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Apologies for absence
Declarations of Pecuniary Interest
Minutes of the previous meeting 1-6

Town Planning Applications

The Chair will announce the order of Items at the beginning of
the Meeting.

A Supplementary Agenda with any modifications will be
published on the day of the meeting.

Note: there is no written report for this item

Please note that members of the public, including the applicant
or anyone speaking on their behalf, are expressing their own
opinions and the Council does not take any responsibility for
the accuracy of statements made by them.

Wimbledon Park Golf Club, Home Park Road, Wimbledon 7 - 456
Park, SW19 7HR

Application number: 21/P2900

Ward: Wimbledon Park and Village Wards
Recommendation: The Head of Development Management
and Building Control Jon Berry be authorised to GRANT
PLANNING PERMISSION subject to the Heads of Terms
(secured through S106 Page | 2 agreement) and conditions set
out below subject to referral to the Greater London Authority
(under The Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London)
Order 2008). The exact terms of Heads of Terms and
Conditions are delegated to the Head of Development
Management and Building Control to approve in consultation
with the Chair of the planning application committee.

Outside 13 Station Buildings, Coombe Lane, Raynes Park 457 -

Application number: 23/P2431 470

Ward: Raynes Park

Recommendation: GRANT Planning Permission Subject to

Conditions

Outside 13 Station Buildings, Coombe Lane, Raynes Park 471 -
484

Application number: 23/P2123

Ward: Raynes Park

Recommendation: GRANT Advertisement Consent Subject to
Conditions



8 Planning Appeal Decisions

Officer Recommendation:
That Members note the contents of the report.

9 Planning Enforcement - Summary of Current Cases
Officer Recommendation:
That Members note the contents of the report.

10  Glossary of Terms

11 Chairs Procedure Guide

Note on declarations of interest

485 -
488

489 -
502

503 -
508

509 -
520

Members are advised to declare any Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in any matter to be considered at
the meeting. If a pecuniary interest is declared they should withdraw from the meeting room during
the whole of the consideration of that matter and must not participate in any vote on that matter. For
further advice please speak with the Managing Director, South London Legal Partnership.



Agenda Iltem 3

All minutes are draft until agreed at the next meeting of the committee/panel. To find out the date of the next
meeting please check the calendar of events at your local library or online at www.merton.gov.uk/committee.

DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE

14 SEPTEMBER 2023

(7.21 pm - 8.47 pm)

PRESENT Councillors Councillor Aidan Mundy (in the Chair),
Councillor Matthew Willis, Councillor Sheri-Ann Bhim,
Councillor Michael Butcher, Councillor Edward Foley,
Councillor Billy Hayes, Councillor Dan Johnston,

Councillor Thomas Barlow, Councillor Martin Whelton and
Councillor Kirsten Galea

1 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE (Agenda Item 1)

Apologies for absence were received from Clir McGrath with Clir Galea in attendance
as substitute.

2 DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST (Agenda Item 2)

There were no declarations of interest.

3 MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING (Agenda ltem 3)

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the meeting held on 24 August 2023 were agreed
as an accurate record.

4 TOWN PLANNING APPLICATIONS (Agenda Item 4)

The Committee noted the amendments and modifications to the officer’s report. The
Chair advised that the agenda would be taken in the published agenda order.

Please note that members of the public, including the applicant or anyone speaking
on their behalf, are expressing their own opinions and the Council does not take any
responsibility for the accuracy of statements made by them.

5 SELBRIDGE COURT 35 PRINCE'S ROAD WIMBLEDON LONDON SW19
8RH (Agenda ltem 5)

The Planning Officer presented the report.

The committee received presentations from one objector who stated:
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The upward development was inconsistent with the height of surrounding
houses and impacted the conservation area. The development on 51 Princess
Road was limited to two storeys for this reason and fitted the street scene well.
Despite proposing a car free agreement numerous residents would still be able
to park at the back in the private car park which only has 6 numbered bays.
This would push existing non car free residents onto the road, generating
additional parking pressure in the area.

The summary of the daylight report stated non-compliance of BRE
recommendations with respect to window 55 at 33 Princess Road, which was
a bedroom window of the neighbouring house and therefor considered a
principal room. In addition, all eight neighbouring properties lost daylight which
was unacceptable.

No assessment of structural suitability or resident safety was completed.
Those who would benefit from the development were involved in the cladding
crisis.

The committee received representation from Ward Councillor Clir Anthony Fairclough
who raised points including:

The lack of a five-year land supply was a failure and made it difficult to refuse
applications although it was not impossible, as shown in para 7.18 of the
report.

Based on NPPF para 120, Merton’s policy CS14 and DMD2| an explanation on
if and why the application showed consistency with prevailing height, how it
contributed to Merton centres place and identity and if and how it related
positively to the surrounding properties. If not, the application may not be
consistent with planning rules and falls within the exception described at 7.1.8
and should be rejected.

Would like to hear if the development had a negative impact on neighbour
amenities such as loss of light, quality of life conditions, visibility and noise to
existing and neighbouring properties as per DMD2 of the policy plan.

As per DMD2A13, how are these being met.

The committee received representation from the applicant Kate Matthews who raised
points including:

Proposal will provide high quality dwellings in a highly sustainable location and
accord with many local plan policies.

The team engaged in preapplication discussions to discuss the proposed set
back and to overcome the previous reasons for refusal.

There was other four storey blocks in the area and the setback proposed
ensured no harm to the streets scene or setting to the nearby conservation
area.

The southern side of Princess Road had a fragmented character which gave
height variation, which this proposal would be consistent with.

Given the presence of other four storey blocks, they believe the proposed
height would be appropriate. The significant setback of 2.7m from the front bay
played a part in making the application acceptable and ensured the
development didn’t appear too dominant on the street scene.
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The proposed set back was guided by the approved scheme at 19 Princess
Road. This would be a similar 3 storey purpose-built block of flats where an
additional floor was proposed.

The building was in need of a new roof and the scheme would provide several
other enhancements to communal areas.

Several zoom calls were held with leaseholders before the applications was
submitted.

The scheme would be developed using modular construction with the
apartments completed offsite in a factory in North Yorkshire, significantly
reducing the length of time on site to hopefully a maximum of 12-18 weeks.
The scheme was in accordance with parking policy, supported by a transport
assessment completed by TPP.

Having an excellent PTAL score, the London Policy required new dwellings to
be car free. Future residents would not be able to obtain parking permits on
site.

The applications were supported by a daylight and sunlight assessment and
they already discussed the one bedroom window which did not comply, noting
that 203 other windows were assessed which did comply.

A balancing act was needed but the extension to number 33 already
considerably impacted the light to this window and therefor the BRE guidance
acknowledged that some further reduction may be unavoidable.

The scheme offered environmental benefits such as enhanced insulation and a
green roof.

Officers reviewed the scheme in detail and found it acceptable.

In response to questions raised by the committee, Planning Officers advised:

Street scene and the conservation area was raised and looked at closely. The
conservation area boundary was opposite the site, starting halfway on the
road and went back towards South Park Gardens which meant the row of
houses opposite were set back from the gardens. There was an element of
judgement in terms of the scheme, so design changes have been key and
have set the extension further back from the front elevation, mitigating visual
impact of the proposal.

In relation to daylight and sunlight impact, the report outlined that one of the
windows affected the most was already enclosed by the occupant’s own
extension so it would be unreasonable to warrant a rejection on a scheme that
delivered four new units.

Structural suitability would be a building control matter, but a construction
method statement has been imposed via a condition which included measures
to mitigate impact on the construction process.

Highway colleagues were consulted in relation to safety measures.

There were similar upward extensions in the surrounding area, some of which
went through via the prior approval process and one under the planning
application process, so single storey extensions had been accepted on some
of the buildings in the surrounding area, each assessed on their merits. Two
storey upward extensions have been dismissed on appeal by planning
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inspectors but overall, they felt that the single storey upward extension was
acceptable in this street.

Modular construction was designed to speed up the construction process.
Construction would take place off site and once delivered to the site, craned
up to roof level. This approach would be what they are looking for as detailed
in the report and discharge condition for the method of construction statement.
Benefits to modular construction would be the speed of construction. A non-
benefit would be that a crane may be required to park at the front so a parking
suspension may need to take place to allow the lifting over the pavement onto
the roof. Our highway authority will be consulted on this, and the applicant
would require a separate licence if this was needed.

Reasons for refusal on the prior application as detailed in the modification
sheet, showed that the reason for refusal was not on visual impact but due to
a technical reason on the helipad. Had it not been due to the helipad issue the
application would have gone ahead.

The conservation officer was not consulted on this application as was outside
of the conservation area. Giving the planning history of the site, they were
happy that the view of the conservation officer wasn’t needed.

In relation to noise insulation measures, environmental health may ask for
specific noise insulation on a planning application for example, for a proposal
of a commercial gym under existing flats. However, when it is residential
above residential it is generally left to building control building regulations
which is why there hasn’t been anything specified in the planning report.
There was a short fall in space standards to the outdoor amenity space for the
two bedroom flats at the rear of the property. Although disappointing, they
don’t think they can object to the scheme overall given that it delivers four flats
and was centred around the existing stair core.

Some of the objections were from existing occupiers.

With regards to the Ecology Management Plan, the plan included a green roof
and with all new housing proposals they try to make enhancement to
biodiversity where they can. The flat roof of this development did provide
further opportunities.

The Chair invited the applicant to respond to clarify details raised within questions
from the committee.

The applicant informed the committee of the following:

For the existing flats, they had not considered enhancements to ventilation as
they were owned by leaseholders. However, the additional roof would have
enhanced ventilation. Part of the refurbishment of the external elevation was to
reclad below the windows. This would be fairly minimal and would enhance
ventilation to those areas also.

The enhanced insulation would mean that the flat below would be insulated
from the floor above it. The ventilation for the new flats would be considered
as part of a whole house ventilation of mechanical ventilation heat recovery
systems.

There were 15 parking spaces. The objector stated that some of the garages
may be privately leased and not used for parking, but this would be outside of
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their control. It's not proposed that the new flats would be given parking
spaces but understood there were two parking spaces for visitors, so there
could be flexibility with those spaces. If existing residents were concerned,
they considered placing bollards to protect their private space, but this would
have to be agreed separately outside of planning.

They agreed to look at EV charging points and would discuss this further
during the process.

Four zoom meetings took place with the existing leaseholders to explain the
proposal, how it was going to work and to gain their feedback. The design was
then modified to accommodate resident concerns and thoughts.

The modular construction system would have an independent floor structure
so that it can sit on top of the existing roof. This enabled them to maintain the
waterproofing of the existing roof, gave a service void to run the existing
services from the flats below and to run the services to the new flats. There
would be a 200mm void between the top of the roof of the existing building
and the underside of the floor of the new flats, which gave sound insulation
due to the separation.

They would have a construction liaison officer and have liaised with the
freeholder.

One of the changes made based on leaseholder feedback was to refurbish the
internal common parts areas.

Amenity to the back is 5.3 meters and according to the London Plan it should
be 6 meters. There was also a shortfall in the previous scheme.

There was a communal grass area which residents could use, and it was likely
that new residents would use their balconies. The hope was that this would
make the shortfall acceptable.

The existing building had a single staircase so there was no possibility of
installing a lift. To provide disability access above and beyond what was
already provided would not be possible.

They would be happy to enhance the landscaping if that was wanted.

They would not object to swift boxes and further ecology elements.

The Chair moved to the vote on the Officers’ recommendation with the following
additional conditions and informatives: Votes For — 6, Against — 2 , Abstentions — 2.

CONDITIONS AND MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN s106 AS AMENDMENTS AND
ADDITIONS TO THOSE SET OUT IN OFFICER’S REPORT:-

All reasonable endeavours to secure the maximum number of EV charging

points, with the consent of existing residents.

All reasonable endeavours to enhance the greenspace, with consultation of
existing residents.

No heavy or noisy construction works on a Saturday.

Reasonable endeavours to ensure ventilation was adequate for at least the
existing top floor of the building.

Swift boxes to be included.

INFORMATIVES:
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* Enhance the protection of parking for existing residents.
+ Engage with residents via a Resident Liaison Group during construction.

RESOLVED: That the Committee GRANTED Planning Permission Subject to
Conditions and Informatives and the conclusion of a s106 Agreement.

6 PLANNING APPEAL DECISIONS (Agenda Item 6)

The report was noted.

Clir Billy Hayes raised a query in relation to contaminated land at an old substation
site which had been there for a while and asked for there to be a paper trail to
confirm that questions had been asked and answered.

The chair of the committee confirmed that this would be done, and an email would be
sent to committee members with an update.

7 PLANNING ENFORCEMENT - SUMMARY OF CURRENT CASES (Agenda
Item 7)

The report was noted.
8 GLOSSARY OF TERMS (Agenda Item 8)
9 CHAIRS PROCEDURE GUIDE (Agenda Item 9)

10 MODIFICATION DOCUMENT (Agenda ltem 10)
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Agenda Iltem 5

DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING
APPLICATIONS COMMITTEE

26 OCTOBER 2023
CASE OFFICER REPORT

APPLICATION NO. DATE VALID

21/P2900 30/07/2021

Site Address: The Wimbledon Park Golf Club, Home Park Road, Wimbledon
Park, SW19 7HR

Ward: Wimbledon Park and Village Wards

Proposal: Cross boundary (Merton/Wandsworth) hybrid planning

application (comprising part full permission and part outline
planning permission) for expansion of the All England Lawn
Tennis Club grounds onto Wimbledon Park Golf Course with
the introduction of new tennis courts, tennis related
infrastructure and new buildings.

Full planning permission for the provision of 38 grass tennis
courts and associated infrastructure, comprising of the re-
profiling of the landscape and the removal, retention and
replanting of trees; provision of 7 no satellite maintenance
buildings; the provision of a boardwalk around the perimeter of
and across Wimbledon Park Lake, lake alterations (including
lake edge, de-silting & de-culverting), highway works to church
road; new pedestrian access points at the northern and
southern ends of the site; new vehicular access points; and the
creation of a new area of parkland with permissive public
access.

Outline planning permission (with appearance, means of
access, landscaping and scale reserved - layout only
considered in detail) for the erection of new buildings and
structures, including an 8,000-seat parkland show court
incorporating a qualifying player hub, guest facilities and
associated event operational facilities; a central grounds
maintenance hub and 2no. players hubs.

Drawing Nos: See condition 5
Case Officer: Calum MccCulloch
RECOMMENDATION

The Head of Development Management and Building Control Jon Berry be authorised to
GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION subject to the Heads of Terms (secured through S106

Page | 1
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agreement) and conditions set out below subject to referral to the Greater London Authority
(under The Town and Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008). The exact terms of
Heads of Terms and Conditions are delegated to the Head of Development Management
and Building Control to approve in consultation with the Chair of the planning application
committee.

CHECKLIST INFORMATION

Is a screening opinion required Yes
Is an Environmental Statement required Yes
Press notice Yes
Site notice Yes
Design Review Panel consulted Yes
Number of neighbours consulted 591
External consultations London Borough of Wandsworth

Sport England

Garden History Society (Gardens Trust)
Historic England (Parks & Gardens)
Historic England, London Division
Thames Water

Natural England

Transport for London

Network Rail

Environment Agency

Greater London Authority

Controlled Parking Zone No (However various CPZ'’s surround the
site in Merton (CPZ’s P1, P2, P2(s), and
VE) and Wandsworth (CPZ’'s S1 and S3)

Page 8 Pagel



GLOSSARY

AELTC - All England Lawn Tennis Club
AELTG - All England Lawn Tennis Ground Plc
AELTC Main Grounds: Land owned by AELTG located to the west of Church Road where professional Tennis
relating to The Championships is played.
AELTC Parkland — Land approximately 9.4 hectares in size within the southern part of the application site
allocated for public access on a permissive basis. The AELTC Parkland would provide a network of new paths
from Church Road through the Home Park Road. It would also connect into Council owned Wimbledon Park to
the east and link into the new lakeside walkway around Wimbledon Park Lake.
Applicant: The organisation seeking planning permission, in this instance All England Lawn Tennis Ground Plc
application site: The area of land as defined within the red line boundary in site Location Plan. Dr No. 51365-
AAM-XX-XX-DR-A-00006 (Rev P04).
Archaeology Priority Zone: An area which is known to be of archaeological importance due to historic findings,
excavations, or historical evidence. They are considered non-designated heritage assets under the NPPF 2023.
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub (CGMH) — The proposed building submitted in outline to be located in the
south-east corner of the site adjacent to Home Park Road. The building would contain maintenance vehicles and
equipment to serve the development site and contain some office space for staff.
Conservation Area — A defined area recognised for its special architectural and historic interest, the character of
appearance of which it is desirable to Conserve or Enhance. Conservation Areas are considered as designated
heritage assets under the NPPF.
Environmental Statement (ES) - A documents submitted as part of an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
which contains information reasonably required to assess the likely significant environmental effects of the
development.
Golf Club House — The building (to be retained) historically used as a club house for Wimbledon Park Golf Club
located in the eastern corner of the application site and overlooking the AELTC.
Grand Slam - The Grand Slam tournaments, also referred to as majors, are the world's four most important
annual professional tennis tournaments. They comprise the French Open, the Wimbledon Championships, the
French Open, and the US Open.
Green Chain — Areas of linked but separate open spaces designated in Merton sites and Policies Plan (2014)
LBM — London Borough of Merton
EIA — Environmental Impact Assessment
DRP — Design Review Panel
NPPF — National Planning Policy Framework adopted 5" September 2023
Members —i.e. members of the planning applications Committee.
Main Draw — The cohort of tennis players competing in The Championships.
Merton SPP — Merton sites and Policies Plan adopted 9™ July 2014
Merton CS — Merton Core Strategy adopted 13" July 2011.
LBM - London Borough of Merton
LBW - London Borough of Wandsworth
Locally Listed - These are buildings, structures or features which, whilst not listed by the Secretary of State, are
identified as an important part of Merton’s heritage due to their architectural, historic or archaeological
significance.
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) - Extensive areas of land bounded by urban development around London that
fulfils a similar function to Green Belt and is protected from inappropriate development by land-use planning
policies.
Northern Gateway — one of two of the proposed principal entrance points into the Qualifying Event and
Championships located to the north of the site.
Open Space — Areas of land designated in Merton’s sites and Policies Plan (2014) that are predominantly
undeveloped, other than by buildings or structures that are ancillary to the open space use.
Officers: Officers appointed to assess the planning application posted in the Development Control section of
London Borough of Merton Council.
Outline Development - Development comprising:

e 8,000-seat Parkland Show Court incorporating a qualifying player hub, guest, and event operation

facilities.

e Central Grounds Maintenance Hub.

e Northern Player Hub

e  Southern Player Hub
with appearance, means of access, landscaping, and scale reserved but layout sought in detail.
Proposed Development — The development as described in Section 1, sub-section 1.2 and within the defined
red line on plan: site Location Plan. Dr No. 51365-AAM-XX-XX-DR-A-00006 (Rev P04). The proposed
development is further outlined in detail in section 2 of the committee report.
Qualifying Event — The competition held one week prior to The Championships to determine the final Main Draw
places for The Championships.
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Reserved Matters — means matters in relation outline planning permission saved for future planning approval. In
the case of this planning application the reserved matters are appearance, means of access, landscaping and
scale.

