
From: Valerie Dunn 
Sent: 21 July 2014 12.22 
To: Nanning 
Subject: Planning App 2014/433.2 

Dear Jonathan Markwell 

RE PLANNING APPLICATION 2014/4332 

I write to oppose this planning appication by the City of London. I am not convinced 
that the works proposed to enlarge the dams on Hampstead Heath are 
necessary. There has been some extreme weather in recent years but no problems 
from flooding from the ponds As long as the existing dams are properly maintained 
there should be no problem. I have been swimming in the ponds for many years, 
both summer and winter on most days. The exercise and the feeling 
of peacefulness this resource offers is vital to my well-being, both physically and 
mentally. If the work goes ahead there will be heavy construction lorries criss-crossing 

the heath, long-established trees will be felled and the nature of the heath 
changed completely. These proposed works would go against any previous careful 
management of this well-loved natural escape from a frequently stressful life in 
London. This for at least two years. 

Please give careful consideration to this matter. 

Yours sincerely 

Valerie Dunn 
202 VVeedington Road 
London NW5 400 



AE Rybacki 
32.1admons Lane 

London NS 5SX 
20 Juts 2014 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Application No 2014/4332/P - Proposed engineering works to the Hempstead and Illeheete chains of ponds 

I am writing to object to the Corporation of London's proposals. There are good reasons why the scheme should not 
be allowed. 

Ihe shpallance end value of the ponds 

The major argument against any change to this landscape has already been made byme City of London Corporation 
In a published "Statement of  Significance' (E009). As custodian, The City listed the Heath's key features - and 
explained why they must be conserved. 

The Statement of Significance (http://bitiv/ImeLTLR) says: 

'the Heath has retained Its 'natural' character and rare sense onuralness; a unique findJust four miles from the 

centre o f  London; apiece of  encapsulated countryside In the City. The Heath's distinct ye landscape has become 
nationally renowned, Immortalised in the paintings of  Constable an instantly recognised as one of  the principal open 
spaces In London' 

Regarding The Statement's purpose: 

'misstatement sets out what makes the Heath sIgnylcant and lays down the baseline upon whieh conservation and 

i t  oblertives can he deveksned to ensure that its historic landscane character and component buildings 
and features are conserved and enhanced for future generations.., thelocal and w i e n e r  Importance affire Heath as 
a public open space Is recognised through Its designation as Menominee Ooen Sane 

The City admowledges that the ponds are a surviving landscape feature forming a vital part of  the Heath's character 
and heritage: 

'The Heath landscape Is the outcome o f  changes In ownership and management both agriculture and landscape 
design and stineVal against the pressures o f  development and industry particularlythrough the i t  and 20th 
centuries. The Impacts o f  these phases of  the Heath's history remain evident today illustrated by over 55 principal 
artefacts, monuments and archaeological sites which together with = W i n g  landscape featurei, Including the 
remarkable population of  veteran trees, ancient hedgerow boundaries and stshnis of ponds, insur a Weal M S  of the 
Heath's character and haltage 

The City adds that the ponds - as they (still) are - collectively fomi an essential part of the character of the Heath: 

'The strings of  ponds are a significant hydrological resource and collectivelyfarm an essential pert of the character 
of the Heath' 



The City notes that: 

'The ponds are also Importantly valued f o r t hek  vlsual meth,'" 

The Clary proposed plan h r  the ponds IS inconsistent with everything previously said and dorm about the Heath. The 
protected landscape would obviously be radically changed in perpetuity by the plan, with vital features spoik. 

The London Plan and other considerations 

Thls planning application concerns Metropolitan Open Land. Permission cannot be granted solely by Camden 
Council. The City planning application requires the concurrence of  the Mayor of London and of the Secretary of 
State. 

Under Policy 30.10of the London Plan, the Mayor and the boroughs 'should maintain the protection of 
Metropolitan Othw land from inappropriate development". The proposed development is inappropriate given the 
*mining Ponds' Importance as vital features of  a landscape with unique historic, recreational and nature 
conservation value. 

The Heath also has protection under the Hampstead Heath Act. The City has Inherited a duty to maintain Its 
natural aspect and state being as far as may be preserved'. The application contravenes this requirement. 

I t  has not been proved that engineering works are essential. In any case under London Plan 3D.10 'Saint/el 
facIlltles.. will only be acceptable where they ob not have an adverse Impact on the openness o f  MOL^. 

