Pond, a replacement changing
room building at Ladies Bathing Pond and associated landscaping, habitat creation and de-
silting. (your ref 2014/4332/P)

We have lived in Hampstead for almost all of our aduit lives since March 1973, and have
known Hampstead Heath for a significantly longer period. During that time it was under the
management initially of the Greater London Council and, more recently it has been
managed by the City of London.

We had thought that when its management was moved to the City in 1986, this would be
good for the Heath. By and large the City's stewardship has indeed been wise and balanced

over the last 28 years

Now however the City and its advisers have departed from this course. They appear to be
fixed upon ane which is poorly justified and likely to result in temporary disfigurement of,
and continuing harm to the Heath

The proposals involve the following:

® two vears of very extensive and intrusive civil engineering works including
thousands of HGV mavements;

= during the works extensive and popular areas of the Heath will be closed to the

public;



* over 160 trees will be lost;

* permanent and unnatural changes to the landscape will result with new concrete
walls and high mounds, steep slopes and excavations, and the formation of deep
spillways;

= ecclogy and wildlife habitat will be damaged.

The justification for this appears to be the recommendation of the Civil Engineers’ Panel set
up under the Reservoirs Act 1975 seeking virtual elimination of flood risk in the basis of an
engineered flood probability of 1:400,000.

However the Reservoirs Act does not require any work to be done or changes to be made,
and the just fication in the planning application is to say the least thin, opaque and slightly
threatening. There has been no assessment of the intrusive effects and cost of a range of
warks against the level of security created, and it is very difficult to imagine that a
satisfactory level of security could not be achieved by far less engineering.

Camden should not, as planning autherity, allow this development to proceed, as its effects
seem to be overwhelmingly negative. We would ask that permission be refused.

Yours faithfully

lan and Madeleine Trehearne

Cc Marc Hutchinson Heath and Hampstead Society



A Michael Weindling 22 Holly Hill
BSc MA MD FRC? FRCPCH HonFRCA London NW3 6SE

Emeritus Professor of Perinatal Medicine, University of Liverpool
¢ i

& Hon Consultant Neonatologist, Liverpool Women's Hospital _

Jonathan Markwell

Regeneration and Planning Development Management

London Borough of Camden
Town Hall

Judd Street

London WCIH 8ND

Application Ref: 2014/4332/p
Assaciated Ref: 2014/2149/PRE, 2013/7231/P, 2014/0320/P

DM Forum Attendee 05.06.14

15 July 2014

Dear Mr Markwell

PLANNING APPLICATION CONSULTATION: Hampstead and Highgate chains of ponds,
Hampstead Heath, _.ondon

The Proposed Work:

Proposed engineering works to the Hampstead and Highgate chains of pands comprising dam raising
at Model Boating Pond (2.5m) and Mixed Bathing Pond (1m), new walls along dam crest to increase
the height of the dams at Men’s Bathing Pond (1m) and Highgate No.1 Pond {1.25m), a 0.19m kerb
along part of the crest at Hampstead No.2 Pond, a new flood storage dam (5.6m) in the catchpit
area, grass-lined spillways at most ponds, dam crest restoration, pond enlargement at Model
Boating Pond, a replacement changing room building at Ladies Bathing Pond and associated
landscaping, habitat creation and de-silting.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. | attended the meeting at
Parliament Hill School on 5" June 2014 with an open mind to learn more about the
proposal. | came away from it not only unconvinced about the risk-benefit arguments
relating to the proposed project, but clear in my own mind that this was a waste of money
and of serious detriment to the environment. Please record my strongest objection to the
proposal.

My objections are as follows.

1. The risk of flooding, described as the principal reason for these proposed works, seems
to be extremely low and greatly exaggerated. Although the risk was described as being
of high impact, it seems most unlikely that catastrophic flooding would occur without
warning. Presumably if Camden Council thought there was a significant risk now, there
would be appropriate instructions to the potentially affected householders with signage.



There are none. The arguments relating to risk seem to me to be entirely uncanvincing.
It appears to me that the probability of flooding because of a hypothetical failure of the
Hampstead Heath system is so extremely unlikely (1 in 400,000 years was suggested)
that taking no action is justifiable. As a Hampstead resident it is undoubtedly a risk that |
would be prepared to take.

2. The effect on the environment would be considerable. In spite of the description of
mitigating features, the final proposal would result in the removal of trees and the
creation of high walled dams, entirely out of keeping with the general look and feel of
Hampstead Heath and Kenwood. | think this is deplorable and unacceptable.

3. The proposed works would also result in the loss of use of the swimming ponds for a
significant period, and this too is unacceptable.

4. The cost is considerable. As a rate and tax payer, | find such expenditure to be
unwarranted, unjustifiable and unacceptable. It suggests maladministration.

5. The fact that the report was from an engineering firm that specialises in the building of
dams suggests that it may not have been entirely objective. In my own profession,
medicine, if you ask surgeons for a selution to a problem, they advise surgery. | urge the
Corporation of London and Camden Council to seek a separate and objective opinion, or
alternatively (and more cheaply) to have the courage to ignore this report and to ditch
this proposal.

6. | understand that the proposed work contravenes the 1871 Act that established the
Heath as a natural space and that the 1975 Reservoirs Act does not reguire work on such

a large scale.

In summary, | object strongly to this proposal and urge the Corporation and Council not to
proceed and to abandon this pointless and damaging scheme.

Yours sincerely,

A M Weindling



IA Sheldon Avenue London N6 4J8

Mr Jonathan Markwell
Case Officer

Camden Town Hall
Judd St

London WC1H 9JE

Dear Mr Markwell,

Ref Application 2014/4332/p

I visited the preliminary demonstration on the Heath last year, and joined the
many who are horrified by the planned destruction and disruption which would
be caused.

I join Clir Simon Marcus in his opposition, and compliment My Keith King for
his excellent article in the Ham & High.

I wish to complain again about the plans, which would change the Heath we ali
have loved since Karl Marx used to travel up on a Sunday to admire the peace

and beauty of this natural environment so close to London.

The months of work will take in fact several years, and as Bill Oddy has said, the
wild life will never be the same.

Please advise me whom to contact to take my opposition further.

Yours sincerely

Dr Michael Kellet
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