Registered Park and Garden (RPG) — Referring to Wimbledon Park Registered Park and Garden which is Grade
II* registered because of its special historic interest as a Surviving part of an C18 park extended and relandscaped
by Lancelot “Capability” Brown for the first Earl Spencer.

Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) - Locally important sites or nature conservation adopted by
local authorities for planning process and identified in the local development plan.

Southern Gateway - one of two of the proposed principal entrance points into the Qualifying Event and
Championships located to south of the site between the AELTC Parkland and the proposed tennis courts.

The Championships — The grass court tennis competition, commonly known as ‘Wimbledon’ taking place over
two weeks annually, and one of the four Grand Slam tennis tournaments, the others being the Australian Open,
the French Open, and the US Open.

Tree Preservation Order - A Tree Preservation Order is an order made by a local planning authority in England
to protect specific trees, groups of trees or woodlands in the interests of amenity. An Order prohibits cutting, down,
topping, lopping, uprooting, wilful damage, wilful destruction.

Veteran Trees - A tree which, because of its age, size and/or condition, is of exceptional biodiversity, cultural or
heritage value.

VSC — Very Special Circumstances

Wimbledon Park Lake - The body of water which forms the central focus of the Wimbledon Park RGP. The Lake
is a principal remnant of larger historic landscape designed by Lancelot ‘Capability’ Brown. The Lake is formed by
a dam constructed on its east side and two culverted brooks feeding the lake through the application site to the
west. The lake falls within the ownership of the London Borough of Merton and is defined as a reservoir under the
Reservoirs Act 1975.

The Wimbledon Park Golf Club — The former operator of most of the land within the application site which has
been use as a golf course.

The Wimbledon Club — The sports club located to the east of Church Road home to activities such as cricket,
hockey, tennis and squash. The club boarders the application site and is not to be confused with AELTC.
Wimbledon North Conservation Area — A broad area of land located to the east of the southeast corner of
Wimbledon Common, and to the north and east of Wimbledon Village, which is recognised for its special
architectural and historic interest which it is desirable to Conserve or Enhance.
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PLANNING ASSESSMENT - SHORT SUMMARY

Note to Members

This summary provides a high level overview of Officers’ assessment of planning application
21/P2900. It should be read in conjunction with the rest of this report and is intended to help
Councillors and interested parties understand the assessment of the planning application.

The summary should not be used as the sole basis for examining the planning application.
Members of the Development and Planning Applications Committee are instructed to read
the committee report in its entirety to allow for full and robust assessment of the planning
application.

Introduction

The All England Lawn Tennis Club (AELTC) have submitted a hybrid planning application to
the Council. This means the planning application seeks outline planning permission for parts
of the application site and full planning permission for other parts of the application site.

Full planning permission (or ‘detailed’ planning permission) is sought for the provision of 38
grass tennis courts and associated infrastructure, comprising of the re-profiling of the
landscape and the removal, retention and replanting of trees; provision of 7 no satellite
maintenance buildings; the provision of a boardwalk around the perimeter of and across
Wimbledon Park Lake, lake alterations (including lake edge, de-silting & de-culverting),
highway works to Church Road; new pedestrian access points at the northern and southern
ends of the site; new vehicular access points; and the creation of a new area of parkland
with permissive public access.

Outline planning permission (with appearance, means of access, landscaping and scale
reserved - layout only considered in detail) is sought for the erection of new buildings and
structures, including an 8,000-seat parkland show court incorporating a qualifying player
hub, guest facilities and associated event operational facilities; a central grounds
maintenance hub and 2no. players hubs).

The works will enable AELTC to host the Qualifying Event in the week prior to The
Championships held in the summer every year. It will also enhance the operation of The
Championships increasing its operating capacity to 50,000 per day from 42,000 per day.

The application site is subject to a number of planning designations. Notably, the application
site is located in Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and forms part of a Grade II* Registered
Park and Garden.

Below officers summarise the key points in relation to key sub-sections of the planning
assessment.
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Principle of Development

Key points

The principle of development concerns the development on Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL), building on designated Open Space and loss of the Wimbledon Park golf
course for alternative sport and recreational use.

Officers consider proposed development would fail to preserve the openness of the
MOL and fall contrary to one of the four purposes of MOL. Given this, Officers
concluded the proposed development would be inappropriate and would therefore
result in definitional harm as NPPF para 147 outlines “Inappropriate development is,
by definition, harmful to the Green Belt (and by extension MOL).

Officers also consider the proposed development would result in physical harm to the
MOL due to the impact on openness and impact in respect of MOL purpose 1
(London Plan policy G3, b 1).

In terms of openness, Officers consider the combination of the boardwalk, Central
Grounds Maintenance Hub, single storey buildings (i.e. two player hubs and satellite
hubs), seasonal temporary structures, and the Parkland Show Court would result in a
perceptible increases in built form that would not preserve the openness of the MOL.
The most significant impact on openness would be from the Parkland Show Court
which, due to its scale, would be more overtly visible from within and surrounding the
development site.

With regards to the purposes of MOL, the proposed buildings on-site, but most
notably the Parkland Show Court, would also diminish the ability for the land to be
distinguishable from the built up area which departs from MOL purpose 1 (see
London Plan Policy G3(b, 1).

Given the harm to MOL identified, in order for the proposed development to be found
acceptable, there must be Very Special Circumstances (VSC) to demonstrate that
harm to the MOL, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other material
considerations. Consideration as to whether there are VSC is provided at the end of
the planning assessment in sub-section 6.17.

In addition to MOL, Officers also identify the proposed development would result in
some harm in respect of designated Open Space and sports and recreational
provision due to the departure from policy which seeks to prevent building on open
space, sports and recreational buildings and land. However, Officers note that
planning policy allows for loss of sports and recreational facilities, and development
on Open Space, where the development is for alternative sports and recreational
provision, the benefits of which and the needs which it will address clearly outweigh
the loss of the current or former use.

Conclusion

Officers identify from the outset that there would be harm to MOL. Therefore, the Principle of
development is only considered acceptable subject to harm to MOL (together with any other
harm) being clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to give rise to Very Special
Circumstances. Consideration of whether there are very special circumstances is provided at
the end of the planning assessment in sub-section 6.17..

Page 12



Officers consider the impact on existing openness within the site gives rise to a partial
conflict with London Plan policy G4(b). However, very limited weight is attached to this
conflict, for reasons explained in section 6.2 of this report.

Townscape, Visual Impact, Design and Neighbour Amenity

Key points
. Officers consider the proposals, encompassing all its components, would not give

rise to harm in terms of townscape or visual impact. Officers consider that once
operational, the proposals, principally through re-landscaping works, would enhance
certain components of the landscape (e.g. veteran trees, grassland and blue
infrastructure), as well as enhance the character of Wimbledon Park area. The
proposals would also enhance views in certain areas, improving views from outside
the site, as well as within the site itself. Notwithstanding, it's acknowledged the
proposals would cause some change to townscape and views as result of the
proposed Parkland Show Court which would depart from the generally open
character of Wimbledon Park and would be more overtly visible from certain vantage
points. However, overall, Officers do not consider there to be harm in terms of
townscape and visual impact. This judgment takes into account the design approach
to the Parkland Show Court to make the building as discreet as possible. Notably,
the Show Court would be positioned adjacent to the AELTC’s Main Grounds, would
be screened by vegetation, would adopt an organic design, and would be positioned
on a low point topographically. These design elements serve to limit the impact on
townscape and views. Officers acknowledge there would some negative impacts on
townscape and views during the construction period, but this is given limited weight
given their temporary nature.

. The development is judged to have a high standard of design taking into account part
of the application is in outline meaning that parts of the design would be further
assessed under reserved matters.

. The design of landscaping proposals and proposed buildings, notably the Parkland
Buildings, Parkland Show Court, 2 player hubs, Central Grounds Maintenance Hub
and Satellite Maintenance Hubs would be high-quality and respond appropriately to
the environmental and historic context of the site.

. The design would be in accordance with policies relating to inclusive design and
‘secured by design’. Attention has been paid to create a site that is inclusive and
secure, such as through widespread use of DDA compliant paths and features which
double up as security features such as the ha-ha and boardwalk.

. The proposals are considered in accordance with policy relating to fire safety and
basement development taking into account parts of the proposal are still at outline
stage.

Conclusion

The proposals are considered in accordance with policies relating to townscape, visual
impact, design, and neighbour amenity.
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Heritage

Key points
J The application site is sensitive in heritage terms. Notably, the application site forms

part of the grade 1I* Wimbledon Park Registered Park & Garden (RPG) which is of
heritage interest due to it being a remnant of historic parkland designed by
“Capability” Brown.

. Officers identify the development would cause ‘less than substantial harm’ in relation
to the significance of a number of designated heritage assets, including Wimbledon
Park RPG, St Mary’s Church, and the Wimbledon North Conservation Area. This
harm attaches substantial weight and importance, as a matter of law, in the planning
balances which must be carried out.

. This harm gives rise to a conflict with heritage policies in the development plan,
which do not provide for a balance of harm against public benefits, notably London
Plan policy HC1 and Merton SPP policy DMDA4.

. For non-designated heritage assets, Officers identify there is potential for substantial
harm or total loss of archaeological remains, and less than substantial harm to the
Wimbledon Golf Clubhouse.

. Given the harm to designated heritage assets identified, which attracts substantial
weight and importance, for the development to be approved, NPPF policy allows for
Officers to consider whether the public benefits of the proposed development
outweigh the harm identified, in accordance with the approach set out in the NPPF.

. Consideration of whether the public benefits of the proposed development outweigh
the identified harm to heritage assets is provided at the end of the planning
assessment in sub-section 6.17.

. Officers identify there would be heritage-related public benefits which are outlined in
detail in sub-section 6.4 and 6.17, and regard is had to these as part of the public
benefits in the above heritage-related planning balance

Conclusion

Harm is identified in relation to a number of heritage assets. The proposed development can
only be considered acceptable subject to assessment of whether the public benefits of the
proposal outweigh harm to heritage assets in accordance with the NPPF. This balance is
considered at the end of the planning assessment in sub-section 6.17. As explained later in
this report, the conflict with London Plan policy HC1 and Merton SPP policy DMD4 of the
development plan attracts limited weight.

Transport and Highways

Key points
. The proposed development would result in an additional 8,000 ticket holders to The

Championships increasing the capacity from 42,000 per day to approximately 50,000
per day. The Applicant’s transport strategy involves significantly reducing the
availability of parking on site. The strategy also involves a transition to sustainable
transport modes such as public transport, cycling and micromobility. The reduction in
car parking and move towards sustainable transport is supported by development
plan policy.
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AELTC intends to shut a section of Church Road to all non-authorised users
(including pedestrians and cyclists) during The Championships and Qualifying Event.
However, the closure does not form part of the planning application and each closure
would be subject to a Traffic Management Order application which would be
considered outside the planning process.

Officers consider the increased capacity of The Championships would not have a
severe impact on local transport networks, or unacceptable highway safety subject to
provision of safe and secure routes for pedestrians and cyclists (should Church Road
close).

The extent of proposed year-round car parking (including disabled persons and EV
bays) and cycle parking is considered acceptable.

The proposed servicing arrangements, which would involve predominantly on-site
servicing, are considered acceptable subject to a detailed delivery and servicing plan
secured by condition.

The Council’s Transport and Highways Officers consider the construction process
can be managed effectively to avoid unacceptable or severe impacts on the highway
network.

Conclusion

The proposals are considered acceptable in respect of transport and highways policies.

Ecology, Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure

Key points

The application site is ecologically sensitive, is subject to ecological designations in
Merton’s Local Plan, and is the location for key habitats and species.

Considerable attention has been paid to incorporating ecological benefits into the
design, such as through enhancing the ecological value of the Parkland and
Wimbledon Park Lake.

The proposal is designed to achieve on-site Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) which would
be secured through conditions.

Officers acknowledge there would be some shorter-term impacts on ecology and
biodiversity as result of construction. However, Officers consider these impacts would
be outweighed by the longer-term ecological enhancements to the site which would
include Biodiversity Net Gain.

The proposed development would enhance access to nature as a result of the
provision of the AELTC Parkland and the boardwalk.

The proposed development would be in accordance with London Plan policy relating
to Green Infrastructure and Urban Greening Factor.

The proposal is not considered to give rise to any likely significant effects on the
Richmond Park SAC or on Wimbledon Common SAC.

Conclusion

The proposal is considered acceptable in respect of ecology, biodiversity, and green
infrastructure policies.

Climate Change and Waste

Key points
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The proposed buildings would be designed to minimise energy consumption and
greenhouse gas emissions through a combination of passive design measures,
highly efficient plant and equipment and advanced controls.

Further, all buildings above 500m? would be designed to BREEAM Excellent
standard or higher.

In accordance with the London Plan, the Section 106 agreement would ensure the
development would maximise carbon savings on-site and achieve a minimum on-site
reduction of at least 35 per cent beyond Building Regulations and target at least 15
per cent of this through energy efficiency measures. Where it's demonstrated the
development cannot achieve net zero, the S106 Agreement would also secure
carbon offsetting via a contribution towards the Borough’s carbon offset fund or
through off-site provision.

The development would accord with the water saving requirements of the London
Plan. All the proposed buildings would achieve a BREEAM excellent standard for the
‘Wat 01’ water category or equivalent. Further, the irrigation strategy for the site
adopts use of geocelluar storage tanks which, as well as attenuating storm flows, can
be deployed to harvest rainwater to support the irrigation for the site.

The detailed design measures relating to climate change and waste will be further
assessed under Reserved Matters applications for the outline element of the
development. .

The application is supported by a Circular Economy Statement which demonstrates
the applicant is committed to limiting construction and operational waste.

The application is also supported by a Whole Life Carbon Statement which assesses
both the operational and embodied carbon impact of the development.

Compliance is subject to conformity with a range of conditions and obligations.

Conclusion

The proposal is considered acceptable in respect of climate change and waste policies.

Trees

Key points

The tree strategy for the proposed development involves preserving trees of the
highest value. All Category A trees, and all veteran trees (including ancient trees) on-
site are proposed to be retained.

The proposal would result in some loss trees of amenity value, notably 28 Category
B trees and 252 Category C trees. However, it is proposed to plant no less than 1500
new trees comprised of approximately 500 heavy (12-14cm girth) & extra-heavy
standard (14-16cm girth) and approximately 1,000 trees at least 2 years old, in
addition to substantial planting of bare rooted whips.

Officers consider the loss of these trees are reasonably required to facilitate the
proposed development and the planting of new trees would compensate for the loss.
Conditions would be imposed on any permission to ensure retained trees are
protected and landscaping mitigation is fulfilled.

Conclusion

The proposals are considered acceptable in respect of tree policies.

Flooding and Drainage
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Key points

. The application site is located in Flood Zone 1. In accordance with policy, the
proposals involve a comprehensive Sustainable Urban Drainage Strategy (SUDs)
which would ensure no increased risk of flooding. Flooding interventions include
detention ponds, swales, green roofs, wetlands, geo-cellular storage tanks and rain

gardens.

. Merton Flood Officers consider the proposed development acceptable subject to
conditions imposed on any permission to ensure flood mitigation is delivered.

. The proposed development would also provide suitable wastewater and water supply

infrastructure subject to compliance with conditions put forward by Thames Water.

Conclusion

The proposal is considered acceptable in respect of flooding and drainage policies.

Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, Light Pollution and Contaminated
Land

Key points
. The proposed development is considered to be air quality neutral as the proposal

incorporates an emissions free strategy (for the proposed buildings) and involves a
reduction in private vehicle trips. Further, no harmful air quality effects are expected
from construction subject to mitigation secured by condition and s106 obligations.

. No unacceptable impacts are expected from noise and vibration from the
construction or operation of the development subject mitigation secured by condition
and s106.

. No harmful effects are expected from light pollution or contaminated land subject to

conditions imposed.

Conclusion

The proposed development is considered acceptable in respect of air quality, noise and
vibration, light pollution, and contaminated land policies.

Economy and Employment

Key points
. Officers consider the proposed development by enabling the Qualifying Event and

increasing the capacity of The Championships would have considerable benefit in
terms of economic activity and growth which would be felt at the local, London and
national scale.

. The proposed development would also have considerable employment benefit,
generating jobs both during the construction process and operational phases of the
development. The employment benefit to Merton residents specifically would be
maximised by the S106 agreement which would require AELTC to produce an
employment strategy for local people covering the construction and operational
phases.

. The proposed development would also have considerable benefit to Wimbledon
Town Centre and its visitor economy. The existing Championships already produces
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significant economic benefits to key sectors in Wimbledon Town Centre, notably
retail, hospitality and tourism which benefit from visitors to the area. The increase in
visitor numbers resulting from the Qualifying and increased capacity of The
Championships will further benefit these sectors and could increase the viability of
further investment in more services such has hotels, shops and restaurants in
Wimbledon and beyond.

Officers consider the proposed development would support AELTC as a key cultural
and sporting venue, and support AELTC’s need to invest, expand and adapt, based
on justified needs and addressing the limitations of its existing operation.

Conclusion

The proposed development is considered acceptable in respect of economy and
employment policies.

Community, Open Space, Sport, and Recreation

Key points

Officers also consider the proposed development would provide significant benefit to

Open Space, sports and recreational facilities. The proposals are also supported by

the London Plan which encourages development that enhances access to MOL and

improves poorer quality areas such that they provide a wider range of benefits for

Londoners.

The development would deliver a 9.4 hectare permissive access parkland (referred to

as the ‘AELTC Parkland’ in this report), a circular walk around the lake, and deliver

enhancements to Wimbledon Park Lake through desilting and ecological

enhancement.