The proposals would curtail the openness of the aspects towards and frees the ponds. These veal elements of the 
Heath's character, which the City saiepla are importantly valued for their unique visual amenity, would be lost if 
the plan goes ahead. 

Since fear of flooding Iles behind this application, t i n  worth noting that the London Plan highlights vast swathes of 
London carrying a hugely greater rank of flooding than the Heath or anywhere else In North London. The London 
Flan map based on Environment Agency data can be viewed at bite V i n t  hillookrog. . Much of the Clly appears to 
b e a t s  far greater risk than anywhere In Camden. 

The London-wide regional flood risk appraisal (W09) makes no mention of any risk horn the ponds 
htte://bltdv/I D5C6PY. Those parts of London at most risk from flooding are protected by the Barrier said to be 
designed to wRhsland up to a one In 1,000 year event. 

Camden Coundl's Flood Risk Management strategy litto://bItly/lzUkFal says: 

"Camden Is not at risk from flooding from the sea or  rivers. I t  Is primarily at  risk from surface water runoff the. 
rainwater that Is on the surface of  the ground and has not entered a watercourse, drainage system or public 
sewe), groundwater or flooding from sewers which have either burst or gone beyond capacity due In heavy 
rade% 

Whlk there Is no flood risk from MT/5 or the sea, Camden °beg hares number of  water bodies 
which pose a very low risk. Work by the City of  London Corporal:iron has blentlfled that there Is the "kennel  for 
significant lass of  life In the highly unlikely event (0.01% chence/1 In 10,000 year return period) that one of  the 
major darns on either of  the chains were to be breached.' 

Compared to the fiend risks accepted by the rest of Greater London, the City's present prapOSaIS represent 
disproportionate (10x) response. Camden's Flood Risk Management Strategy has already considered the risk of 
the Heath ponds overtopping and finds that: 

The mere likely event to take place In the north of  the borough Is surface water flooding. Because o f  the steep 
M k ,  there Is a risk mac, In an extreme relMeg event, water will rush down the slope musing SIWIMMIX1100dIng at 
the bottom'. 



To cut it short, in these highly unlikely circumstances, significant floods would still result anyway - simply due to 
the Ile of the land. 

I f  the one in ten millennium deluge the City fears does happen, it would not be possible to distinguish (In the 
subsequent flooding) which waters were arising from surface runoff, which from ground saturation, which from 
sewer overcapacity, which from plain direct rainfall - and which from pond overtopping/s. In the circumstances It 
would not be possible to 'blame" the City of London Corporation for ensuing catastrophe. The flood would be an 
'Act of God' for which no-one could be held responsible. 

There is a more to be lost than them is to gain. You should therefore say no. 

Yours faithfully 

A t  Rybackl 

cc 

Lynne Featherstone, MP 

Bolls Johnson, Mayor, London 

David Lewis, Protect our Ponds 



From: Paul Mayersberg 
Sent 22 July 2014 12: 
To: Planning 
Subject: Hampstead and Highgate chains of ponds Reti2014/4332/P 

Dear Jonathan Markwell. 

Application Reference 2014/4332/P 
Associated Ref: 2013/7231/P 2014/0320/P 2014/2149/PRE 

As the officer in charge of this application I am writing to say that I object 
most strongly to this application. I live by Number 1 pond on Hampstead 
Heath. The engineering necessity for these obtrusive works is disputed by 
competent experts. The legal requirement for them is being challenged in 
the High Court. 

If the dam works are not required by the Reservoirs Act 1970, they are forbidden by 
the Hampstead Heath Act 1871. This question will be resolved in the High Court. 
Until then, Camden should refuse permission to proceed. 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul Mayersberg 
4, Lake House 
South Hill Park 
NW3 2SH 



From: Alice Adams 
Sent: 22 July 2014 17:29 
To: Planning 
Subject: Planning Objection 2014/4332/P - Heath Dams 

Dear Mr  Markwell, 

Re: Planning Objection 2014/4332/P 

Please note my strenuous objections to the Heath dams planning application. My objections 

are as follows: 

1. Work of this scale is not legally required by the Reservoirs Act 1975. 

2. The case for the work is poor. If the world planned for events with a 1 in 400,000 year 
probability it's all we'd ever do. Besides, ass professional analyst with fifteen years' 
experience, I can tell you that once you get down to that level of probability you might as 
well pull numbers out of thin air - it's simply not possible to model real world events in this 
way, particularly those involving systems as complex as weather. 

