HHPP Response to LB Camden Feedback_Trees 160914

 
 
Hampstead no. 1 Pond
The proposed tree removals are considered not to be detrimental to the character of this part of the heath. The trees that are proposed to be removed are not considered to contribute significant visual amenity to the area. 
 
Hampstead no. 2 Pond
It is considered that the proposed tree removals may adversely affect the character of this part of the heath. The two cat. A London plane trees are mature, significant trees that contribute to the character of this part of the heath. These are the only cat. A trees that are proposed to be removed in the project. Both trees form part of an avenue of mature plane trees, although tree 0177 is at one end of the avenue therefore its removal will not disrupt the avenue. The removal of these two trees will affect the character of the area to some degree, although as the two trees are surrounded by other mature trees it is considered that the effect on views and vistas will not be significant. The larger, older row of plane trees immediately to the east is far more significant as they can be viewed from further away and form a back drop when looking south from the other end of this pond. The two proposed tree removals will allow the more significant row of plane trees to remain, which is considered to be the better option. The removal of the group of trees G20B is not considered to significantly affect the character of the area.
 
Model Boating Pond 
The removal of the three small hornbeam trees in group 18 and the grey polar, tree 0084 is considered not to adversely affect the character of the area. Whilst attending a site visit with the Atkins arboricultural consultants, the removal of a number of the mature hornbeam trees immediately south was discussed. It appears that plans have been modified to allow for the retention of the mature hornbeams which is considered to be a positive change. The ash tree 0088 is considered to have a limited useful life expectancy. Trees 0165, 0167 and 0168 have space around them; therefore their removal will be of some significance visually, although it is understood that the removal of these three trees is necessary to create the proposed new island.
 
Mixed Bathing Pond
The proposed removal of part of groups 27 and 1136 is not considered to adversely affect the character of the area.
 
Vale of Health Pond
The proposed removal of tree 0280, mature multi-stemmed robinia will affect the affect the area to some degree but it is surrounded by other more significant trees and its removal may increase light levels to the tree 0279, a large coastal redwood immediately to the north, which may be of benefit to it which is considered to be a more important tree and is cat. A.
 
Highgate no.1 Pond
The proposed tree removals on south east side of the pond are considered not to be detrimental to the character of the heath. Tree 0142 a mature lime tree, is of significance but is surrounded by other mature trees which are to be retained thus reducing the impact of its removal when viewed from a distance. The proposed tree removals on the north east side of the pond are considered not to be detrimental to the character of the area as the tree cover is dense and proposed removals are of a low enough number to prevent the appearance of the row of trees being adversely affected.
 
Highgate Men’s Bathing Pond
The proposed tree removals at the Highgate Men’s Bathing Pond are considered not to be detrimental to the character of the area due to the small size of the trees.
 
Bird Sanctuary Pond
The proposed tree removals at the Bird Sanctuary Pond are considered not to be detrimental to the character of the area due to the small size of the trees, all of which are cat. U trees.
 
Kenwood Ladies Bathing Pond
The proposed tree removals at the Kenwood Ladies Bathing Pond are considered not to be detrimental to the character of the area due to the small size of the trees apart from tree 1165, an English oak. Upon visiting the site, it became apparent that lifeguards and swimmers are concerned about the loss of the tree due to a perceived loss of privacy if it were to be removed. As such, additional justification for the loss of this tree should be provided, or alternative strategies considered and incorporated with view to this being retained? 

Response

Essentially, the design philosophy is to remove trees where they are within the part of a spillway which is on the dam itself.  If a tree is part of a spillway which is in natural ground sufficiently clear of the dam, it can be retained by reinforcing the turf around the tree. The many trees which are still on the dams will have to be managed and inspected to ensure that they are in good condition and therefore less likely to be pushed over by winds.

This philosophy applies to the spillway at Ladies Bathing Pond. The alternative route would have been to locate the spillway around the outside of the dam to the west of the pond. This was considered but was discounted since it would have led to the removal of those trees on the perimeter of the pond that provide a degree of privacy by screening the pond from the rest of the heath.  By locating the spillway on the dam itself, this affects only the trees on the dam itself which were not considered by the Kenwood Ladies Bathing Pond Association to be as important as the outer perimeter trees.

Stock Pond
The proposed tree removals in the south west corner of the Stock Pond, trees 0029, 0030, 0031, 0033, and 0034 will adversely affect the character of this part of the heath. The removals will significantly open up the area and alter the views when looking down the main path from the south west to the Stock Pond. It is considered that you should again review whether construction could be altered to enable these to be retained? Please see the summary below for more details in this regard. The proposed removal of part of groups 1, 3 and 5 are considered not to adversely affect the character of this part of the heath.
An alternative construction method was considered at Stock Pond whereby the wide open channel spillway (as currently shown on the drawings) would be replaced with a closed reinforced concrete box culvert.  This option was evaluated by sizing a box culvert to achieve the same hydraulic capacity as the shallow open channel, and was found to be large (two lines of boxes each 2.6m wide) and would require a concrete inlet structure, approximately 6- 8m wide depending on how far it extended into the pond.  While this culvert option would have reduced the amount of tree loss, the client discounted this option on the grounds that it was a less sustainable solution requiring large quantities of concrete, much of which would have been highly visible above ground within the pond and therefore not suiting the natural character of the pond.

Viaduct Pond
The proposed tree removals at the Viaduct Pond are considered not to adversely affect the character of this part of the heath due to small size of the trees.
 
Catch Pit
The proposed tree removals at the Viaduct Pond are considered not to adversely affect the character of this part of the heath. This densely wooded area is made up of largely cat. C trees which are largely considered to be of low amenity value.
 
In summary, the proposed tree removals on Hampstead Heath as part of the Ponds Project are considered to be acceptable overall. Of the thousands of trees on the heath only a minute percentage will be affected by the proposed Ponds Project, of which only two are cat. A trees and 29 cat. B. trees. It would be preferable if an alternative method of construction would allow for the retention of the group of English oaks at the south west corner of the Stock Pond if possible. You are advised to consider this further and revise the proposals if appropriate. If not possible, additional justification for the works should be provided for officers to consider this further. 
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