The Section 106 Agreement would also secure a significant financial contribution of

£8,620,440.88 Index Linked (calculated based on the estimated costs of the

proposed projects)) towards projects which would enhance the recreation and

amenity value of Wimbledon Park, and enhance the heritage value of the RPG.

These projects would be confirmed through production of a plan, however,

anticipated projects include:

o Resurfacing of paths within Wimbledon Park

o Provision of new play equipment and facilities within Wimbledon Park

o Creation of a new pathway connection between Wimbledon Park and the AELTC
Park

o Resurfacing of Wimbledon Park Northern Car Park, Revelstoke Road Car Park
and New Entrance Gates to the car parks

o The provision of enhanced Toilet Facilities and associated drainage

o Refurbishment of stairs to the Wimbledon Park and the installation of New
Entrance Gates to Home Park Road

o New wayfinding signage

o Provision of gates and new footpaths around the existing Wimbledon Park
boathouse (or the alternative enhanced multi-purpose sports and leisure facility)
for the purposes of managing pedestrian flows around Wimbledon Park Lake

o Drinking Fountains in Wimbledon Park for the purposes of improving amenity and
recreational leisure within the park

o Demolition of existing boat house and provision of enhanced multi-purpose sports
and leisure facility

o Drainage improvements in the northern field of Wimbledon Park
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o Removal of the Leylandii surrounding the Athletics Track and new tree planting
within the public Wimbledon Park

Officers consider the off-site and on-site benefits would collectively improve the

quality of, and access to, open space, sports, and recreational facilities with knock-on

benefits for health and wellbeing.

The proposed development would promote community engagement with the site and

sport through various means including:

o Community access to 7 grass tennis courts.

o Provision of community space in the Golf Clubhouse and Parkland Show Court.

o Free tours of the development site for local people.

o Allocation of 500 Parkland Show Court Tickets per day during the Championships
for local residents and community organisations (50 distributed through
Wimbledon Foundation and 450 distributed made available to local residents at
face value).

o 1,000 free Qualifying Event tickets for local school children and/or community
youth groups.

o The development is likely to increase revenue to support the Wimbledon
Foundation and Lawn Tennis Association with knock-on benefits for community
initiatives and grass roots tennis.

Conclusion

The proposed development is supported by policies relating to community, Open Space,
sport, and recreation

Environmental Impact Assessment

Key points

The planning application is considered under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.

The Applicant’s Environmental Statement (ES) considers the likely environmental
effects of the proposed development under various topic headings. The likely
significant effects are summarised in sub-section 6.13.

The ES finds that with mitigation there would be no significant adverse effects (in EIA
terms) from the construction of the development except significant adverse effects on
Townscape and Visual Impact.

The ES finds that with mitigation there would be no significant adverse effects (in EIA
terms) from the operation of the development.

Officers consider the Applicant’s Environmental Statement sufficient for the purposes
of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations
2017 and have regard to its findings in the planning assessment.

Conclusion

Officers consider the Applicant’s Environmental Statement sufficient for the purposes of the
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017
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Equality Act 2010

Key points
J S149 of the Equality Act 2010 requires that, in determining planning applications, the

Local Planning Authority has due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, and
advance equality of opportunity and foster good relations between those who share a
‘protected characteristic’ and those who do not.

. Protected characteristics include age, disability, gender, reassignment, pregnancy
and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.
. Officers note the AELTC as an employer and institution has a duty to comply with the

requirements of the Act, and compliance is largely dependent on appropriate
management regimes which fall outside the scope of the planning application.

. However, Officers identify ways in which the design adopts inclusive design
principles that promote protection of those with protected characteristics.
. Notable design features include step free access across the majority of the site and

accessible washrooms throughout the site.

Conclusion

The decision to approve this scheme would comply with the requirements of the Equality Act
2010 that no one with a protected characteristic will be unduly disadvantaged by this
development and the development properly addresses and takes steps to meet the needs of
those with protected characteristics.

Very Special Circumstances (VSC), Planning Balances, Compliance
with the development plan and Overall Conclusion

Key points
. Officers consider the proposed development is inappropriate development as it is

concluded the proposed new buildings would not fall within the exceptions as set out
in NPPF para 149 or NPPF para 150. As such, it is concluded the proposed
development would result in definitional harm, as NPPF para 147 sates,
inappropriate development is by definition harmful to the Green Belt (and by
extension MOL) and should not be approved except in very special circumstances.

. Further to the above, Officers conclude the proposals would causes physical harm to
the MOL by harming openness, and by departing from purposes of MOL as outlined
in London Plan policy G3 (b,1) as detailed further below.

. In addition, Officers have identified there would be harm arising from loss of Open
Space, and loss of the existing golfing use.
. Further, the development would have an adverse effect on the significance of a

number of designated heritage assets, including less than substantial harm in relation
to Wimbledon Park RPG, St Mary’s Church and Wimbledon North Conservation
Area. The planning assessment also found the development would result in less than
substantial harm to the Wimbledon Park Golf Clubhouse, and would have the
potential for total loss or substantial harm to archaeological remains, which are non-
designated heritage assets.

. Officers also consider that the proposals would deliver considerable and substantial
public benefits.
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. Accordingly, Officers balance the public benefits of the proposal against the harm
identified and consider whether these amount to very special circumstances (VSC)
that render the proposed development acceptable.

. The key benefits include:

o Heritage related public benefits including:
- On-site landscaping work, some of which benefit the significance of the RPG

Increased public access to the Wimbledon Park RPG

Addressing the ‘At Risk’ status of the RPG

Heritage related off-site enhancements

Securing an optimum viable use for the site
o Ecology and biodiversity enhancement (beyond mitigation)

o Economic and employment benefits, including:
- Increased economic activity and impact
- Increased employment
- Supporting Wimbledon Town Centre and its visitor economy
- Supporting one of the UK’s key cultural and sporting venues, and supporting
AELTC’s need to invest, expand and adapt.
o Community Open Space, sports and recreation benefits including:
- Enhanced access to higher quality Open Space, sport and recreation facilities
- Wider community engagement with the site and sport.

. Officers give various weightings to identified harm and benefits. These weightings
are outlined in the main body of the report. In balancing these, Officers conclude the
benefits would clearly outweigh harm to MOL and the other harm identified.
Therefore, Officers conclude there are Very Special Circumstances that would allow
the proposed development to be granted permission.

. Further, Officers also confirm the public benefits of the proposed development would
outweigh the harm to the significance of heritage assets.

Conclusion

. Officers consider the proposed development would carry substantial public benefits
which amount to Very Circumstances (VSC) that demonstrate harm to the MOL, and
any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other material considerations.

. Officers are also satisfied that the public benefits of the proposal outweigh harm to
the significance of heritage assets.
. Officers consider that conflict with heritage policies in the London Plan and Merton

SPP heritage policies attract limited weight. The partial conflict with London Plan
policy G4(b) attracts very limited weight. In other respects, the proposals accords
with the development plan and delivers considerable benefits.

. Officers consider that the proposals accords with the development plan, considered
as a whole and there are no other material planning considerations which are such
that planning permission should be refused.

. Therefore, Officers conclude and recommend the proposed development should be
granted planning permission subject to conditions and the execution of a planning
obligation.
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1.1

111

1.1.2

113

1 Introduction

INTRODUCTION

Committee Report Structure

This planning application is brought to Planning applications Committee due to the
number and scope of representations received.

This report sets out Officers’ planning assessment to inform Members of the Planning
applications Committee’s assessment as to whether the proposed development should
be granted approval or not.

The report is structured around the following:

e Introduction i.e. this Section which provides the context to the planning
application covering:

o The development description

o Key site characteristics and key planning designations
o The need for the proposed development

o Procedural matters relating to:

- Environmental Statement

- Covenants

- Shropshire V Day Supreme Court decision
- Greater London Authority (GLA)

- Design Review Panel (DRP)

- Updates to the planning application

e Section 2 provides more detailed summary of the proposed development.
e Section 3 provides a summary of relevant planning history.

e Section 4 provides a summary of consultation carried out.

e Section 5 provides a list of relevant planning policies.

e Section 6 contains Officers’ assessment of planning considerations which is sub-
divided as appropriate into sub-sections.

e Section 7 confirms the Officers’ recommendation to Members. This section also
sets out conditions and Heads of Term should Members choose to grant planning
permission.
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1 Introduction

1.2 Development Description

121 The planning submission is a ‘hybrid application’. A hybrid application seeks outline
planning permission for parts of the development and full planning permission other
parts.

1.2.2 The overarching development description comprises the following:

1.2.3 “Expansion of the All England Lawn Tennis & Croquet Club into Wimbledon Park Golf

Course with the introduction of new tennis courts, tennis related infrastructure and new
buildings to enable the hosting of the Wimbledon Qualifying Event and to improve the
functioning and operation of The Championships”

124 (1) Full planning permission for the provision of 38 grass tennis courts and
associated infrastructure, comprising of the re-profiling of the landscape and the
removal, retention and replanting of trees; provision of 7 no satellite maintenance
buildings; the provision of a boardwalk around the perimeter of and across Wimbledon
Park Lake, lake alterations (including lake edge, de-silting & de-culverting), highway
works to church road; new pedestrian access points at the northern and southern ends
of the site; new vehicular access points; and the creation of a new area of parkland
with permissive public access.

1.2.5 (2) Outline planning permission (with appearance, means of access, landscaping
and scale reserved - layout only considered in detail) for the erection of new buildings
and structures, including an 8,000-seat parkland show court incorporating a qualifying
player hub, guest facilities and associated event operational facilities; a central
grounds maintenance hub and 2no. players hubs.

1.2.6 It should be noted that although outline planning permission is sought for the larger
buildings on-site, meaning that detailed approval will be secured at reserved matters
stage, the Applicant has submitted a set of parameter plans and design codes which
would need to be adhered to at Reserved Matters stage. The parameter plans and
design code would effectively fix the scale, height, and profile of each outline
development building.

1.3  Site Characteristics and Key Planning
Designations

1.3.1 The application site comprises Wimbledon Park Golf Course, Wimbledon Park Lake
and a section of Church Road. The site lies to the east of the AELTC Main Grounds,
where The Championships are held every year.

1.3.2 AELTC are the freeholder owner of the Wimbledon Park Golf Club, having acquired it
in the 1990’s. In December 2018 AELTG purchased The Wimbledon Golf Club (a
private company) from its members, meaning that AELTC now effectively owns the
freehold and leasehold interests in the golf course site.

1.3.3 The use of the application site for golfing use by the Wimbledon Park Golf Club ceased
in January 2023.

134 The increase in AELTC’s landholdings directly adjacent to AELTC’s Main Grounds
provides the opportunity to host the Qualifying Event and improve the operation of The
Championships.

1.35 The majority of the application site lies within the London Borough of Merton (LBM).
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1.3.6

1.3.7

1.3.8

1.3.9

1.3.10

1.3.11

1.3.12

1 Introduction

However, a northern section of the golf course sits within the London Borough of
Wandsworth (hereafter referred to as ‘LBW’). The application is therefore a cross-
boundary planning application and is submitted to both Local Planning Authorities for
consideration.

It is at Wandsworth’s discretion how they choose to assess the planning application
given only a small proportion of the application site area lies within their borough.
However, Officers understand from discussions with LBW that they are assessing the
application site as a whole.

Wimbledon Park Lake which forms part of the application site falls within the
ownership of LBM and is defined as a reservoir under the Reservoirs Act 1975.

Church Road, which also forms part of the application site to the south of the Junction
with Bathgate Road is a public highway.

The application site does not include The Wimbledon Club, which is located adjacent
to Wimbledon Park Lake. However, the application site does contain The Wimbledon
Club’s access route from Church Road, though the development works do not move
this access. .Access to the Wimbledon Club is proposed to pass through this area via
an electronically controlled gate off Church Road.

The application site does not include Wimbledon Park except for a small section of
land to the north of Wimbledon Park Lake (this will enable the proposed boardwalk to
link into the existing lakeside path.

For avoidance of doubt, the application site comprises all areas within the red line
boundary as shown on drawing 51365-AAM-XX-XX-DR-A-00006 (Rev-P04). A
summary of the land ownership arrangements surrounding the site is also provided in
Figure 1.1 below.

The application site is subject to a number of key planning policy designations within
adopted planning policy. These include the following designations:

e The golf course, Wimbledon Park and The Wimbledon Club are collectively
designated within the development plan as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and
Open Space, as well as forming part of a Green Chain.

e Registered Park and Garden of Special Historic Interest (Grade II*) — the
application site is a remnant of a larger historic landscape designed by Lancelot
“Capability” Brown. The designation includes the Wimbledon Park Golf Course,
Wimbledon Park Lake and also includes the neighbouring Wimbledon Club and
Wimbledon Park. The entire Registered Park and Garden (RPG) is included on
Historic England’s ‘At Risk’ Register. This is due to the fact that divided ownership
has led to differential landscape management.

e The application site is included within a Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC) and is also part of a defined Green Corridor.

e The application site is located within the Wimbledon North Conservation Area
e The application site ais part of an Archaeology Priority Zone.

o All the trees on the Golf Course are protected under a Tree Preservation Order or
a Conservation Area designation.
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Land Ownership and Context

Figure 1.1: Summary of land ownership (surrounding application site). Source -
Design and Access Statement P38
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Need for the Proposed Development

Every summer AELTC host The Championships which is one of the four Grand Slam
tournaments reflecting the most important annual tennis events in the world. However,
currently the Qualifying Event is held at the Bank of England Sports Centre in
Roehampton. AELTC consider the ability to host the Qualifying Event adjacent to the
AELTC Main Grounds would considerably improve the player experience and build on
the sense of occasion and atmosphere in the week preceding The Championships.

As noted above, AELTG now own the freehold and leasehold interests in the
Wimbledon Park Golf Club site. This provides an opportunity to bring the Qualifying
Event to the main AELTC site, and improve the operation of The Championships to
improve player and visitor experience and maintain Wimbledon’s role as a premier
sports destination and tournament in the competitive tennis sector. AELTC set out five
core principles which underpin the proposals in the planning application:

e To create an unparalleled beautiful setting — “Tennis in an English Parkland’ that
plays tribute to the heritage of the landscape.

e To deliver a memorable experience of the highest quality for every guest —
Championships and year round.

e To nurture and restore the landscape, thus supporting the AELTC objective to
deliver an environmentally positive Championships.

e To provide a year-round experience that will provide community benefit.

e To deliver an experience that will enhance the economic impact of The
Championships for British tennis, local boroughs, London, and the UK.

Further to the above, the following points are relevant in establishing context to the
proposed development.

e The proposal will enable AELTC to increase spectator capacity during The
Championships from 42,000 people per day to 50,000 people per day.

e The proposal will enable AELTC to increase spectator capacity for the Qualifying
Event from 6,000 persons to a maximum of 10,000 persons.

e The Qualifying Event will take place solely within the application site currently
comprising Wimbledon Park Golf Course. However, during The Championships
some of the courts within the parkland will be used as practice courts for the
competitors, given the shortfall within the existing AELTC site.

Environmental Statement

The planning application is considered under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017.

Prior to submission, the Applicant submitted a request for a scoping opinion under
Regulation 15 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2017 in relation to the proposed development (LBM Ref: 21/P1709).
AELTC volunteered an Environmental Impact assessment (EIA) and therefore a
screening request was not submitted, and LBM did not deem that one was required.

In accordance with the EIA regulations, the Applicant submitted a full Environmental
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Statement (ES) with their initial submission in 2021. This was subsequently amended
in May 2022. Further, an addendum to the ES was submitted in October 2022.

The findings of the ES are considered in further detail in sub-section 6.13.

Covenants

Officers are aware that parts of the application site (i.e. the golf course) are the subject
of restrictive covenants imposed on the land when AELTG acquired the freehold from
London Borough of Merton in 1993 which are expressed in the transfer as to be for the
benefit of the land retained by the London Borough of Merton. The retained land
includes Wimbledon Park. The London Borough of Merton, as owner of the retained
land, operates in a different capacity to its statutory functions as a local planning
authority. This application must be considered only in respect of its planning merits
and conseguences of the proposal. The Committee should not have regard to or be
influenced by the Council’s interests as owner of the retained land at Wimbledon Park.

The transfer of 1993 contains restrictive covenants which, in substance, require the
owner to use the golf course land only for leisure and recreation or as an open space,
and restricts the erection of buildings, other than those ancillary to recreational or open
space uses and which building or buildings will not impair the appreciation of the
general public of the extent or openness of the land transferred

In addition, the transfer contains a positive covenant requiring the provision of a
lakeside walkway open to the public once golfing use has ceased permanently, subject
to relevant leases ceasing to subsist.

Officers have considered, with input from legal advisors, the approach to be taken to
the existence and relevance of these covenants in the determination of this planning
application.

Whether or not a matter is a material consideration is in the first instance a matter of
judgment for the decision maker, albeit there are certain matters which are obviously
or as a matter of law material to a planning decision. The existence of restrictive
covenants which may affect proposed development on land are not per se considered
to be a material consideration in the determination of a planning application for that
development which may engage the covenants. It is often the case that an applicant
for planning permission will need to resolve matters of land ownership and rights
affecting a development site before a development can or will proceed. That these
matters need to be resolved before development proceeds is not of itself relevant to
the assessment of the planning merits of a proposal. Officers are satisfied that the
existence of the restrictive covenants are not of themselves matters to which the
Council is required to have regard to nor are the restrictive covenants in and of
themselves considered to be material to the determination of the current planning
application.

In certain circumstances, deliverability of a development may be a material planning
consideration, such as where deliverability is relevant to the comparative merits of
alternative forms or locations for a development. The existence and effect of the
restrictive covenants may affect deliverability of the development, in part or as a whole,
dependent in the interpretation and application of those covenants. Officers are
satisfied that deliverability of the proposed development is not in principle immaterial to
the determination of the application, not least since the full extent of benefits may not
be secured without the development being carried out as a whole but nor of course
would many of the elements of harm identified arise if the whole of the development is
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not carried out. However, officers consider that, in practice, it is likely in this case that
the interpretation and operation of the restrictive covenants, as they affect the
proposed development, would be resolved before the development proceeds.
Considered overall officers consider that deliverability is a consideration that attracts
only minimal weight in this determination of this application for planning permission.

With regard to the positive covenant within the 1993 transfer to provide a lakeside
public walkway which is open to the public, the enforcement of this covenant is a
matter for the parties to the 1993 transfer. As a matter of fact this walkway has not
been provided at this point in time and there is no certainty as to when or in what form
it will in practice be provided. The route of this walkway is not currently open to the
public and is it not part of the public highway. A new publicly accessible lakeside
boardwalk is part of this proposal and its delivery can be secured if planning
permission is granted, as can its future maintenance. The proposed lakeside
boardwalk, its effects and the benefits that would arise from it, are addressed later in
this report. Officers do not consider that the positive covenant within the transfer
concerning a lakeside walkway is material to the determination of the planning
application.