3. The proposed harm done to the the heath is unforgivable. 

Beautiful natural spaces are in short supply in London and of  tremendous importance to the 
physical and mental health of many thousands of  people. Closing parts of  the heath for long 
periods, felling large numbers of trees, spoiling the landscape and allowing large numbers of 
vehicles onto the heath and surrounding roads will have an appalling impact on both people 
and wildlife. This real and immediate harm is not taken into account versus the theoretical 
and eventual harm suggested in the business case, but it very obviously should be. 

Yours, 

Alice Adams 

8 Heath Villas I Vale of  Health I London WW3 lAVV 
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D m  Mr. klarlotc11. 

arnagn C. 
22 /WY 2 
PtannIng 
Manning Reference 2014/4332/P 

I should like In object to the 11113.5,1 \ C indinanal inigineenng narks, which the Coy of Landon 
COrp01011011it pnyponing for larripmea,1 I lemh. under the 1975 Renervoits Am. 

The acule of the nods is wow simply wittimiliahle in relation le the I in 000,000 year 
rod, The 'lead. a4 Site of Imponsnee for Nature ( innervation and is to he pnni.ned for 
public amenity and for bk,divenity. The felling ol over 160 um* is quite simply 
nicompatibk with the nabis of the heath and with the city'smks ihe guardian at the Heath's 
habitat. 

The peop,ned construction would Menthe>: a huge manmade nruniun which would lu,e 
ninon repine sniping m i t e  rotund landscape of the Heath. The III i v  m a c  and 
enginening plant would canoe signilkant disruption to Magni:nu, and result in lasting 
done. 

I use you to tejon this dispnennionate application 

Nancy Mayo 
I2A Hollycroll entre 

NW3 TQl- 



From: M'ige 
Sent: 22 July 2014 19:29 
To: Planning 
Subject: No to Planning Reference 2014/4132/P 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

I strongly oppose the city's plans for the dam works on Hampstead Heath 

It is the most crude waste of our natural heritage and money- it will cause irreversible 
damage to one place all Londoners love and share- the precious heath. 

It will not eliminate the risk of downstream flooding. It is another gimmick for money 
making for and developers- no concrete, massive dams or embankments on the 
heath-Please 

say loudly-N011um 

Thank you. 
C. Samsonova 

5 Wedderburn Rd. 
NW3 SOS 



From: Steven Bruck 
Sent: 22 July 2014 20,51 
To: Planning 
Subject: Planning Reference 2014/4332/P Hampstead Heath Dams 

Dear Sirs, 

I am writing to object to the proposal for massive works planned for the ponds in Hampstead Heath, 

I understand that these will, by their design of dams eta, substantially and very detrimentally affect 
the historic view and appearance of the ponds and the surroundings, all at an incredible and 
it expense. The relevant works will, I further understand, take same 2 years , with 
accompanying major disruption of normal enjoyment of many of the Heath amenities and the 
destruction of many trees. We, in the immediate surroundings will meanwhile have to bear the 
considerable inconvenience of heavy engineering works with accompanying HGV/lorry traffic, 

All of this might be defensible if there was a clear public safety case, Yet I understand this not to be 
true, The disaster, namely the storm, against which it is designed to protect us has apparently a 
probability of a t i e  400,000 years and the disaster scenario further assumes no warning nor other 
available protection at the time. There is surely no legal necessity for such works to be undertaken 
on such a disproportionate scale, nor is there in plain common sense, It's health and safety gone 
mad, 

For all of these reasons object to these proposals and trust that they will not be approved, 

Yours faithfully, 

Steven and Mirela Bruck 

1.1nnwstcod 



tiblaadon, 

a k a r  son 21:59 
Flwaing 
Objection to trammtvid 5 r k  vu 5 . f  ie 

I am writing lo alfiect to the scale and demolion of he planned works around the 
ponds an M u l e s ]  Heath. As I understand It. the proposed work gems as beyond 
the " a n  S e "  and 'fil"hlimis a significant degree of overkill compared with 
reaflatic load PrOfillMons The Themes fielder is designed 10 cope wilh all but 1:100 
year events - If I underRand correct/ you We modelling to 1400.000 which seems 
unnecessarily remote considering the magnitude of the works required to achieve 
!Ns Surely something foore reale& even in 1:1000 would be more sensible. cord 
°Home and less unsightly. The proposed works MN change the landscape in IMO 
area of me Heath to make II abutter unrecognisable. WItil signlikani fogs of Imes and 
Mural habitat Furthermore. that area of the Heath Re be defigured and 
maatessible tor t M  duration of the works. 

