
Gentet ,  Matthias 

From: 
Sent: 24 July 2014 23:09 
To: Planning 
Subject Please do not grant planning permission for the redevelopment of the Hampstead 

Heath Ladies Pond 

Dear Madam or ST, 

Jam writ ing to express my objection to the planned development works 2014/43321P Jam concerned that 
the building works wi l l  be unnecessarily disruptive while they are being carned out and irreversibly damage 
the natural beauty of  the area 

'have been coming to the ladies' pond regularly for ten years and I consider it one of  the most valuable 
facilities inNor thLondon Its peaceful, serene atmosphere benefits local yvomen from all backgrounds by 
providing a respite from the stress of London life In particular it benefits the elderly, many of  whom rely on 
it for exercise Din  this healthy serenity which I fear w i l l  be lost if the planned building works are carried 
out 

Not only wi l l  the pond be affected during the building works but the reshaping of  the landscape and loss of 
tree Cover wi l l  have a permanently detrimental effect Please do not tamper unnecessarily with something no 
precious tome and many of  my friends 

I urge you to reconsider before North London is robbed of one of its finest assets 

Yours Sincerely, 

Mariam-le Kelly 



Gentet ,  Matthias 

From: 
Sent 
To: Nanning 
Subject Hampstead Heath Dams 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Our family seriously object to the plan to have dams built on Hampstead Heath. 

The Reservoirs Act 1975 does not legally require works to be carried out on this huge scale. 

There is unrealistic modelling, Models for a giant storm have a 1 in 400,000 probability and assumes no warning and 
no emergency services. 

The Heath will be badly disfigured with new and unnatural huge earthworks and excavations and excavations at 
Catchpit and Model Boating Pond. 

There will be tree loss with over 160 planned to be felled. This large tree loss at Stock Pond is to create a gkant 
spillway. 

There will be unacceptable closure and disruption with 2 years of works requiring closure of popular parts of the 
heath, closure of the bathing ponds, heavy engineering plant and thousands of HGV movements and damage to to 
wildlife. 

Alan &Jennifer Davis 

5 Squires Mount Cottages 
NW3lEE 

No virus found in this 11 
Checked by AVG - ww 
Version: 2014.0.4716 / 



Gentet ,  Matthias 

From: 
Sent: 24 July 2014 19:27 
To: Planning 
Subject: reference 2014/4332/P 

The proposed works to dam up the ponds on such a large scale is not only unecessary but w i l l  disfigure the 
landscape 
entirely distroying trees and w i ld  life 
have lived in the area for over 30 years and enjoyed the natural beauty of  the ponds and the heath 

There has been no floodings during that time 
Would it not be better to spend the money on dams to prevent flooding of  the themes and other areas which 
propose a threat to the poeple living there 

hope Camp den council w i l l  reconsider these proposals democratically as the majority of people are against 

Caroline Borgmama 



Gentet, Matthias 

From: 
Sent: 24 July 2014 22:30 
To: Planning 
Subject: Application Number 2014/4332/P 

Dear Mr Markwell 

I am writing to strongly oppose the above application I am a frequent year-round swimmer in the 
ponds I strongly believe the provision of outdoor swimming in a natural environment is one of the 
things which makes our local area special I find it difficult to express just how important the ponds 
are to many, many people - to their physical and mental wellbeing 

I urge you to rethink these major works and decide instead to follow the advice of independent 
experts who state that the ponds and the area around them would be equally well or better 
protected by taking less drastic measures I object strongly to the building of new dams and the 
felling of trees around the ponds and to the closure of any of the ponds for any period of time 

Yours sincerely 
Kate Pahl 
15 Albert Street 

7LU 



GunterMatthias 

worn 
sent 

r u m m y  R e n e w  1014/113.20 

Dear Camden 

I °bun r to Me City of London's proposal lor extensive • too extensive • flood protection works on 
Hampstead Heath. 

Risk management is ol cowse vital to proper governance, but measures to mitigate risks must also 
consider the downside risks that are involved. They muss be proportionate. 