Shropshire v Day

Several residents groups have suggested that the application site and in particular the
land owned by the Applicant and comprising the Wimbledon Park Golf Course is
subject to a statutory trust for its use for public recreation. Those groups suggest, on
the basis of a decision of the Supreme Court in the case of Day v Shropshire Council
(R(Day) v Shropshire Council [2023] UKSC 8; [2023] 2 WLR 599) that the existence
and effect of this statutory trust is a material planning consideration. Legal opinions
have been provided to the Council by residents groups and by the Applicant, which
address this matter.

The Council have taken its own independent legal advice jointly from two leading
counsel on this matter. This joint written advice has been made publicly available at on
the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It is leading counsel’s view that on all the
evidence the golf course land is not and has at no point been subject to a statutory
trust for the purpose of public recreation pursuant to section 164 of the 1875 Act or
otherwise. Leading Counsel has advised that the Council was under no obligation
pursuant to section 123(2A) of the 1972 Act or otherwise to advertise its proposals to
dispose of the golf club land, including when the freehold ownership golf course land
was transferred to the AELTG in 1993. Officers accept this advice.

Therefore no part of the golf course land is now held subject to a statutory trust for the
purpose of public recreation pursuant to section 164 of the 1875 Act nor is therefore
the existence of such a trust a material consideration for the purposes of the
determination of this application.

Greater London Authority (GLA) Referral

Planning applications are referrable to the Mayor of London where they meet the
criteria set out in the Mayor of London Order (2008). Officers note the application site
is located in MOL and therefore is referrable to the Mayor of London.

Referrable applications follow two stages - stages 1 and 2. Stage 1 involves
submission to the GLA at the same time this planning application was submitted. The
GLA accordingly provide a stage 1 response to the proposal on various matters which
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is considered by Officers and the Applicant under this planning application. The GLA’s
consultation feedback is considered in further detail in sub-section 4.3 (statutory
consultee responses) of this report, as well as in relation to relevant planning
considerations in sub-sections 6.2 - 6.13.

Stage 2 would occur following any resolution by the Local Planning Authority’s
Committee to approve or refuse the planning application.

In making the Stage 2 decision, the Mayor may be content to allow the local planning
authority to determine the case itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State
may take.

Alternatively under article 6 of the Mayor of London Order (2008), the Mayor has the
power to direct refusal on an application that has been referred to them.

Finally, Under article 7 of the Mayor of London Order (2008), the Mayor has the power
to direct that they will become the local planning authority for an application. These are
commonly referred to as ‘call-ins’, ‘public hearings’, 'representation hearings' and
‘Stage 3s’. To be able to take over an application it would have to meet the following
three policy tests as set out in the order:

e the development would have a significant impact on the implementation of the
London Plan

¢ the development would have significant effects that are likely to affect more than
one London borough.

e there are sound planning reasons for intervention.

Design Review Panel (DRP)

Prior to submission of the planning application, the Applicant met with Merton’s Design
Review Panel (DRP) on two occasions. The first was in May 2021 and the second July
2021.

The DRP is made up of a group of independent professionals working in the built
environment field. They advise local planning authorities on design issues relating to
new development schemes, particularly major planning applications at pre-application
stage.

Policy D4 of the London Plan states that development proposals referrable to the
Mayor must have undergone at least one design review early on in their preparation
before an application is made. In accordance with Policy D4, the Applicant engaged in
two DRPs.

The full notes in respect of each DRP are on the Council’'s website. However, the key
summary for each note is provided below, as well as a link for each document.

e Merton DRP: Notes of Meeting: May 2021 - link

Summary: All the Panel felt it was important that The Championships should have
the opportunity to improve and maintain its status as a premier tournament. The
panel felt that the proposals definitely needed to be part of a wider masterplan for
the whole AELTC, Championships, MOL and ‘at risk’ designated park. A more
thorough and balanced assessment and justification for the site of the new show
court was needed. The balance of landscape and tennis was too much in favour of
the new practice courts and the landscape needed to be more evident. The issue
of public access and activities outside The Championships was vague and needed
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much more clarity and there needed to be some full public access in the area of
the park occupied by the new practice courts. The sustainability credentials of the
proposals needed to be better developed. The proposal was graded Amber.

e Merton DRP: Notes of Meeting: July 2021 - link

Summary: All of the Panel, in principle, supported the landscape approach,
however there were concerns over the extent of publicly accessible space, the
guantity and impact of tennis courts on the landscape and the principle of building
on MOL and ‘at risk’ designated park. The current proposal focusses too much on
the Championship period that takes place over a three-week period, and it was
clearly suggested that more clarity was needed on the day to day use of the
proposal. The outline application must be aspirational and go beyond todays
targets to ensure that future development is exemplar and world class. The
proposal was graded Amber.

For context, the Council’'s Urban Design Officer has confirmed what is generally
understood as Red, Amber or Green by panel members. This is set out below:

¢ RED: Sufficient fundamental issues to be resolved that would require a reworking
of the proposals to the extent that it would essentially become a new proposal.

e AMBER: Some key issues remain to be addressed, but not to the extent that the
whole scheme needs to be re-thought. Amber towards green or red emphasises
where the scheme lies in relation to RED and GREEN, giving the Applicant an idea
of how much work is thought to be required to achieve a green verdict.

e GREEN: All or most significant issues addressed and well resolved with only
minor or detailed elements to be addressed.

Updates to the Planning application

The planning submission has been updated at various points during the application
process to support Officers’ assessment. However, key updates were provided in May
2022 and October 2022 which are summarised below.

May 2022 updates

In May 2022, the Applicant submitted amended and additional material. The material
was set out in detail in the following documents:

¢ Planning Statement Addendum (dated May 2022) by Rolfe Judd Planning - link
e Cover Letter (dated 23 May 2022) by Rolfe Judd Planning - link

The May 2022 updates comprised physical changes to the proposed development
which are shown on a set of amended drawings. The physical changes comprised
amendments to:

o Pathways: Minor path alignment changes to the pathway were made to lessen their
impact on trees and improve accessibility for all users. The changes also ensure
there is enough space for emergency vehicles to enter the site and exit in a
forward gear, and maintenance activities.

e Gates: Several gates were repositioned to limit impacts on existing trees, level
changes or to provide enhanced visitor experience.
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e Bridges: The layout of Bridge 1 was rotated by 180° after discussions with LBM’s
appointed tree consultant. This was to ensure the bridge radius and connecting
paths provide enough space around the veteran tree in this location. The Bridge 5
layout has been very slightly adjusted to improve levels.

¢ Hubs: Satellite maintenance hubs 03, 04, 05 and 07 were re-positioned to improve
their relationships with existing trees and the shared boundary with The Wimbledon
Club.

e Tennis Courts: The amount of concrete used for the construction of the new tennis
courts was reduced significantly and several courts have been re-positioned
following discussions with LBM’s appointed Tree Officer to improve levels and
gradients around existing retained trees.

e Ponds and Swales: As a direct response to discussions with LBM’s Flood Officers,
several of the attenuation ponds that form part of the site-wide hydrology strategy
have enlarged and changed in shape to allow for greater above ground
attenuation. The drainage and utility reports were updated to reflect these changes.

1.10.4 Further to the above, the May 2022 updates included updates to a range of supporting
documents, in addition to brand new documents which are set out in Appendix 1 of the
Applicants Cover Letter (dated 23 May 2022) by Rolfe Judd Planning - link.

October 2022 updates

1.10.5 In October 2022, the Applicant provided an addendum to the submitted Environmental
Statement (ES), containing two additional chapters namely, Energy & Sustainability
and Waste & Materials. This was in response to comments issued to the Applicant by
JAM Consult commissioned by LBM to review the ES.

Other updates

1.10.6 At various points during the application process, the Applicant has provided additional
documents.
1.10.7 Below lists documents that were submitted to the Council by the Applicant but not

subject to formal consultation.
Applicant responses to third parties

e Circular Economy Statement Memo in response to GLA Comments (submitted
24.08.2022) - link

¢ Whole Life Carbon memo in response to GLA Comments (submitted 24.08.2022) -
link

e Applicant Response to JAM Review 27th September 2022 - link
e Applicant response to JAM (CMS Cover Letter) 6th March 2023

- link
e Applicant response to JAM (Russell Harris KC) 6th March 2023 — link

e Applicant response to Transport for London comments 15" September 2022 - link

e Applicant response to Transport for London comments 8" November 2022 - lin

e *Applicant response re. Day V Shropshire (Cover Letter and Legal Opinions) 7th
July 2023 — link
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e *Applicant response re. Day V Shropshire (Supporting Bundle of Legislative
Provision) — link

e *Applicant response re. Day V Shropshire (Supporting Bundle of Factual
Documents) — link

Supporting technical clarification documents

e Flood Risk Assessment Clarification Design Note (Submitted September 2022)-
51365- BHE-XX-XX-RP-C-00015 - link

e Flood Risk Assessment Technical Note (subject: Response to LBM Planning
Comments) - dated 22nd February 2022) - link

¢ Outline Construction Logistics Plan Design Note (subject: Construction Traffic —
Estimated Vehicle Movements) - dated 215 October 2022) - link

e Public Access Gates and Paths Plan - 51365-LUC-WXX-XX-SK-L-21006 P02 - link

e **Urban Greening Factor Calculation Update (dated 22" September 2023) - link

1.10.8 Officers did not consider it necessary to administer standard formal consultation by
way of site notice, press advert and letter for the above documents. This is because
the documents above comprised clarifications and/or did not result in substantive
changes to the development proposed. However, where considered appropriate,
specific interested parties were contacted directly where they had made
representations in relation to particular issues. Notably, the Wimbledon Society and
the Wimbledon Park Residents Association were notified and invited to respond to
documents relating to Day v Shropshire (marked* above). Secondly, a selection of
interested parties were notified in respect of an update to the Urban Greening Factor
calculation (marked ** above).
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THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Section Overview

This section describes in greater detail the various components of the proposed
development. The planning submission is a hybrid application. This means the
planning application seeks outline planning permission for one part of the application
site and full planning permission for other parts of the application site. Accordingly, the
proposals are categorised by development sought in full and development sought in
outline.

Development Sought for Full Planning
Permission

Full planning permission (or ‘detailed’ planning permission) is sought for the provision
of 38 grass tennis courts and associated infrastructure, comprising of the re-profiling of
the landscape and the removal, retention and replanting of trees; provision of 7 no
satellite maintenance buildings; the provision of a boardwalk around the perimeter of
and across Wimbledon Park Lake, lake alterations (including lake edge, de-silting &
de-culverting), highway works to Church Road; new pedestrian access points at the
northern and southern ends of the site; new vehicular access points; and the creation
of a new area of parkland with permissive public access.

The various components referred to above are summarised in further detail below.

Overarching landscaping proposals

The detailed proposals comprise 38 grass tennis courts, as well as footpaths made
from permeable materials and areas of hardstanding.

The new tennis courts shall be used to support the Qualifying Event and provide
practice courts for the Main Draw players in The Championships.

The number of Courts is informed by the fact that grass courts at Wimbledon need to
be in prime condition, both for the Qualifying Event and The Championships. Owing to
the intensity of their use, the grass courts can only maintain the desired condition for
two weeks, after which they begin to deteriorate and affect the quality of the play. The
Planning Statement notes ensuring that all players have access to a practice court is
expected from a World Class Event and is offered by the other Grand Slams.

The landscaping proposals include re-profiling the landscape. However, the proposals
seek to utilise the existing topography as far as possible, and reinforce an undulating
topography, broadly reflective of the sites existing character with minimal use of
retaining walls.

The Applicant’s Planning Statement notes the provision of new courts will also serve to
improve circulation and spectator comfort within the AELTC Main Grounds during The
Championships. This will be enabled by the removal of existing tennis courts on the
AELTC Main Grounds. As such, some of the proposed courts will act as replacements
for existing facilities, to improve the operation of The Championships. It should be
noted that alterations to facilities in AELTC’s Main Grounds would be dealt with under
separate planning permissions.
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Detailed landscaping proposals include a comprehensive strategy for trees. Tree
removal is required but focuses on Category C and U trees of poor quality, with the
Category A and B trees are retained wherever possible. Veteran trees are classed as
irreplaceable habitats and therefore all are to be retained. The proposed locations of
the tennis courts have been designed and located to avoid impacting these veteran
trees and their root zones, including the location and design of the lake boardwalk.
Considerable tree planting is proposed as part of the development, including a net
addition of circa 1,500 new trees.

Below Officers further explain proposed development sought for full planning
permission subdivided by different features and areas, as outlined below:

e Parkland Tennis (North)

e The Tea Lawn

e Parkland Tennis (South)

e AELTC Parkland

o Lake and Lake Edge

¢ New Entrance Points — Northern and Southern Gateways
e Satellite Maintenance Buildings

e Church Road
Parkland Tennis (North)

The Parkland Tennis (north) area will contain 25 of the new grass courts which would
be surrounded by scattered parkland trees and undulating parkland landscape framed
by areas of denser woodland and the lake.

The area features a de-culverted brook which feeds the northern lake tip.

5 out of the 7 Satellite Maintenance Hubs are proposed this area. This area would also
contain the Northern Player Hub and Parkland Show Court, however these particular
buildings are applied for in outline.

The Parkland Tennis (north) area is where Qualifying Event matches would take place.
It has also been designed with a high degree of flexibility to accommodate large
numbers of spectators during the tournament period.

Figure 2.1: Parkland Tennis (North) area. Source: Design and Access Statement - link
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The Tea Lawn

The proposals include provision of a Tea Lawn area which sits just to the south of the
Parkland Tennis (north) area. The Tea Lawn comprises tennis courts, areas of
hardstanding, soft landscaping and open lawn which would act as an area of transition
between the existing AELTC Main Grounds and the application site. The area is
designed to have an ‘English Garden’ character’.

Parkland Tennis (South)

The Parkland Tennis (south) area contains 13no. courts, , would have generally the
same open landscape character setting as the Parkland Tennis (north) area, featuring
framed views, lawns sweeping down to the lake, sinuous paths, and undulating
landform.

This area features a second de-culverted brook, which was also dammed by Capability
Brown in the 18th century creating the lake.

The area includes a restored southern lake tip and the tree-covered circular mound
designed by Brown as an eye-catcher at the lake tip. The Southern Player Hub with a
boathouse appearance which will offer player and/or guest facilities and views across
the lake. However, it should be noted that the Southern Player Hub is applied for in
outline.

The Applicant’s Planning Statement notes the tree planting will be inspired by Brown’s
original design, using many of his signature species such as Swamp cypress, plane,
and lime.

Access to The Wimbledon Club is proposed to pass through this area via an
electronically controlled gate off Church Road.

Figure 2.2: Parkland Tennis (North) area. Source: Design and Access Statement - link
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AELTC Parkland

In the south of the application site would be 9.4 hectares of space managed by AELTC
available for public access year-round, except for agreed closure periods of parts (or,
in some cases, all) of the Parkland before, after, and during The Championships and
Qualifying Event. This area is herein referred to as the ‘AELTC Parkland’.

The hours of opening would wherever possible match those of the Council owned
Wimbledon Park, which is open from approximately 8/9am until dusk.

The AELTC Parkland includes sinuous paths which would provide access routes
between Wimbledon Park and Church Road and Home Park Road. This will be
enabled by three key entrances.

The secure boundary line between the AELTC Parkland and the Parkland Tennis
(south) area to the north would comprise a sunken hedge ha-ha - a feature Brown
originally used in this landscape which provides an unobtrusive alternative to a raised
boundary and helps to create a sense of expansive open parkland.

The AELTC Parkland is characterised by more frequent parkland trees, scattered
across the restored grassland responding to “Capability” Brown’s original design.

It is proposed to have new fencing along Home Park Road which would match that
along Church Road, improving the boundary appearance and unifying the parkland
edge.

Figure 2.3: AELTC Parkland area. Source: Design and Access Statement - link
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Wimbledon Park Lake and Lake Edge

The proposals include significant works to Wimbledon Park Lake which has historically
formed the key focal feature of Brown’s 18th Century estate design, and is a focal
point of the application site.

The Planning Statement notes that the design has carefully considered tree
planting/removal to retain and enhance historic views though sensitive boundary
treatments.

The proposals seek to improve the function, hydrology and ecology of the lake through
a variety of works. These include restoring the southern lake tip and restoring the lake
itself through desilting works. The works also include creating a new marginal habitat
for ecological gain.

It is proposed to construct a boardwalk around the lake edge providing public access
to the water’s edge, new angling pontoons, and interpretation points of interest.

New event entrance points — Northern and Southern Gateway

The proposals include the creation of a Northern and Southern Gateway. These new
entrances would replace numerous entrance gates along Church Road and are
intended to enhance visitor arrival experience and improve event safety and
operations.

The Northern Gateway would form the principal arrival point for most visitors to The
Championships and Qualifying Event from Southfields Station with views of the new
parkland and lake.

The Southern Gateway would provide the principal arrival point from visitors arriving
from the southern transport nodes, notably Wimbledon Station and Wimbledon Park.
This entrance would provide views of the re-landscaped Parkland, as well as longer
views towards the City of London.

Satellite Maintenance Buildings

To support the operation of the Qualifying Event and The Championships there are 7
no. satellite maintenance hubs proposed. These are applied for in detail and have
been designed to integrate with the parkland landscape, with soft building forms and
the proposed use of timber as the external material. The buildings would be
multifunctional, providing electrical, data and irrigation infrastructure. They would also
provide toilet facilities for guests, players and AELTC staff.

Church Road

The proposals include public highway works to Church Road, including tree planting,
widened verges and creation of a shared pedestrian/vehicular space.

The works are designed to allow a more seamless transition between the application
site and the AELTC Main Grounds.

AELTC intend to temporarily close a segment of Church Road during the Qualifying
Event and The Championships to allow free flow of ticket holders between the AELTC
Main Grounds and the application site. However, the road closure itself would on each
occasion be sought under a separate Traffic Management Order. Therefore, any
planning permission granted pursuant to the application would not approve the
temporary closure of Church Road as this falls outside the planning process.
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2.3.2

2.3.3
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2.3.6
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2 The Proposed
Development

Development Sought for Outline Permission

The satellite maintenance hubs are applied for in detail, but the remaining larger
buildings are applied for in outline with detailed matters reserved for future
consideration.