Feral the abort masons. 'respectfully ask Mal permission is not granted Mr Mese 
W k s  and that the plans are reconsidered in order to come tip with something less 
impeottur to the natural environment M i s t  Meting more nealielic flood protection 10 
potently f l c l e d  seas of London. 

Vows falltifUlly. 

Rob Pomphrelt 



Our ref  :ho 1178 

Jonathan ligarkwell, 
Development Control Team, 
London Borough o f  Camden, 
Town Hall, 
Judd Street, 
London 
WC11-1 8N!). 

S E N T  B Y  EMAIL 

Dear Mr  Markwell 

17 Crolidown Road 
Parliament Hil l  Molds 
London, NW5 I EL 

23 July 2014 

PERSONAL O B J E C T I O N  to: Planninu Reference 2014/4332/P: Hampstead and Hiuligate 
chains of  ponds Hain stead Heath London 

I object to the above Planning Application. 1 °Meet as a Chattered Civi l  Engineer, as a ntember of 
the British Darns Society, atone. who has studied in detail the technical aspects o f  the project for over 
)yea's,  as a current membetiformer member o f  committees and working groups o f  the City o f  London 
br d Heath, and as a local resident who has li vat next to Hampstead Heath thr over 50 

I fully accept thttt stone work is required to the dams on Hampstead Heath. However, the pipposed 
work is grossly eacenoive, and is based on an illogical interpretation o f  risk, and a wrong 
understanding o f  the tegnt rem 

In suim aty, I object to the pit nd. 
It is based On a wr, 
Into based on unren 
It wi l l  cause di st3gnrernent o f  the Heath I andse ape 
It wi l l  entail major tree 
tw i t ]  Callon closure and diorttnei eneto f parto o f  the Heath and adjacent res 

over 2 years 

However, t w i l l  focus on the f i rst  two points in ray detailed objection below:-1. 

The City o f  London have been told by their Supervising Dam Engineer, Dr Andy Hughes of 
Atkins, that they must comply with the Reservoirs Act 1975, which broadly states that there must 
bent) accidental 'escape o f  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 o f  Civil Engineers [ICEI reemninends gnat to cornply with this requiretnent, dams above 

My Hach as Gospd Oak and South End Green] should be designed or modified to 
y mMate" the probability o f  darn collapse, in the event o f  a most severe or 'biblical' 

o norm. TI Norm is defined as the PNIF [Probable Maximum Hood] and N g  a probability of 
occupence o f  I in 400,000 times, per annum 



2. The dins on liosupacal H a n  broad's no deficient as noisome' spins' this ICE 
recoransenthoon. in dm ihey ml hove spillways k r  do o h  p o n e  of this Naiad'  Rood. 
This Phtuung Aphoulon is thus aimed boldly to mho Sam In die cadre of each of the two 
c i a o  01 pooh. 1 ' I n n e n  and Ilighadel to provide a & . . _ , . . ,  stooge volume foe flood watt 
and to a m n i a  spillways lor the sale passage growers Rood voila Over d r  dams, without 
anon% erosion and collapse, and an ' n i n o n  release' of wmer dominion imo the local 
cominoinly. 

1. The Planning Application is solely d a r e d  In proem dam breach. on that the City of London 
<none, with its perceived legal oblptiors His not designed to reduce the meant of flood 
water innovation the dank ono S u m  *Mace was  flooding in be Jou nrcam commnies. 

4. This ocomnsendimion onto ICE is entirely sentibk for moat taktoneni onias in the UK. h is 
Signed to onSure data cammmity some miles downstream of a manna o n d  not m a n l y  be 
engulfed unrolls and without %turning of an escape of wake from • breached a m  on a hillside 
above the indents. Hillancelly. Mae was Inger loss of lik in the i t  111141 early I t  amnia 
due to dam *ellipse on upsutam mote bilk This pee the inlifelus in m e i  the 1975 Rennin 
Act. and earlier leg:nein. As. nod, 01 this legislation. ihco has e been no cloak dye to don 
collapse in ihe UK since 1929. 