I am well aware or the upside risks. In 1975 I was working at the TavIstock Centre when r o t  rain tell on 
the Heath In three hours. TwO people died in nearby basement, and we Spent many hours Wring 10 
salvage our archives. Climate change • absent strenuous *Dons to reduce COZ equivalent emissions • will 
probably Increase such n t h  but I have seen nothing In the Cny ol London's dexumeMation to lustily the 
extreme risks that would be mitigated by their proposal. 

Mitigating risks lakes a range of forms. Mr instance m u  and phone alerts as well as flood protection works 
Including drainage. 

On the dOwmIde such worts must consider encouraging healthy pursuits and enroyment of o w  natural 
heritage. Who wai ls to walk between walls on the Highgate Ponds • it will certainly be less, who will enjoy 
the Reek Pend • the most important wales bird site on the Heath with Reed Warblers. Kingfishers. 
galls tel alone the other scarce birds such as whirethroaly, when the trees are destroyed? 

PleaSe repect this papaw! 

Michael Norris 
currently 
5 Deakin St North 
1181111110r1 
VIC 3188 Australia 



Gentet ,  Matthias 

From: 
Sent: 24 July 2014 11:18 
To: Planning 
Subject 2014/4332R - Hampstead Heath Dam Project 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

H a m p s t e a d  D a m  Project 

I have a point of view about the Corporation of London's recent planning application which, although not 
strictly a valid objec t ionper  se, seeks to give some larger contest to the deliberations of the planners and 
councillors 

What is at stake is one of  the last natural environments in the borough This is more  than just  a planning 
matter. I would  therefore be most grateful if you  could circulate this letter to those Involved in the decision-making 

and to please let m e  know who those individuals are 

The Corporation's application Is undetpinned by expert advice (commissioned b y  the Cotporation) which 
claims there are significant risks of flooding of  the ponds on Hampstead Heath Flooding and potential 
flooding is the essential nature of all bodies of water without exception The conclusions of the expert 
advisors correctly predict the inevitable someday or other, tomorrow or in four hundred thousands years 
from now, the ponds will indeed flood 

I take issue with the whole  culDre of so-called 'rink-mitigation' and the self-serving Industry of advisors that 
has grown up around it Rather than b e a m  used  as a tool for decision-makers, 'expert advice' is often 
allowed to trump all other considerations including sound judgement More  and more, w e  are submitting 
ourselves to the tyranny of the 'expert advisor' and in so-doing w e  have abdicated our responsibility as 
voters and politicians 

There will always be advice - If this great city was to submit to expert advice relating to 
any number of possible scenarios and models from all manner of professional people 
(scientists, engineers, climatologists, lawyers, policemen, security consultants, 
doctors), it would grind to a halt, rendered moribund, the population would be gripped 
by famine. If a geology or engineering practice were appointed to write a report about 
the potential risks to the London Underground from seismic activity or subsidence or 
indeed flooding, it is inconceivable that they would conclude there are no risks. It is 
inconceivable they'd recommend doing nothing. It is inconceivable that their 
professional liability insurers or their lawyers or their own raison detre as experts could 
ever permit a 'do nothing recommendation. This is the way of things. 

There will always be advice - It is the job of government (in this case Camden Council, 
its officers and elected officials) to interpret that advice; to apply reason, common-sense 

and discretion; and to bring perspective and a wider context to considerations. 
That is what the people of Camden expect from their Council. That is why the Council 
exists. We are relying on our elected Camden Council to do what the unelected 
Corporation of London has disgracefully failed to do. We are relying on Camden to 
exercise its judgement and distinguish between 'professional risk' and 'real risk'. This is 
the job of wise men and women. 



There will always be advice - Were indeed Camden Council to commission its own 
expert advice from scientists, biologists and engineers on the potential impact of the 
proposed dam scheme, it is impossible to imagine that that advice would not anticipate 
serious risks. Of course it would. But even then the experts wouldn't be able to 
anticipate the real risks. Have we not yet learnt the lesson that when we tamper with 
the workings of the natural world we create myriad unforeseen and unforeseeable 
consequences? 