The buildings submitted in outline comprise the following:

e An 8,000-seat Parkland Show Court, incorporating a qualifying player hub, guest,
and event operation facilities.

e Central Grounds Maintenance Hub
e 2no. player hubs (entitled Norther Player Hub and Southern Player Hub)

The extent of the outline proposals and their location is defined by several
development zones — as shown on drawing 51365-AAM-XX-XX-DR-A-00010 (P04)

Outline planning permission grants permission for the general principles of the how the
site will be developed and is granted subject to condition requiring certain matters to
be reserved for future consideration by the Local Planning Authority. Once outline
permission has been granted, the Applicant will need to submit details for approval
(“Reserved Matters”) before work can start. In the case of this application, layout is the
only matter submitted in detail in respect of the outline proposals. Layout means the
position of buildings and open spaces (within the defined outline development zones).
The matters reserved include appearance, means of access, landscaping and scale.
These matters would be the subject of future Reserved Matters applications at a later
stage.

However, it should be noted that the Applicant has submitted a set of design
guidelines and parameter plans which would need to be adhered to at Reserved
Matters stage (NB the design guidelines and parameter plans would be included on
any approved list documents and would therefore need to be adhered to). This gives
Officers a reasonable and acceptable level of confidence as to the final character of
the outline proposals in terms of appearance, means of access, landscaping and
scale.

The parameter plans define the location and extent of ‘development zones’; indicating
where the proposed buildings and structures will be sited. The submitted parameter
plans also set maximum parameters in respect of footprint (including the extent of
external areas), height (maximum heights) and basement (extent of below ground
development).

The design guidelines are typology specific and accompany the parameter plans,
setting out important considerations for detailed design including setting, form, use,
access, approach to facade and materials.

Officers also note that although access is reserved for future consideration, access to
and from the defined outline development zones, is effectively addressed by the
detailed proposals which define key routes around the development site as a whole.

Below the outline proposals are set out in further detail.

Parkland Show Court

The Parkland Show Court would be situated adjacent to the east of No.1 Court and
Centre Court on the opposite side of Church Road and within the grounds of
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Wimbledon Park Golf Course.

The Parkland Show Court would be set within a loose ring of trees and has been
placed to be seen in context with No.1 Court and Centre Court, on the opposite side of
Church Road.

The Parkland Show Court would have an 8,000-seat capacity with a retractable roof. It
would incorporate a qualifying player hub, guest and event operation facilities.

Officers consider the design of the Parkland Show Court in more detail in sub-section
6.3.

Central Grounds Maintenance Hub

The proposals include the provision of a Central Grounds Maintenance Hub located in
the south-east corner of the site adjacent to Home Park Road. The building will be
subterranean in nature, utilising the steep level change from Home Park Road so that
it would appear ‘dug in’ to the landscape.

The building would be set over two tiers, submerging the larger portion of the building
below ground. The upper level would contain space primarily for staff offices, welfare,
and training facilities. The lower level would provide for storage, vehicle maintenance,
tools, and equipment.

Vehicle access for staff or drop-off (including limited parking) is linked with Home Park
Road to the east. From here grounds vehicles also have easy access to the rest of the
grounds. Retained tree lines and existing levels help to submerge and hide the overall
hub facility away from the busier areas of the grounds.

Officers consider the design of the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub in more detail in
sub-section 6.3.

2no. players hubs

Two player hubs are proposed to support the Qualifying Event and Championships
positioned in the northern and AELTC Parkland.

The proposed hubs would contain player facilities for those wishing to practice on the
outer park courts. The hubs would serve in the region of 10 courts each, providing
WCs, warm-up, and rest areas.

The northern player hub adopts an organic architectural form. It also utilises the
existing topography to minimise height.

The southern player hub seeks to reference the architectural form and appearance of
a boat house.

Further detail on the player hubs is provided in sub-section 6.3 .
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3.1.1
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3 Planning History

PLANNING HISTORY

Section Overview

This Section lists the relevant planning history in relation to the proposed development.
It includes relevant history the Wimbledon Park Golf Club, Wimbledon Park Lake and
the AELTC Main Grounds.

The Wimbledon Park Golf Club

Below lists the relevant planning applications at the Wimbledon Park Golf Club which
forms most of the application site.

21/P1709 - Request for a scoping opinion under regulation 15 of the town and country
planning (environmental impact assessment) regulations 2017 in relation to the
proposed redevelopment of The Wimbledon Park Golf Club — EIA required -
16/07/2021

19/P0173 - Alterations to maintenance compound — Grant - 22/03/2019

18/P4425 - Installation of 75 metre x 50mm subterranean mole ducting and associated
temporary structure (cabinets, speakers and tvs) — Grant - 05/04/2019

18/P1808 - Temporary erection of marquees and bridge for use in connection with the
annual Wimbledon lawn tennis championship — Grant - 13/08/2018

14/P1126 - Erection of temporary marquee for private hospitality purposes, annually
for a period of 5 years, during the Wimbledon lawn tennis championship (temporary
construction) — Grant - 16/05/2014

13/P3466 - Replacement of 1200mm high concrete panel fence with 1800mm x 20mm
diameter bar railings with finials and back arches for 340 metres along the eastern side
of church road. replacement of single 1200mm high x 900mm wide pedestrian access
gate with 1800mm x 900mm wide x 20mm diameter bar railing pedestrian access gate
with finials — Grant - 10/01/2014

13/P0306 - Erection of replacement fencing and gates along church road — Grant -
17/05/2013

13/P0472 - Formation of 115 metres long x 1.2 metres wide footpath along western
boundary - Pending decision.

12/P0442 - Replacement of existing boundary treatment along church road (parallel
with Wimbledon Park Golf Course) with new 1.8m high railings/gates and widening of
northern entrance road (behind proposed new gates ¢ and d) from 4m to 6m - Grant -
04/04/2012.

08/P0686 - Erection of steel vehicular access/exit gates in existing concrete perimeter
fence to home park road frontage of golf course for use during Wimbledon tennis
championships including associated works to adjoining footway and kerb - Grant -
06/06/2008

03/P2028 - Erection of a single storey extension to existing clubhouse to create a new
snooker room — Grant - 06/11/2003
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3.2.28
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03/P1895 - Erection of an eight metre high white grp flagpole to replace existing pole —
Grant - 14/10/2003

03/P1581 - Infill of covered patio area to existing facade line with new glazed timber
doors and panels — Grant - 04/09/2003

00/P1989 - Creation of an overflow car parking area of approximately 35 spaces,
between the existing car park and the clubhouse, with a grass reinforcement surface,
to include additional landscaping. Permission refused, 01/05/2001.

99/P1265 - Formation of two lakes in the vicinity of the 15th and 16th holes and
formation of a front tee on the 13th hole - Grant - 05/05/2000

98/P1201 - Alterations to and extension of existing clubhouse to form extended lounge
and dining room, extended roof terrace with new external staircase, and single storey
extension to provide additional changing rooms, trolley store and practice space —
Grant - 15/12/1998

97/P0430 - Erection of a stone centenary pedestrian bridge across southern inlet to
Wimbledon Park golf course lake, in replacement of existing bridge (which comprises
railway sleepers and scaffolding poles) - Grant - 30/05/1997

96/P1211 - Erection of two water storage tanks adjacent to greenkeepers shed
accessed from church road, and increasing height of existing close boarded fencing in
yard from 1.8m to 2.5m (6ft to 8ft), involving removal of existing small concrete shed
and an existing water storage tank - Grant - 11/02/1997

94/P1127 - Construction of surface water drainage outfall on north west side of
Wimbledon Park lake in connection with proposed below ground drainage run from
new tennis stadium site at all England lawn tennis club, church road - Grant -
19/01/1995

92/P0034 - Erection of a single storey extension at rear of clubhouse to provide mens
locker room and a first floor extension on north elevation - Grant - 21/07/1992

91/P0366 - Erection of single storey machinery storage building - Grant - 05/12/1991

89/P0900 - Erection of single storey rear extension to provide new female changing
rooms showers and wcs and alterations to elevations - Grant - 26/09/1989

89/P0204 - Use of the golf course for the erection of a marquee for commercial
hospitality purposes for a period of not more than 28 days in June and July of each
year covering the period of the Wimbledon tennis championships - Grant - 11/04/1989

88/P0514 - Relocation of boundary fence at entrance to golf club - No further action.

MER85/86 - Use of part of land for the erection of temporary marquees in Aorangi park
including the erection of a temporary pedestrian footbridge over the entrance to the car
park on the golf course on the eastern side of church road from April 1st to July 30th
for a period of five years in connection with the Wimbledon tennis fortnight - Grant -
20/03/1986

MER35/85 - use of part of land for erection of marquees in connection with Wimbledon
tennis fortnight with temporary use of part of The Wimbledon Park Golf Club course as
car park during championship - Grant - 21/03/1985

MERG64/84 - use of part of land for erection of marquees in connection with Wimbledon
tennis fortnight with temporary use of The Wimbledon Park Golf Club course as car
park during championship - Grant - 22/03/1984

MER109/83 - use of part of land at Aorangi park for the erection of marquees in
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connection with the Wimbledon tennis fortnight, and temporary use of part of
Wimbledon park golf course for car parking during tennis fortnight - Grant - 15/04/1983

MER227/82 - Formation of a new entrance from church road into Wimbledon Park Golf
Course for access into area used for car parking during Wimbledon tennis fortnight.
Permission granted, 04/05/1982.

MER228/82 - Improve entrance from Church Road into Wimbledon Park Golf Course
for car parking during tennis fortnight. Permission granted, 04/05/1982

MER973/65 - Erection of brick transformer chamber — Grant - 24/02/1946

WIM7241 - Single storey extension to provide additional toilet and WC accommodation
— Grant - 31/01/1964

WIM3458 - Erection of a single storey building adjacent to the club house for use as a
golf school and incidental accommodation — Grant - 10/10/1957

Wimbledon Park Lake

Below lists the relevant planning applications relating to Wimbledon Park Lake which
forms part the Council’s landholdings but also forms part of the application site.

21/P1930 - Engineering works to the lake, spillways and embankment to improve lake
safety, in accordance with the reservoir act 1975 as amended — Grant - 14/10/2021

21/P0708 - Screening opinion request for works to the lake, including alterations to
surroundings — EIA not required - 09/04/2021

11/P1164 - Erection of temporary marquee and floating pontoon on Wimbledon Lake
for private Al, A2 and D2 use, for a period of one day (Friday 01/07/2011) with no
public access - to be erected the day before and removed the day afterwards. Sections
of lake to be roped off for private swimming — Grant - 17/06/2011

01/P0643 - Installation of footpath lighting adjacent to the bowls pavilion and around
the lake to the athletics track (total of 8 columns and 2 wall lights) — Grant - 22/05/2001

AELTC Main Grounds

Below lists the relevant planning applications relating to AELTC’s Main Grounds
located to the west of the application site.

20/P3635 - Reconfiguration/alteration/extension of the existing millennium building
including new/altered plant, new atrium, link to existing somerset road tunnel, provision
of a roof level extension and associated new landscaping - Gant 22-07-2022

20/P0420 - Erection of a two-storey media pavilion, replacement of temporary cabins
with a dedicated technical services room (tsr), and reconfiguration of gate 20 including
the relocation and widening of existing access/egress, relocation of existing gatehouse
building, new accreditation hut and gatehouse building, landscaping and associated
works Granted - 1-08-2020

19/P0681 - application for variation of conditions 2 (approved plans) and 37
(BREEAM) attached to variation of condition 18/p3731 (attached to LBM planning
permission 16/p4651) relating to the erection of 6 x internal and external tennis courts
and associated facilities. the changes relate to installation of PV panels on flat roof
section of building and condition 37 amended to reflect updated CO2 emissions) -
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Grant - 02-01-2020

345 18/P3731 - application for variation of condition 2 (approved drawings), 31 (noise), 39
(chp) & 41 (plant) attached to LBM planning application 16/p4651 (6 x indoor and
outdoor courts and associated facilities). changes relate to plant (replacement of 9
existing chillers with 6 new chillers), additional landscaping, enlargement of basement
to create energy centre (including reduction of 8 parking spaces), two air sourced heat
pumps within basement energy centre to replace chp system, internal alterations,
altered car parking layout, and amendments to conditions 31, 39 and 41. — Granted —
10/01/2019

3.4.6 18/P2667 - Non-material amendments to LBM planning permission 16/P4651 (6 indoor
and 6 outdoor tennis courts and associated facilities). Changes relate to internal
alterations, omission/new/relocated doors, windows & stairs, relocated/new flues,
amended lifts & lift over-run and changes to louvres & timber cladding — Grant -

25/07/2018

3.4.7 18/P0971 - Extension and alterations to ground floor of the millennium — Grant - 11-05-
2018

3.4.8 16/P4651 — Demolition of existing 5 x covered tennis courts and erection of a new

building comprising of 6 x indoor courts and associated facilities, 6 x outdoor tennis
courts, single storey basement for parking (up to 338 vehicle spaces and 60 cycle
spaces), 9 external covered car parking spaces, relocation of chiller plant (which
services centre court roof) and associated equipment, associated landscaping,
hardstanding, access roads, boundary enclosures and amended access arrangements
— Grant subject to conditions and S106 agreement — 29/05/2018

3.4.9 16/P2302 — Elevation alterations at level 3 on North West section of Centre Court
building and removal of enclosures on the existing bridge link — Grant - 12/08/2016

3.4.10 14/P3481 - Provision of a new retractable and fixed roof over no.1 court and
associated plant. alterations to the existing seating bowl, improvements to seating
arrangements; modernisation of corporate hospitality facilities; removal of court 19 and
creation of a new public plaza with associated landscaping and extension to existing
light well; improvements to ground level concession areas; extension of new officials
canteen; alterations to create new facades; installation of new temporary screen (for
use during The Championships) and living green walls facing aorangi terrace.
associated hard and soft landscaping and removal of an external spiral staircase from
north-west of the site — Grant- 10-06-2018

3.4.11 13/P1812 - application for discharge of conditions 3, 6, 9 and 10 attached to LBM
planning application 11/P2864 dated 10/01/2012 relating to the pedestrian tunnel
between car park 3 and the millennium building, erection of a new single storey front
extension with canopy to the millennium building and associated works connecting the
tunnel with the player entrance at ground level — Grant - 06/11/2013

3.4.12 13/P1352 - application for discharge of condition 5 attached to LBM planning
permission 11/P2864 relating to the formation of a pedestrian tunnel between car park
3 and the millennium building, erection of a new single storey front extension with
canopy to the millennium building and associated works connecting the tunnel with the
player entrance at ground level — Grant - 22/07/2013

3.4.13 12/P0729 - Erection of external canopy at main entrance to players' facility at the
millennium building, facing Somerset Road — Grant - 06/06/2012
3.4.14 11/P2865 — Erection of a new covered court facility over three levels containing six
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3.4.16

3 Planning History

new indoor tennis courts to replace the existing building containing 5 indoor courts to
be demolished, formation of new access to Somerset road, car parking facilities at
ground floor / undercroft levels, replacement bar/lounge/changing facilities and new
tree planting and landscaping — Grant — 18/02/2014

11/P2864 - Pedestrian tunnel between car park 3 and the millennium building, erection
of a new single storey front extension with canopy to the millennium building and
associated works connecting the tunnel with the player entrance at ground level —
Grant - 10/01/2012

10/P2300 - Alterations and extensions to east and west elevations of millennium
building to refurbish and improve facilities including provision of new internal staircase,
alterations and two storey extension on eastern side of building above part of
competitors garden to form improved lounge and larger reception area, construction of
a covered outdoor plant space to service the new extension and relocation of the press
writing room into an extension along the western facade above competitors drop off
point, involving removal and replacement of two trees - Grant - 21-10-2010
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43.1

4.3.2

4.3.3

4 Consultation

CONSULTATION
Section Overview

Consultation was carried out on the planning application with a range of stakeholders
including neighbouring residential properties, statutory consultees, and Merton Council
Officers. This section summarises the consultation procedure taken place during the
Planning application and includes a summary of issues raised during the consultation.

Consultation Procedure

Formal consultation was administered on three occasions during the application
process as follows:

e 21-day consultation administered in August 2021 by way of letter, erection of site
notice and press advert

o A 30-day consultation administered in June 2022 by way of letter, erection of site
notice and press advert. This was carried due to material changes to the planning
application comprising the ‘May 2022 updates’ as noted in sub-section 1.10.

¢ A 30-day consultation was administered in October 2022 by way of letter, erection
of site notice and press advert. This was carried out due to the ‘October 2022
updates’ to the Planning application as noted in sub-section 1.10.

Further to the above, specific interested parties were contacted directly where they
had made representations in relation to particular issues as outlined in sub-section
1.10. Notably, the Wimbledon Society and the Wimbledon Park Residents Assaociation
were notified and invited to respond to documents relating to Day v Shropshire.
Secondly, a selection of interested parties were notified in respect of an update to the
Urban Greening Factor calculation.

Statutory Consultee Responses

Below outlines the statutory consultee responses received during the planning
application. Links are provided to the full responses on the Council’'s website (Merton
Planning Explorer), and in some instances Officers also cross-reference to officer
summaries of the responses where a response is relevant to a particular sub-section
of this report. It should be noted that dates given refer to the date a representation was
received by the Council and not necessarily the date the representation was written.

Greater London Authority (GLA)

Two formal responses were received from the GLA during the application as follows:
o GLA Stage 1 response dated 03.11.2021 - link (1)
o GLA Post-Stage 1 dated 22.07.2022 — link (2)

The GLA’s comments cover a range of topic areas and therefore a summary of the
relevant parts from their response are split out into the relevant ‘supporting information’
sections for various planning considerations (see supporting information sections for
6.2 -6.17).
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Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS)

4.3.4 Two responses were received from GLAAS during the planning application. Their main
comments were provided in their response dated 14.09.2021 - link (1). A further
response dated 25.07.2022 — link (2). This added no further comment their first
response.

4.3.5 A summary of GLAAS’ response is contained within supporting information section to
sub-section 6.4 on Heritage. However, overall GLAAS considers the development
could cause harm to archaeological remains and advises field evaluation is needed to
be secured to determine appropriate mitigation. GLAAS recommend two conditions,
including the requirement for a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) and for the
Applicant to carry out public engagement. Officers note both these requirements are
secured under condition 18.