S. Hearne,. there are very spend circumstances regarding the d e e  sio Hamplead 
o hich shim inn the sliest in scrochakin of risk. saki,, indite Sat. Is eankeely Meek* 
a n  leads to grossly excessive dengiss Mao do eel give the regatta' okay 

6. Than are Iwo key repono dm are makable a l  the City of London's Ponds Pinjeet n i n e  which 
f l o w n  this, bin which ouanply do ant Conn pan of the Planing Applkaiion. I urge Camden 
100110 o. - . • • . 
M a n  r44- (kg-imam a t  m a a S a t o s k  etplei a m  following two posted 
retorts' 

cpaurisbsassulniallEisottlacteanan 
it. ofloodelLiNn.ok/lhimeg-to-dateree•-allictsafewatead-Itealli/Dends. 

pfoira. ISnrunteno. Os. tilt OP 1971•10 tim nmento. gig 
b) Hamplearl Heath Pons Thoindiailve khk A m m o n '  - buena Report 2941613 

bugy 'sass ricsofloodon shiiiihanconweeninactinamonead.nathinani. 

7. In broad tenni. the 1975 nook dus anted the whole sea wound the Heath. and the lamb inch 
at . 50% a n t s  dem the 'biblical stone' that has been taken as the hoes k r  J a i n  for Ow 
cunent dam pojea. Hooked the beinsiiiM4 and houses of the dinkususion Ann within a In 
miindes of the stan of thesoon. 2.000 calls were node to the ernagency ven ICta. There ine, no 
need k r  waning, as the mono itself pnwided the warning, This flooding u n  anal> due in sewer 
ortlaise Iinsufficiem saver capany. widt m a n  flood water being db.:non inuolmuse, fun 
the savers. near dun a earned /May nommen' 

& The QualiiiI•lisc Risk AIIPSUICRI M A I  on the current. Siting a s  Miens that tithe PM' 
'biblical' soon his the whole of lampoon Heath uniformly, and covered the whole Heath with 
235mm af loat  in 944 han,  then the Likely Lon of Lift ILLI/L1 downturn eased solely by 
'safe' a t  neer roo-off nerapplog t h e n ,  *those a n  dam brain, might be 
approximaely 1.100 persons in the (noel Oak and South End Cheat ens  in total. This would be 
solely due to suthee water runoff. sod sal S a m  way doe le a n  hreachreallopse n a m e  so 
Hampstead Heath. 

9. I submit that, basal on the 1975 M I S S ,  if this 'biblical' NOM occurred, then all mskko in the 
donstream area %odd men have beat drowned or emantal within an hour or e n  of ta 
'biblical norm sunning 



I t  The PRA man then p a w n  to state dot Heath dame need sun Co eallapsegreach. M t  sae 
NMI mare dug 6 bars O d d  a r m  steams. The ORA animates thot 1111s might apse. 
farad aping 300 LLOL I canted d a y  R p m  m after 6 hours or .  continuous 'Maar 
a l g a  all downsuram residents would have either dammed or been evacuated. I suggest dim 
them would be no ratites attaining in the downstream area 6 hoes albs the dan of the mann. 
Hence the potential Por Likely Loss of Lilt duo di a don bosh is dada 

This darn Preied. Ind Plandill Anal:Odd. Mtn a p a n  corapktely womanly conceived. II does 
nothing to pima downstream residas nom lawny. a d  is tatty concerned with pooteding the 
a u  of London Coporatied f a n  dynamo, that p Ital ma complied with 101 rcqdrernn 

I thereore urge that thia application lat reflood 

Your. Iiincody 

Jorain Vinghi 

al.i.C.1 l'itanmad ampocer. Mcntcro(pbe lino& Dam lionten. 
Commitinc meralicr of the /loath & liampatcal &clay 
Mama., tithe (Ply of London's Coitialiaiive COMMillte for Hampstead Heath 
I lona  mamba of Mt C a  of London's Managensan Comaduce. and the Pond Projects 
tiptop J r  I Ismacad Heath 