There will always be advice - And there will always be risks. When timettames are 
extended to hundreds of years (let alone four hundred thousand years), advice 
becomes meaningless, the risks unknowable. We fool ourselves if we think we can 
predict the future. Risk can never be eliminated and the very act of trying to do so is in 
itself risky. 

In this matter the Council has tremendous responsibility on its shoulders: Let's not 
wilfully disfigure one of the last vestiges of mother nature in this great city of ours in the 
false belief that we are her master. Leave the ducks and the willows and the swimmers 
alone, and if in three hundred years a great flood engulfs our city, I promise, it won't 
have been begotten by the lovely ponds on Hampstead Heath. 

Thank you. 

Yours faithfully, 
Peter Watson 
South Hill Park Gardens 
NVV3 



GentetMatthias 

froth 
Sent 24 hay hne 0945 

Kenney 
ObiKb011 to PWSng askrancs20ws312is 

Ta Mr. Jonathan Madcwel. Development Control Teem. London Borough ot Camden. Town 
Judd Skeet London WC1NOND 

Peon.: Eric Beinhocket. 211Aelkughby Road. Hw.pslaad. London 11W3 1RT 

Deer Mr. Markewl. 

I have been a nnident of Hampstead for 12 years and We v e i n  a coupie numbed yards of 
Hampstead Heath. We are frequent Heath users. walking our dog Jogging Mere, or lakmg our 
chldten to r a y  Simon daily. 

I am siding to oiled strongly 10 the prOpented athefTle lot changes to the ponds In the Heath 
(Planning Reference 2014 4332 Pt. My waves kw objecting are ss follows: 

• There smo logs) rap' under the Reservoirs Act or 1975 for works so be canied out on this 
wale A much stroller preps with signifigendy los impact on the ponds and soirouoding twee 
could addren both the legal thquirenthels and entailments! issues. 

• While CIIMIC r i f l e  and !loading petaled numbs edam arloady(1 ...a.Ckfo.deconontl 
ntth moths on climate thing,: 'thumt, the modelling girlie paha, bind es • 1:4011,1100 Aar 
pnibahilm 11 highly ithrtultmic. 

• The tart: wale mnbuorks and commit wells involved would slodficantly disfigure the asthma 
Heath landwapc kw vi Inch the Heath in treasured by its loud residents and therm 

• Signifkau numbers dimes(over 160) would he felled Ihr this progea many of 11WVC 
mute old and would i t  genersdas to regrow 

• llw pondh arc a auger home for Heath vrildlik slid their habitats would he 'merely dompicd 
• The heath would have st kith 2 y e n  of heavy engineering and construction WOrtS. climates and tho 

local neighbourhood would thee 2 yerw• or IIGV °yak. 

1 simnel), urge the Council to mut  this inappropnate, unnccs,any and expensne whom and 10 Mitlit 

local residents ammatiom such as the Heath & I lainfmcad Society and the City Corp.itanith to dm clip a 
tomer impact Whalle dui meets tint Ileath's real needs for llood control witlinni 1.011C1,111‘1: inputs on the 
Heath enviromnou that dm current whcmc involi est 

W A  hest regards. 

Eric ficinhoacr 



Gentet ,  Matthias 

From: 
Sent: 24 July 2014 20:48 
To: Planning 
Su bject: 2014/4233/P 

W h y  do the City of  London refuse to listen to the views of other experts w h o  believe the project to be 
unnecessarily vast in scope/  W h y  do they not take into account that previous flooding downstream of the 
ponds has been caused b y  poor drainage, not pond overflow? W h y  do they not also recognise that a 
downpour of  the magniNde  needed to cause the present dams to give w a y  would  b e  a calamity that would 
have far wider repercussions than flooding from the ponds? It seems out of all proportion to subject the 
Heath to so much disruption and pollution for a project that is at best controversial and for which the legal 
necessity is being challenged by eminent lawyers Help Yours Neville Sattentau 