Historic England (HE)

4.3.6 Three responses were received from HE. Their main comments were provided in their
response dated 24.09.2021 - link (1). A relevant summary of HE'’s response is
contained within the supporting information section to sub-section 6.4 on Heritage.
Two further responses were received dated 11.07.2022 - link (2), and 15.11.2022 - link
(3). These added no further comment to their first response.

4.3.7 Overall, HE considered the proposed development would result in less than substantial
harm to the Wimbledon Park Registered Park and Garden. Historic England recognise
there are benefits with opportunities to reduce harm. Therefore, if the planning
authority is minded to approve the current application, they note it is essential to
secure public benefits. They note the planning authority should weigh heritage harm
against such benefits as required under NPPF para 202.

Natural England

4.3.8 Three responses were received from Natural England during the application. Their
main comments were provided in their response dated 29.09.2021 - link (1). Two
further responses were received dated 28.07.2022 - link (2) and 24.11.2022- link (3).
These added no further comment to their first response.

4.3.9 A relevant summary of Natural England’s response is contained within the supporting
information section to sub-section 6.6 on Ecology, Biodiversity and Green
Infrastructure.

4.3.10 Overall, Natural England raise no objection based on the plans submitted. Natural

England considers that the proposed development will not have significant adverse
impacts on statutory designated sites.

Network Rail

4.3.11 A response was received form Network Rail dated 06.10.2022 - link. The response
confirms Network Rail have no comments to make on the proposals.

Sport England

4.3.12 Two responses were received from Sport England. Their main comments were
provided in their response dated 30.09.2021 — link (1). A further response was
received dated 08.11.2022 — link (2) which added no further comment. A relevant
summary of Sport England’s response is contained within the supporting information
section to sub-section 6.2 on the Principle of Development. Overall, Sport England
raised no objection to the proposed development.
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https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Historic%20England%20-%20HAR%20Landscape%20Architect_15.11.2022.pdf
https://lbmerton-my.sharepoint.com/personal/calum_mcculloch_merton_gov_uk/Documents/21P2900_AELTC%20Wimbledon%20Park%20Golf%20Club%20Application/Reporting/21P2900_Draft%20Conditions.docx
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Natural%20England_20.09.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Natural%20England_28.07.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Natural%20England_28.07.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Natural%20England_24.11.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Network%20Rail_06.10.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Sport%20England_30.09.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Sport%20England_09.11.2022.pdf
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The Gardens Trust

The Gardens Trust provided three responses to the planning application:
o Response dated 01.10.2021 - link (1)
e Response dated 04.11.2021 - link (2)
o Response dated 14.07.2022 - link (2)

A summary of the Gardens Trust’s responses is provide in in the supporting
information section to sub-section 6.4 on Heritage.

Overall, the Gardens Trust raised concern to elements of the proposal whilst also
noting the benefits of other parts. They point to the need to establish clarity that public
access to the AELTC Parkland is free of charge in perpetuity, and to secure
maintenance funding for the Registered Park and Garden. Officers note that both
these requirements would be secured through Section 106 obligations.

Transport for London (TFL)

Merton Officers and the Applicant have had ongoing discussions with TFL throughout
the application. Four formal responses were provided by TFL which each in turn raised
outstanding issues to be clarified or resolved.

o Response dated 05.11.2021 — link (1)
o Response dated 12.08.2022 - link (2)
e Response dated 22.09.2022 - link (3)

Following the above, a final response was provided dated 16.12 2022 - link. A relevant
summary of TFL’s final response (including suggested mitigation to be secured by
condition and/or s.106 agreement) is contained within supporting information section to
sub-section 6.5 on Transport and Highways.

Overall, TFL raised no objection to the proposed development subject to suitable
mitigation through condition and s. 106 obligations. This mitigation would, where
appropriate be, secured by condition and s106 agreement see conditions 19-27, and
Head of Term 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24 and 25), and is discussed in further detail in
sub-section 6.5.

The Environment Agency

Three responses were received form the Environment Agency (EA). Three responses
were received from HE. Their main comments were provided in their response dated
24.08.2021 - link (1). Two further responses were received dated 22.07.2022 - link (2),
and 01.11.2022 - link (3). These added no further comment to their first response.

Their response notes the EA have no comments on the planning application. No
mitigation via condition or s. 106 obligation is put forward by the EA. However, the
response notes the Applicant may be required to apply for other consents directly from
the EA.
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https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_The%20Gardens%20Trust_01.10.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_The%20Gardens%20Trust_04.11.2021.pdf
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https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Transport%20For%20London%20_05.11.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Transport%20For%20London_12.08.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Transport%20For%20London_Outstanding%20Transport%20Issues_22.09.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Transport%20For%20London_16.12.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Environment%20Agency_24.08.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Environment%20Agency_22.07.2022..pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Environment%20Agency_01.11.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Environment%20Agency_01.11.2022.pdf

4 Consultation

4.4 Non-statutory Consultee Responses

Merton Council Officer comments

Urban Design Officer

44.1 A single formal response was received from form the Council’s Urban Design Officer
dated 02.12.2022 — link. The response is summarised in the supporting information
section to sub-section 6.3 on Townscape, Visual Impact, Design and Neighbour
Amenity.

4.4.2 The response generally indicated support for the proposed development noting the
Applicant has demonstrated through good design multiple public benefits, such
providing public access to over 9ha of open space, enhancements and restoration to
the landscape, increasing levels of biodiversity, planting plans to better reflect the
heritage landscape of the site and enhanced access to the lake. Some points of
concern were raised by the Officer. These are noted in more detail and responded to
by Officers in sub-section 6.3.

Conservation Officer

443 A single formal response was received from the Council’s Conservation Officer dated
22.09.2022 — link. A summary of the Conservation Officer’s response is contained
within the supporting information section to sub-section 6.4 on Heritage.

4.4.4 Overall, the Conservation Officer acknowledged the proposed development would
result in some heritage gain. However, they note that harm to the Registered Park and
Garden is considered to be more extensive that less than substantial and falls more
within the substantial harm category conflicting NPPF Chapter 15, and Merton Core
Strategy policy CS14.

Green Spaces team

445 No formal consultation response has been obtained from Merton’s Green Spaces
team. However, it's noted Green Spaces are a key stakeholder and are directly
implicated by the outcome of the planning application as the application site includes
areas of Council owned Wimbledon Park, notably the lake. Green Spaces have
engaged proactively and positively with Officers during the panning application,
including providing input on items to be secured through the Section 106 Agreement.
Notably, the Heads of Terms secure a significant financial contribution towards
projects to be delivered in Wimbledon Park (see Head of Term 6). The overarching
figure is informed by feedback from Merton’s Green Spaces who have helped identify
projects to enhance Wimbledon Park in terms of heritage, amenity, and leisure.

Planning Policy Officer

4.4.6 A response was received from Merton’s planning policy dated 03.11.2021 — link. The
response relates specifically to policy in respect of MOL, Open Space and Sports and
Recreation. A summary of the Officer’s response is provided in the supporting
information section to sub-section 6.2 on the Principle of Development.

Environmental Health Officer — Noise and Nuisance

4.4.7 A response dated 06.03.2023 was received from the Council’s Environmental Health
Officer specialising in noise and nuisance - link. They raised no objection to the
proposed development subject to conditions. Officers note these conditions have been
secured(see conditions 8, 28 and 29). The Officer’s response is considered further in
sub-section 6.10 on Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, Light Pollution and Contaminated
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Land.
Environmental Health Officer — Air Quality

A response dated 06.03.2023 was received from the Council’'s Environmental Health
Officer specialising in air quality matters - link. They raised no objection to the
proposed development subject to conditions and obligations. Officers note these have
been secured by condition and s106 agreement, including securing costs towards
monitoring (see condition 28, 29, 60 and 61, and Head of Term 12). Their response is
considered further in sub-section 6.10 on Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, Light
Pollution and Contaminated Land.

Environmental Health Officer - Contaminated Land

A response dated 28.10.2022 was received from the Council’'s Environmental Health
Officer specialising in contaminated land — link. The Officer raised no objection to the
proposed development subject to conditions which would investigate and remediate
any contaminated land as necessary. Officers note the requirements of the of Officer
are secured by condition (see condition 65-68). Their response is considered further in
sub-section 6.10 on Air Quality, Noise and Vibration, Light Pollution and Contaminated
Land.

Transport and Highway Officers

A single formal response dated 07.07.2023 was received from Merton’s Transport and
Highway Officers — link.

Transport and Highway Officers raised no objection to the proposed development
subject to conditions, and obligations secured to be secured through s106. Officers
note these have been secured (see conditions 19-27, and Head of Term 13, 14, 17,
18, 19, 20, 24 and 25). More detail from their response is integrated in Officers
assessment of Transport and Highway matters in sub-section 6.5.

Merton Ecology Officer

Two responses were received from Merton’s ecology officer dated 05.10.2021 — link
(1), and dated 30.08.2022 — link (2). The most recent 2022 response received from the
officer notes the application has potential to create regionally important habitat types
and enhance existing on-site biodiversity. They note that much depends on whether
the landscaping proposals can be delivered on the ground. Therefore, if Merton is
minded to grant this application, the Applicant must be required to provide plans and
specifications detailing the protection and enhancement of extant habitat types, the
creation and future management on new habitats and the restoration of the lake.
Officers note these requirements would be secured by Section 106 agreement and
condition (see conditions 28-34, and Head of Term 9). Some ecological concerns were
raised by the Council’s ecologist. This included concerns regarding potential human
disturbance on breeding birds, the location of the boardwalk, and the delivery of
desilting. The ecologist’s comments are summarised and addressed by Officers in
more detail in sub-section 6.6 covering biodiversity and ecology matters.

Climate Change Officer

A response dated 05.07.2022 - link from Merton’s climate change officer. The Officer
reinforced the point that the application will need to be conditioned to provide further
information, including detailed energy modelling of all new buildings, at the Reserved
Matters stages to demonstrate compliance with London Plan and Merton policies.
However, clarification was sought on two matters, pertaining to carbon banking, lack of
energy modelling for maintenance hubs and active cooling.

Page | 45
Chapter 4: Qaggafyih g


https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Enironmental%20Health%20Officer_Air%20Quality_06.03.2023.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Enironmental%20Health%20Officer_Contaminated%20Land_28.10.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Transport%20Planners_07.07.2023.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Ecology_05.10.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Ecology_05.10.2021.pdf
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Following the above comments, the Applicant provided clarification note dated
02.08.2022 to the Climate Change Officers comments noted above.

The Council’s Climate Change Officer provided further comment dated 09.08.2023 —
link. These confirm they are satisfied the proposed development would comply with
relevant development plan policies relating to climate change subject suitably worded
conditions and obligations to be secured through Section 106 agreement. Officers note
these have been secured (see conditions 42-50, and Head of Term 21 & 22).

Flood Officers

A single formal response was received from Merton’s Flood Officer dated 22.12.2022 -
link.

The response considered the proposed development was in accordance with the
relevant adopted development plan policies in respect of flooding and drainage subject
to conditions and obligations. Officers note that these requirements have been secured
(see conditions 51-59)

More detail from their response is integrated in Officers assessment of flooding and
drainage matters in sub-section 6.9

Third party consultants

Tree Consultant

LBM consulted an independent tree consultant to review the planning application in
respect of trees. Three formal responses were received on the planning application.
These comprise:

e Response dated January 2022 — |ink

¢ Response dated 07.08.2022 — link (2)
o Response dated 03.10.2023 — link (3)

A summary of the Tree consultant’s response is integrated into sub-section 6.7 on
trees and should be referred to for more detail. Overall, the tree consultant considered
the proposal compliant with development plan policy in respect of trees subject to
conditions. Officers have accordingly secured a number of conditions informed by the
responses from the tree officer (see 35 to 41).

JAM Consult

LBM commissioned JAM consult to review the applicant’s Environmental Statement.
JAM consult provided three responses on the ES which are published online:

e JAM review of revised ES dated 27.09.2022 - link

e JAM review of ES addendum dated 02.12.2022 - link

Other non-statutory organisations

Thames Water

A response was received from Thames Water dated 5.08.2022 - link. Thames Water
provided comments in respect of water supply and waste (sewerage) and recommend
a number of conditions in their response. Officers note that these requirements have
been secured (see conditions 57 & 58)

Page | 46
ChapterPag@uE@on g


https://view.officeapps.live.com/op/view.aspx?src=https%3A%2F%2Fplanning.merton.gov.uk%2FMVM.DMS%2FPlanning%2520Application%2F1000115000%2F1000115659%2F21P2900_Energy%2520Statement_Response%2520to%2520LBM%2520Climate%2520Change%2520Officer%2520Comments_Submitted%252024.08.2022.xlsx&wdOrigin=BROWSELINK
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Climate%20Change%20Officer_09.08.2023.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Merton%20Flood%20Officers_22.12.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_LBM%20Tree%20Consultant_January%202022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_LBM%20Tree%20Consultant_07.08.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_LBM%20Tree%20Consultant_03.10.2023.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_EIA_JAM%20Review_27.09.2022.pdf
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https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Thames%20Water_05.08.2022.pdf

4 Consultation

4.4.24 Thames Water's comments are considered in more detail in the supporting information
section to sub-section 6.9 which covers flooding and drainage matters.

Metropolitan Police (Secured by Design Officer)

4.4.25 A formal response was received from the MET Police Secured by Design Officer dated
13.07.2022 - link. A further response agreeing conditions was provided 11.10.2022 -
link.

4.4.26 The Metropolitan Police Secured by Design (SBD) Officer notes a number of questions

to be addressed. Case Officer consider the points and questions raised by the Officers
are suitably covered off by management strategies that would be applicable to the site
once operational. Officers have drafted a condition which would ensure secured by
design principles are adhered to informed by advice from the SBD Officer (see
condition 10)

Metropolitan Police (Protective Security Operations)

4.4.27 The Council received a consultation response from the MET’s Protective Security
Operations team dated 19.08.2022. This response is confidential for security reasons.
However, relevant parts (not considered sensitive) have been integrated into the sub-
section 6.5 on transport and highways. The relevant comments relate to the closure of
Church Road.
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Neighbour and Unsolicited Representations

This sub-section summarises what are considered to be considered the principal
points raised in responses received by the Council from neighbouring properties to the
application site, as well as unsolicited representations received from other individuals
or organisations.

A significant number of representations were received from residential addresses
given the high-profile nature of the application. In addition, a significant number of
more detailed representations were received from named organisations such as
residents’ groups. Given the detailed length of some of representations received
residents’ groups, Officers have separated these out under a separate sub-heading
below and have provided hyperlinks to the full responses available to view on Merton’s
website.

Overall number of supporting and objecting representations

A total number of 894 objections were recorded in relation to the proposed
development.*

A total number of 32 supports were recorded in relation to the proposed development*

A total of 80 representations were received neither objecting nor supporting the
proposed development. This total includes comments from internal and external
consultees.

A total number of 1478 letters were received from consultation firm “Your Shout’ on
behalf of AELTC in support of the proposed development. This figure comprises 1298
households as some households submitted more than 1 letter of support.

Two petitions were received in relation to the planning application. These include:

Save Wimbledon Park, a Change.org petition was submitted to the Council objecting
to the proposed development carrying 12,976 number of signatures.

Another third party petition was received in relation to the planning application,
objecting to the proposed development carrying 2046 signatures.

*It should be noted that Council records one objection or support per household.
Where more than one representation is submitted from the same household but with
different names, this is counted as 1.

Summary of points of objection from addresses exc. named
organisations

Below Officers provide a summary of points raised in objections received from
addresses excluding named organisations. The summary is split into various sub-
headings to help categorise key points of concern. Officers have also summarise and
provide responses to key points of concern which is provided in Appendix 1 to this
report.

AELTC Parkland

Representations raise concern regarding the public nature and accessibility of the
proposed permissive park to the south of the site.

Concerns that the amount of land given over to public access is insufficient.
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Concerns is raised that public access to the AELTC Parkland could be revoked at any
time once planning is approved.

Concerns the new AELTC Parkland (i.e. new public park) would still belong to the
AELTC and contains the 30,000sqft central maintenance hub which takes up part of
the area.

Concerns that public access to the AELTC Parkland and the circular walk around the
lake is “permissive”, and therefore could be withdrawn as AELTC’s commercial
priorities change.

Concerns that there is a lack of clarity from AELTC regarding post-development public
access the AELTC Parkland.

Concerns permissive park would be rough grassland, not for typical park use and
unsuitable for pitches, courts etc.

Concerns that the duration of time the AELTC Parkland would be closed would be too
long and during the most pleasant time of the year.

Amendments

Representations raise concerns that the May 2021 amendments did not address or
respond to previous objections raised on the original planning submission.

Representations raised concerns that amendments to the planning application were
unclear with objections citing concerns regarding the number and complexity of
additional documents submitted. Some representations suggested that the application
should be withdrawn and resubmitted as a result.

Representations note concerns that amendments to the planning application involves
changes to cut and fill document for which is suggested will increase the volume of
transported off-site and require a significant number of additional lorry trips with
consequential impact on local transport network and local amenity.

Alternatives

Representations note that alternatives to the proposed development have not been
duly considered, particularly in respect of the location of the Parkland Show Court and
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub.

Representations note the planning law requires the Local Planning Authority to
consider alternatives to the proposed development.

Officers note a range of suggested alternatives to the proposed development are put
forward by objectors.

Boardwalk

Representations raise concern that the construction of the boardwalk in Wimbledon
Park Lake would have negative impacts on visual amenity, ecology, and heritage.

Concerns are raised that the boardwalk encroaching onto Wimbledon Park Lake with
some representations suggesting that a walkway should be on the perimeter of the
lake.

Concerns that boardwalk circular walk should not be considered a public benefit as it
only delivers an existing obligation required by the 1993 covenant.

Concerns the boardwalk’s principal use is to demarcate between public and private
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land, which is unacceptable.

4.5.30 Concerns the boardwalk could be health and safety risk as it could become slippery
and damaged.

45.31 Concerns the boardwalk would be harmful to wildlife.

4.5.32 Concerns that there is no legal obligation for AELTC to construct the boardwalk as it's

on third party land.

Central Grounds Maintenance Hub

4.5.33 Representations note concern that the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub is located
within the AELTC Parkland rather than the northern parkland.

45.34 Representations note concern regarding the scale, form and design the Central
Ground Maintenance Hubs with negative impacts on the parkland setting, trees, and
neighbour amenity.

45.35 Concern was received specifically from no.106 Home Park Road that the building
would negatively impact amenity.

4.5.36 Concerns are raised that vehicles using the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub would
have negative impacts in the vicinity through noise, air quality impact and conflict with
the use of the AELTC Parkland. Machinery will have to cross the park, which is being
created for the use and enjoyment of the public, to get to the operational areas it is due
to service and maintain.

4.5.37 Representations suggest that conditions should be attached to the planning
permission restricting the hub for use by electric vehicles and times of use.

4.5.38 Concern that the hub is a subterranean development and will impact on the structural
integrity of adjacent residential properties. It's highlighted a full basement assessment
should be undertaken ahead of approval.

Community access/benefits

4.5.39 Representations raised concerns that the degree of community and public benefit is
not proportionate to the impact of the proposed development.

4.5.40 Concerns that there would be a lack of access to the proposed development site for
most of the year outside The Championships.

45.41 Concerns the local community have previously lobbied the club for access to tennis
courts for decades without success.

4.5.42 Concerns that AELTC donations to charitable causes is at their discretion and not
enforceable. Therefore, this benefit should be disregarded.

45.43 Concerns the community benefits lack clarity and are at the discretion of the AELTC
(e.g. desilting, provision of circular walkway). There are concerns community benefits
could be withdrawn.

45.44 Concern the Golf Clubhouse would have limited benefit given it would be shut during
The Championships months.

4.5.45 Concerns of lack of clarity on community benefits proposed, such as in relation to the
Golf Clubhouse.

4.5.46 Representations question the benefit to British tennis citing the only resource provided

by AELTC in recent times as the Community Tennis Centre in Raynes Park which
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opened as late as 2017.

4.5.47 Concerns that provision of community space is an unrealistic use in the Parkland
Show Court with little evidence to demonstrate demand and capacity for this space.

4.5.48 Concerns that the 7 courts to be given over to the community would be insufficient
given the impact of the proposal and the number of courts available.

4.5.49 Concerns that where courts are accessible these will only be for elite or privileged
tennis players.

4.5.50 Concerns there is insufficient sporting benefits for young people in the area with little to
encourage young sports talent or encourage exercise in children.

45,51 Concerns the community offer such as 7 courts and local ticket scheme does not
compensate the impact of the development.

4552 Concerns the proposal benefits AELTC for financial gain rather than the local
community.

4553 Concerns that AELTC has not sufficiently engaged with the community on any projects

outside of school tennis programmes.

4554 Concerns that the majority of buildings would not be used for the majority of the year
and thereby does not best utilise the land.

Construction Impacts

4.5.55 Representations highlight concern regarding the impact of construction on the local
area in terms of highway congestion, neighbour amenity, noise, vibration, air quality,
quality of life and local business. Representations raise particular concern regarding
the length of construction.

4.5.56 Concerns of damage to property and roads as result of construction.

4557 Concerns the outline construction plan shall not be adhered to and there is little detail
on how construction routes would be enforced.

4.5.58 Questions raised as to how noise and air pollution shall be managed during
construction phase.

4.5.59 Concerns that the amount and duration of construction traffic is underestimated in the
planning application and that the construction programme would be squeezed into a
shorter timeframe.

4.5.60 Concerns that that the focus on HGVs in the planning application is misleading which
masks the total volume of vehicles with LGVs. Representations note it is possible that
there could be 27 HGVs and 54 LGVs per day and it is unclear if movements would be
single trips (Wandsworth to Wimbledon) or 162 round trip movements through
Wimbledon Village.

4.5.61 Concerns construction (not just operation) of the development may lead to closures to
Church Road as has been experienced on Somerset Road.

4.5.62 Concerns regarding environmental damage to Wimbledon Village as result of
construction vehicles travelling through the Village and the associated pollution and
health risks.

4.5.63 Concerns there needs to be sufficient off-street parking for lorries collecting and

turning all of which obstruct normal traffic. Reference is made in representations to
previous developments undertaken by AELTC resulting in construction traffic issues.
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Concerns are raised regarding the route of Construction vehicles, notably that routes
are not fully shown and the impact on Wimbledon Village.

Concern that residents have already been subject to construction because of previous
AELTC developments such as Court No. 1 and the roof to Centre Court.

Concerns that local property prices would be negatively impacted during the
construction programme with associated financial impacts.

Concerns construction works would damage roads which would increase Council tax
to pay for such works.

Concerns that construction traffic will have an adverse impact on the safety children,
pedestrians, cyclists, motorists.

Concerns that construction traffic impacts would degrade the appeal of Wimbledon
Park.

Consultation

Representations raise concern that AELTC has not adequately consulted the
residents.

Concerns that consultation has been deliberately placed in summer holidays to reduce
the number of responses.

Concerns open days run by AELTC have had very limited capacity to the vast majority
of local people.

Concerns that the AELTC’s consultation has been one sided without sufficient facts
presented to gain signatures in support of the development.

Concerns AELTC’s consultation has not been administered in a fair and democratic
way.

Covenant

Representations raise concern the development would be in breach of the 1993
covenant imposed on application site land which prevents building on the land and the
creation of the lakeside walkway once golf had ceased.

It is suggested that the LPA should not be considering the application given the
presence of the covenant.

Concern that Merton Council is not enforcing the obligations of the covenant which
would prevent development even if AELTC were to obtain planning permission.

Concerns that deliverability should be taken into account in the planning assessment.
The Applicant should not be seeking permission for development plans the delivery of
which depends upon third party consents which have not been secured by the
Applicant and where there is no evidence that consents can be secured.

Concerns the golf course freehold should not have been sold for a fraction of its value
knowing that the 10 years lease held by the club was sold early for multiples of the
freehold value.

Court number

Representations raise concern that the number of grass courts proposed, 38 in total,
would be excessive.
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Concerns that the number of courts have not be suitably justified by the application.

Design, townscape, and visual impact

Representations raise concern that the development, particularly the Parkland Show
Court would have negative impacts on views in the vicinity of the site. Concern is
raised in respect of impact on views enjoyed views from Wimbledon Park Road, Home
Park Road and Church Road.

Concerns that the number of buildings and access roads to support the new tennis
courts is excessive.

Concerns that the landscaping proposals would urbanise the land.
Concern is raised that grass courts could be converted into hard courts in the future.
Concerns regarding lack of clarity on boundary fencing.

Concerns that if AELTC fencing is used along the perimeter of the site open views
would be lost.

Concerns there would be a solid wall installed along Church Road which would block
views.

Concerns new fencing/gates would have a negative impact on views, the Conservation
Area and outlook of neighbouring properties. Particular concern is raised in respect of
the northern entrance from Wimbledon Park Road.

Concerns that the scale, form and massing the Proposed Show Court is excessive.
Concern that the Show Court would dominate the landscape and affect historic views.

Concerns the Show Court exceeds GLA height restrictions.
Concerns Parkland Show Court would unduly enclose Church Road.

Concerns regarding the impact of large concrete structure associated with the grass
courts — the ring beams.

Concern that the Design Guidelines and Parameter plans do not align.

Concerns of damage to the landscape by installing concrete sub-base beneath
proposed courts.

Concerns the view of the lake from Home Park Road would be lost.

Ecology and Biodiversity

Representations raise concern that the proposed development would have a
detrimental and harmful impact on ecology and biodiversity, including habitats and
protected species.

Concerns that Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) would not be achieved, and associated
concerns regarding the BNG methodology.

Concerns regarding the impact on biodiversity and ecology of Wimbledon Park Lake
and surroundings.

Representations refer to analysis carried out by a local resident with ecological
expertise.

Concerns that there has been inadequate ecological surveying to support the
application.
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Concerns regarding the impact on the ecology of Wimbledon Park Lake form desilting,
the boardwalk and removal of existing habitats.

Concerns the proposed development would negatively impact bats.

Concern that there is too much focus on recreation activity when the focus needs to be
on consequences on nature from the different proposed operations.

Concerns regarding impact on populations of Canada Geese.

Employment and economic impact

Concerns the economic and employment benefits set out in the application are
overstated.

Concern that the case for economic and employment benefits discounts benefits
already being achieved at Roehampton.

Concern that the number of jobs created by the development would be low and could
be filled by national or international applicants.

Concerns that the economic benefits are guestimates and do not amount to Very
Special circumstances to outweigh harm caused by the development.

Concern the proposed development would reduce the Championship’s benefit to the
local economy. Concern AELTC do not use local suppliers and the permanent
workforce is very small and they are now proposing to withdraw use of sites which are
dependent on The Championships for income.

Concern the expansion plans do not benefit local businesses as The Championships
keep visitors in for as late as possible so local pubs/ shops/ restaurants do not see any
uplift in business due to the increased footfall during this period.

Environmental impact and sustainability

Representations raise overarching concerns regarding the environmental impact of the
proposed development.

Overarching concern regarding the environmental impact from developing greenfield
land.

Concerns the proposals lack proposals to support net zero such as solar roofs, electric
vehicle charging facilities, Air Source and Ground Source heat pumps.

Concerns the proposal is not acceptable in times of a Climate Emergency.
Concerns regarding the amount of concrete being used for the development.
Concerns the climate mitigation is insufficient.

Concerns regarding overall carbon footprint from the proposed development.

Concerns proposed development goes against green initiatives promoted by Merton
Council.

Concerns desilting the lake will dislodge toxic material and the application does not
clarify how this contaminated material will be disposed of and what the risks to humans
and the environment are.

Concern that fertiliser from the grass courts will run off into the lake/particles from the
painted courts will blow into the lake, thereby reducing suitability of the water for
habitats.
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Concerns that overshadowing from Parkland Show Court will be detrimental to habitats
and biodiversity of the site.

Concerns that the proposed development would release significant amounts of
sequestered carbon.

Concerns the proposal represents ‘greenwashing’.
Concerns the Parkland Show Court will be air conditioned.

Concerns the grass courts would require the intensive use of dozens of infrared
heating lights to encouraged even growth of their annually re-seeded surfaces.

Concern the proposed development threatens a designated 'European site'
(Wimbledon Common).

Concerns regarding where the water would come from to irrigate tennis courts.

Environmental Impact Assessment

Concerns the Environmental Impact Assessment has not suitably considered
reasonable alternatives and is therefore in breach of legal regulations.

Objections to the argument that the ecological effects are small and of minor
significance given the scale of development. The protection of veteran trees and letting
grass grow are negligible elements in context of the development.

Concern that in in respect of energy and sustainability, the mitigation addressing major
and moderate effects are unconvincing.

Flooding and Drainage

Representations raise concern the proposed development would have adverse
impacts on flood risk and drainage in the area as result of removal of greenfield land
and removal of trees.

Concern, the proposed sub-terranean works will cause significant disruption to existing
natural drainage and run off.

Concerns that the existing sewer system does not have capacity to cope with the
development.

Concerns that AELTC would deplete local water supply to maintain grass courts.

Heritage

Representation raise concern that the proposed development would harm the historic
landscape, notably the significance of the Grade Il Registered Park and Garden and
Conservation Area.

Concerns the proposed development goes against “Capability” Brown'’s intended
design for the Registered Park and Garden.

Concern that Heritage England have not been consulted on the proposal.
Concern about the removal of medieval and roman archaeology.

Concerns regarding the construction vehicle movements would damage grade Il listed
cottage on Church Road (20 Church Road)
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Loss of golf course

General concern is raised regarding loss of golf course to the local community.

Concern is raised regarding the loss of the junior golf programme which was in
operation at the Wimbledon Park Golf Club. The junior golf programme has been
highlighted as an important resource for grassroots golf and a young people in the
area. Reference is made to the golf programme reaching out to state schools. Some
representations refer to a request to leave a piece of land available for the golf
programme to continue.

Reference is made to the fact that golf course allowed members of public to pay a fee
to play on the course meaning the private nature of the golf course has been
overstated.

Local Finance Considerations

Concerns the council will Council will gain financially from the development through
CIL, profit related to national sporting event, lake dredging and fee received from
release of the covenant.

Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and Open Space

Representations raise concern the proposal would fall contrary to planning policies
relating to Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and Open Space. Particular concern is
raised in relation to the Parkland Show Court’s impact on MOL and Open Space.

Many representations consider that there are not sufficient Very Special
Circumstances to outweigh harm to MOL.

Representations contest and disagree with components of the Applicant’s Very Special
Circumstances Case (VSC), such as:

o There is a ‘pressing need’ for the development.
e That there is an identified need that cannot be met elsewhere

e That the proposed development will secure significant public, heritage and other
benefits.

Neighbour Amenity

Overarching concerns are raised that the proposed development would adversely
impact the amenity of neighbouring properties.

Concerns that planting of trees will result in overshadowing and loss of daylight to
properties on Rectory Orchard.

Concerns that development will worsen light pollution at light where currently dark
views are experienced.

Concerns the Golf Clubhouse Car park would be used for storage building yard which
would have adverse impacts on noise.

Concerns that the three-week nature of the Qualifying and Championships would
elongate impacts on neighbour amenity in the surrounding area.

Concerns local business would not be able to cope with extra demand.

Concerns regarding the proximity of the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub to
properties and associated impacts on neighbour amenity.
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Concerns that the Show Court would result in a loss of light to surrounding properties.
Concerns the proposals would lead to increased nuisance from waste and rubbish.

Noise and Air Quality

Notwithstanding construction impacts, representations raise concern regarding
potential noise and air quality impacts from the operation of the development.

Concerns that the reduction in green space and loss of trees would reduce air quality.

Concerns that the Show Court may be used for an alternative purpose such as
concerts with associated noise impact.

Concerns that the closure of Church Road during The Championships would worsen
air pollution because of additional road traffic in the area caused by re-routed journeys.

Outline planning permission

Representations raise concerns that the planning application has been submitted in
outline. There is concern outline permission provides insufficient detail for full
assessment.

Concerns regarding lack of clarity of the Parkland Show Court design.

Concerns it is difficult to judge the architecture of the proposal as ‘world class’ given
the Show Court is submitted in outline.

Concerns that once outline permission is given, the clubs incentive to fulfil its
environmental obligations begins to fall away.

Concern the outline application is contrary to Local Plan policy relating to Conservation
Areas.

Parkland Show Court

Representations raise concern that scale, size, form and design of the Parkland Show
Court would have a harmful impact on MOL, Open Space, heritage assets, views and
visual amenity of the local area.

Concerns rendered drawings and CGI of the proposed stadium show a favourably
large green area with parkland paths and planting but the reality would be extensive
tarmacked areas across the site with extremely little parkland character.

Concerns the stadium will be unused for the majority of the year.

Concerns there is uncertainty as whether the Parkland Show Court would be used for
other uses.

Precedence

Representations raise concern that the proposed development will set precedent for
future additional development on the application site such as additional arenas.

Security

Concerns of increased anti-social behaviour from spectators and concern that the
number of spectators has been inaccurately calculated.

Concerns the proposed development would result in additional security measures
including high fences, security systems and guards on the Wimbledon Park golf course
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and that this information has not been provided within the application.

Concerns that fencing and security across the lake boardwalk has not been accounted
for in the application.

Suggestions

Representations received make numerous suggestions relating to the application
which are summarised below.

AELTC application should be resubmitted in a more coherent form given the
complexity of the application following amendments.

Development should be limited to areas opposite the AELTC Main Grounds on Church
Road away from residential areas.

Merton Council should carry out desilting works rather than AELTC which would be
served by a donation.

Construction of underpasses and/or bridges should be built to link the AELTC Main
Grounds and the application site to avoid closing Church Road.

Suggestion that the sport of tennis would be better served by the simple expedient of
AELTC sponsorship to renew public tennis courts up and down the country that have
fallen into disrepair.

The tennis courts in Wimbledon Park should be refurbished as part of the planning
application.

The ground maintenance hub should be relocated to the centre of the development
away from residential properties.

The councils should make approval of the development plans contingent on
unrestricted public access outside of “Wimbledon fortnight”. Ideally there would also be
some housing provision to tackle Wimbledon’s housing crisis.

If the 1993 covenant is dismissed, AELTC should be expected to pay the difference
between that which they originally paid for the land (with the covenant) and that which
they would have been required to pay had there been no covenant, together with
accrued interest over the intervening 30 years.

The number of courts should be reduced to 18 courts.
There should be no buildings on the site.

Temporary buildings should be made use of for The Championships and Qualifying
event. It's noted that other events such as Queens club have adopted temporary
infrastructure for their events.

To ensure that a site is not developed in perpetuity, the site should be designated as a
Town and Village Green, under the Commons Act (2006). Such a designation could be
made by the landowner (there is a specific provision under the Act), subject to the
AELTC having the right to hold tournaments and use grass courts, to develop the one
court it now proposes, and for there to be public access outside of tournament time.
This designation would help ensure that any major development would be limited to
what is undertaken now. The AELTC could also provide an ongoing commitment to
maintain the site, presumably as part of any planning permission to build the one show
court.

The lake should be cleaned so that people can swim there in the summers (like the
Swedish lakes or even other parts of North London).
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AELTC should provide local residents with discounted tickets to The Championships
and use of all the additional courts.

AELTC should resurface and convert the concrete tennis courts in Wimbledon Park to
basketball courts.

AELTC should prioritise local young people for jobs at AELTC Championships.

The playground in Wimbledon Park should be enlarged and athletics track enhanced.
The size of the Parkland Show Court should be substantially reduced.

The Parkland Show Court should be located on the AELTC Main Grounds.

There should be fewer outside/practice courts.

There should be a legal agreement precluding any more development on the golf
course or on lands currently belonging to The Wimbledon Club or any of the 38 grass
courts.

There should be a legally binding commitment to safeguard public access to lake
boardwalk and linear park in perpetuity.

Desilting of the lake should be conducted in such a way that avoids closure of the lake.
Pathways throughout the site should be constructed in a natural porous substance.
Phasing should ensure that the public park and lake elements are delivered first.

The Wimbledon Park side of the lake should not be used for equipment or construction
of buildings.

Local residents should be given permanent access to the new park as compensation.
Local residents should have a priority ticket purchase system.

There should be better facilities within the proposed linear park e.g. toilets benches,
drinking water fountains.

There should be a levy on revenue secured via the S.106 so the local authority can be
compensated.

AELTC should assist with costs to open the lake for swimming year-round.
There should be a Community Liaison Officer to deal with issues affecting residents.
AELTC should invest in an aerobic composting system for food waste.

AELTC should consider building a new qualifying hub in an area well away from
London which needs levelling up.

AELTC should adopt temporary infrastructure akin to Chelsea and the RHS Hampton
Court Flower Shows, The Open, Glastonbury and Henley.

Church Road should remain a public highway.
Temporary bridges should be installed over Church Road, instead of closing the road.

Visitor access should be provided via the servicing tunnel (or another dedicated
tunnel) instead of closing Church Road.

Assurances should be made that the Church Road closure is only during The
Championships.
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4.5.215 AELTC should develop their Roehampton site or another site further away, which
would not involve such long-term construction disruption and development in a
residential area including the destruction of green space and mature trees.

4.5.216 Vehicles attending should be banned and only arrival by public transport allowed
during the tournament.

45217 Any development must have explicit measures and resources accompanied by
skilling/reskilling the disadvantaged and vulnerable persons in Merton to fill gaps in key
sectors/services.

4.5.218 Development should give priority to local businesses and assist local business secure

bids through capacity building and empowerment.

4.5.219 Development should demonstrate benefits are secured by individuals from the local
community through direct involvement in the construction phase.

4.5.220 Development should ensure the poor, disadvantaged and marginalised sections of
Merton society are the winners from the development and report achievements made
for 10 years after construction.

4.5.221 There should be a commitment by AELTC to utilise a percentage of its annual income
for the sustainable development of the under-developed areas of Merton — as part of a
local levelling up agenda.

4.5.222 There should be a commitment to contribute to national and local climate change
strategy and action plan through active engagement with relevant stakeholders.

4.5.223 The development should ensure the safety and security of women and young persons.

4.5.224 Suggestion to allow community players on the court after the tournament.

4.5.225 With regard to construction, it was suggested that at a minimum the AELTC must send

local residents details of what will occur when and indemnify for the cracks and
damage will occur to residential properties.

4.5.226 There should be a restriction on traffic entering Bathgate Road.

4.5.227 Land available for public use should be a permanent requirement alongside
maintaining the quality of the land.

4.5.228 There should be investment from AELTC directly promoting equality in tennis to
minorities of all backgrounds and disadvantaged adults/children.

4.5.229 AELTC should procure an independent consultancy to summarise the extensive
documents into a smaller guide for residents.

4.5.230 Conditions should include further active consultation with residents on the construction
logistics plan.

45231 A condition should ensure the site is not used for any other events except the tennis
tournament.

45.232 A bike lane could be included along Church Road.

4.5.233 AELTC should commit to helping/funding local schools’ golf schemes.

45.234 AELTC should contribute to the redevelopment of the athletics track in Wimbledon
Park

4.5.235 The Show Court should be built on the existing grounds.
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There should be a substantially scaled-back scheme which the community can
support.

Instead of closing Church Road, the AELTC should build a series of underpasses to
link the two sites.

The Central Maintenance Hub should be better placed closer to the Applicant’s
existing grounds and further from housing.

Suggestion that investment should be made in sporting and toilet facilities in all of
Merton’s parks.

Suggestion that AELTC should relinquish rights ownership over new park and give the
land to the community in perpetuity.

Merton should be insisting that AELTC use their profits to install solar panels and air
sourced heat pumps, and introduce other carbon-reducing measures, in all their
existing buildings before any new development takes place.

Suggestion that court 2 or 3 could be redeveloped instead of the Show Court.

AELTC should increase the size of the proposed public park replacing some of the
proposed tennis courts, and access to this park should be guaranteed in perpetuity,
not simply on a permissive basis as proposed.

Suggestion that no lorries or vans to or from AELTC site should be permitted between
0700 and 2000.

Suggestion that construction work should be limited to weekdays 0700 to 1800.

Any additional telecommunications masts shall be sited the farthest distance possible
from houses and flats that overlook the park.

The AELTC should pay for all the cost for additional utilities caused to be needed by
this application, including water, sewage, electricity, telecommunications and gas.

The park which is the subject of this application is an annual stopping off point for rest
and recuperation by migrating Canada geese. Permission granted should include
provision for the continuation of this amenity as approved by the RSPB.

Suggestion that trees opposite Rectory Orchard should be deciduous, of a species that
grows no higher than twelve meters and the distance between the trunks should not be
less than twice the diameter of the maximum size of the fully grown crown.

It should be a condition of the grant of planning permission that the AELTC pay Merton
to repair of all roads feeding the construction site to the highest standard usually
applied by Merton within two years of the construction works.

Any school within a seven-mile radius of the application site should have access to all
38 permitted courts at a fifty percent discount on published rates on weekdays for
forty-six weeks of the year.

The AELTC should subsidise the cost of operating the 493 bus service. AELTC should
pay for the installation of a sufficient number of charging points for electric cars in and
around the permitted site.

AELTC should pay for sufficient bicycle racks in and around the permitted site.

AELTC should offer free tickets to the grounds during The Championships to pupils
from each local school within a seven-mile radius of the site.

AELTC should make a substantial contribution to improvement of the facilities at the
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Athletics stadium in the park, including better integration of the stadium facilities with
the role of the AELTC in the proposed application.

AELTC should increase the cost of debentures even further so people/corporates who
can already afford a debenture just pay some more.

AELTC should instead play the qualifiers on the outside courts especially courts 4 to
17 which get little use in The Championships other than for doubles, the juniors and
some veterans doubles.

The proposed development could adopt a compact alternative layout on the northern
section of the former golf course which would provide courts orientated NNE/SSW.

There should be a legally binding commitment that the AELTC will not submit further
planning applications (i.e. scope creep) on currently owned land, nor on land
potentially owned in the future (e.g. The Wimbledon Club).

Improved public facilities within the proposed linear park (e.g. sitting areas, lavatories
etc.).

The proposed boardwalk should be positioned around the lake and not encroach on
the lake, but to use land owned by AELTC, and for daily public access to the
boardwalk to be legally protected.

There should be no use of public areas in Wimbledon Park for parking and queuing
during the tennis championships.

Full detailed and precise information on the proposed public use for the 8,000 seat
show court and the 38 tennis courts should be provided.

Suggestion that all weather courts should be included in the proposals that can be
used all year round by the community free of charge.

Merton should consider securing the long-term future usability by the community of the
lake, athletics track and existing court facilities via considerable financial support.

Merton should consider ensuring that the expansion considers sustainable and active
travel all year round, but especially during The Championships (Wimbledon is often
even more overrun by SUVs and buses during that time, at least make them all
electric).

Merton should consider ensuring AELTC provides long term funding for the
maintenance and renewal of the new public spaces created so quality remains high
and the burden on the public purse low.

Suggestion to use the s106 agreement to fund retrofit of Merton's council housing
stock to improve insulation etc.

Desilting of the lake should be subject to a separate planning application.
The site area should be made over to a Trust so as to keep it under public control

The park should be independently operated or safeguarded by a community trust to
ensure full public access.

It is suggested that improvements to the Wimbledon Park playground should form part
of the proposed development.

Suggestion that buses should be used to transport people from the station.
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Ticket scheme

Concerns the proposed ticket scheme comprising 500 tickets does not suitably
compensate for the impact of the Show Court with year-round use.

Transport and Highway impact

Concerns regarding adverse impacts of construction traffic (noted in more detail above
under Construction Impacts).

Concerns regarding increased pressure on parking as result of the development.

Concerns regarding congestion on increased traffic congestion on local roads because
of an uplift in capacity with associated impacts on air quality and carbon emissions.

Concerns regarding the impact on public transport infrastructure such as additional
overcrowding. Reference is made to the impact of overcrowding at Southfields station.

Concerns there will be increase in gueues along Wimbledon Park Road and on Church
Road because of the uplift in tournament capacity.

Concerns there would be an increase in car use considering the use of taxis and park
and ride.

Concerns existing taxis/private hire cars use Calonne and Marryat Roads to wait with
their engines on which will be exacerbated.

Concerns of increased use of coaches and shuttles along Marryat Road.
Concerns the forecast number of visitors travelling by public transport are optimistic.

Concerns regarding adverse impacts from closing roads during the construction
period.

Concerns moving turnstiles north would increase congestion in Wandsworth.

Concerns the development would not work without the assumption AELTC can close
Church Road.

Concerns of increased pressure on public transport, in particular Southfields Station.

Concerns residents are blocked from using Southfields station because of the Church
Road closure.

Concerns that access to car parking from Home Park Road would have a negative
impact on the local highway.

Concerns local buses would be adversely impacted during the tournament period.

Concerns regarding the accuracy of analysis provided on increased traffic and noise
levels (section 7 and 9 of the ES). The proposal increases visitor numbers to the
tournament by over 30% and extends the length of the tournament by 50% without
providing any real clarity on how this increase in traffic will be managed or handled in a
carbon neutral way.

Concerns that claims related to more people using public transport and ‘park and ride’
are vague, and the gross impact of increased traffic on the road and its impact on all
residents is both understated and highly challengeable.

Concerns the transport argument is weakened the reliance on a ‘transport strategy to
2030’ that does not yet exist and must be fully qualified.
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Concerns the transport strategy alludes to additional events running throughout the
year, however no detail is provided, making the proposal more opaque.

Non-event related pedestrian and cycle numbers on Church Road increase
dramatically during the fortnight and the AELTC’s data on these numbers outside The
Championships is unrepresentative of the reality during the fortnight.

Question is raised as to whether AELTC would pay for resurfacing damaged roads.

Concerns regarding vans and lorries blocking Church Road outside AELTC Main
Grounds immediately prior and after The Championships but whenever works are
being undertaken at all times of the year.

Concerns regarding closure of Church Road and the inconvenience this will cause
including:

e Concerns regarding the inconvenience and disruption of diverting the 493/39 bus
route

e Concerns that the 2021 Church Road closure created access problems for visitors
of properties.

e Wil cut off access from Southfields to Wimbledon and vice versa, with no
alternative option provided.

e Concern that closing Church Road would lead to an overspill on surrounding roads
such as Queensmere, Somerset, Calonne, Marryat and Inner Park Roads.

e Concerns that the closure would prevent local residents renting out private car
parking for charity.

e The closure would lead to difficulty accessing local services e.g. local transport
nodes, shops and medical services

e Concerns regarding legality of closing Church Road
¢ Concerns regarding the knock-on effect of closing Bathgate Road

e Concerns that Church Road is an unreasonable land grab for which the main
justification is to allow ticket holders to move around the site freely.

e Concerns the closure would restrict access to visitors to homes impacted by
closure during The Championships.

e Concerns that AELTC are responsible for issuing permits to private individuals to
conduct their legal business within closed zone.

e Concern there is no precedent to allow private organisation to utilise public road for
exclusive commercial use.

e Concerns regarding suitable compensation for residents for closure.
e Questions of liability with regard use of public road during The Championships.

e Request for Merton to work with AELTC to finesse accreditation scheme for
vehicles.

e Concerns the forecasted times for alternative routes are underestimated and does
not take into account the topography of the land.
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e Concerns of poor previous communication carried out by AELTC in respect of
previous closures to Church Road.

e Concerns there is presumption in favour of closing Church Road for future
championships.

Trees

Representations received raise overarching concern regarding the loss of trees.

Concerns that there would be loss of younger trees that would be the mature and
veteran trees in the future.

Concerns that the replacement of younger trees would take many years to grow and
would not replace for the loss of mature trees.

Concerns loss of trees would have a detrimental impact on the landscape and
biodiversity and wildlife.

Concerns the felling of trees will release sequestered carbon.

Concerns regarding the supporting technical information in respect of trees, notably
concerns regarding the methodology adopted in the supporting tree information,

including the valuation of existing trees using BS 5837:2012 which focuses narrowly
on form and appearance rather than other forms of evaluation such CAVAT or i-tree.

An extensive representation relating to trees was received from a resident declaring to
have ecological expertise. NB this is considered in more detail further down this report.

Wimbledon Park

Concerns AELTC will continue to use Wimbledon public park for queuing and parking.
Public space should not be lost, now that AELTC has its own land for this.

Other

Overarching concerns the proposed development is contrary to the development plan.

Concerns that there isn’t a justified need for the development. Reference is made to
reduced visitor numbers to The Championships in 2022.

Concern there is a sense of entitlement and arrogance in the approach of the AELTC.
They believe the local Councils will do whatever they want; they believe the local
Councils will not enforce the legal covenants; and they make promises which local
residents find difficult to rely on.

Questions regarding the need for expansion given visitors to The Championships were
down in 2022.

Concerns that if it were proposed to move the national tennis centre to the site then
then it would be difficult for Merton to refuse.

Concerns that if the planning application was approved hen the Council will find any
future applications on this site difficult to resist.

Thoughts that there are less destructive alternative options to provide an enhanced
qualifying experience.

There is a lack of consideration of the use of other AELTC land and property in
servicing the needs of the tournament and its pre-qualifying events that would reduce
the pressure on those living in SW18 and SW19.
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Concerns AELTC are ‘railroading’ project without listening to residents.

Questions why land used for covered courts on Somerset Road wasn’t used for
Quialifying Event.

Concerns AELTC has been a poor community partner in recent years and failed to
work with residents.

Concern that the development would result in a drop in property values.

Concerns that residents are subject to cumulative adverse impacts as residents have
already endured recent multiyear developments from AELTC.

Concerns of decision makers taking bribes.

Concerns questioning the need for the Parkland Show Court and increased capacity.
Reference is made to roofs installed on Centre Court and Court One which now
ensures The Championships is completed on time no matter what the weather.

Concerns regarding a conflict of interest relating to the Council receiving
Championship tickets. Merton councillors should return all seats/tickets gifted by
AELTC as it is clearly a conflict of interest.

Concerns the development goes against previous Council and AELTC promises to
keep the land open and undeveloped.

Concern the development feels too exclusive.

Concerns the proposed development is motivated by greed, profit, and commercial
gain.

Concern that AELTC’s intention is to expand its membership.

Concerns that for the whole year it would turn Wimbledon Village into a vast tennis
complex surrounded by a bit of a village.

It is suggested Councillors should seek to preserve the golf course as a UNESCO
World Heritage site.

The plans submitted do not correspond with Land Registry title deed plans, and the
application did not identify owners of the land.

Concern that existing outside courts will be decommissioned and a new hotel or
hospitality area built on the existing site.

Concern regarding the complexity of the application and for the lay person to
understand the planning documents.

Concern that The Wimbledon Club would be inaccessible to members along Church
Road.

The existing Somerset Road AELTC development is in breach of planning conditions.
Request that the area adjacent to Oakfield flats is not used as a construction site
Concern about impact on Wimbledon Park fishing Club

Concern about impact on Wimbledon Park sailing Club

Notes that the decision should be taken at the National level to ensure impartiality in
the decision process.

Concerns that AELTC have long-term aspirations for building a shopping centre or
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hotel on the golf course.
Concerns the development would lead to further expansion.
Concerns the development would only benefit a small number of people.

A representation was received which contests ‘mythbusting report’ produced by
AELTC.

Concerns AELTC’s PR understates the impact of the proposals.

Questions as to whether the AELTC are permitted to circulate literature on the
proposed development prior to planning permission being obtained.

Concerns AELTC have been asking people to sign letters of support which should not
be taken into consideration.

Concern that the development will result in toxic chemicals sprayed on courts which
was observed in relation to existing practice courts alongside Bathgate Road and
Church Road.

Concerns the proposal would artificially inflate house prices in the area due to the
influx of visitors each year.

Summary of points of support from addresses exc. named
organisations

Below Officers provide a summary of points raised in letters of support received from
addresses excluding named organisations. The summary is split into various sub-
headings to help categorise key points of support.

Consultation

Complimentary to the consultation carried out by AELTC including the visual provided
by AELTC.

Design, townscape and landscape

Supportive of the positioning of the Show Court noting that it has been well located
away from residential properties.

Supportive of design of the Parkland Show Court complementing its organic design
and assimilation with the landscape.

Supportive of maintaining the parkland outlook for residents.

Ecology and biodiversity

Supportive that the development would improve wildlife and biodiversity in the area.
Heritage

Supportive of the design approach to restore the “Capability” Brown landscape.

Community access and public benefits

Supportive of the community and public benefits the proposal would provide, notably
the AELTC Parkland and lake enhancements to the community.

Supportive of the enhanced community facilities, such as the Golf Clubhouse access,
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7 grass tennis courts lighting that these would encourage more adults and juniors to
take up tennis.

Supportive of desilting the lake would beneficial and acknowledge this would be
provided at the cost of AELTC which might otherwise be unaffordable to the Council.

Reference is made to the limited public access of the golf course use.

Economic and employment benefits

Supportive of economic and employment benefits as a result of extending the
tournament period to 3 weeks. Reference is made to increased commercial benefits to
businesses at the local and London scale.

Maintaining Wimbledon as premier tennis tournament

Supportive that the proposed development would maintain Wimbledon as a premier
tennis tournament in the world

Other

The proposals would be an improvement to the previous use as a golf course.

Supportive of the principle of bringing the AELTC and Qualifying to one site and having
sufficient number of practice courts in proximity to competition courts.

The proposed development would be a better alternative to residential development
which would further clog up our transport networks, local amenities and natural
environment.

One representation notes that local area needs to endorse this opportunity, embrace
progress and the wake up to the public benefits it will bring to the area.

Concerns regarding ‘false information’ raised by local groups.

Concerns that opposition groups do not represent views of the local neighbourhood as
a whole.

Objecting Petition by ‘Save Wimbledon Park’

Lead by Save Wimbledon Park, a Change.org petition was submitted to the Council
carrying 12,976 signatures. The petition objects to the proposed development on the
grounds of:

e Unacceptable environmental impact relating to trees, carbon emissions and
ecological impact.

e Loss of trees
e Loss of open space

e The proposed development would breach 1993 covenants on the land due to the
Parkland Show Court and boardwalk.

e Impact of lakeside walkway on visual, ecological, and historical grounds.
¢ Negative impact of Church Road closure.

e The new AELTC Parkland will still belong to the AELTC. Public access to it and
the walk around the lake is “permissive”; it may be withdrawn as their commercial
priorities change.
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e Championship parking and the Queue will still be on public park land.

e The density of development is excessive taking into consideration the tournament
period.

Objecting Petition

A petition was submitted by a resident of London Borough of Wandsworth carrying
2046 signatures. The petition objects to the development on the following grounds:

e The application should not be allowed since it includes an assumption of the
continued use of the public area of Wimbledon Park for private purposes during the
championships.

Supporting letters submitted by AELTC

A total of 1479 letters of support submitted by consultation firm ‘Your Shout’ on behalf
of AELTC. This figure comprises 1298 households as some households submitted
more than 1 letter of support. The letters submitted followed a standard template
indicating support for the development for the following reasons:

¢ Maintaining The Championships as the world’s best tennis tournament and one of
the most cherished sporting events globally.

¢ Bringing the Qualifying tournament to SW19 increasing the opportunity for people
to watch tennis and be inspired to play.

e Access to local community to 7 new grass courts after The Championships each
year.

e Opportunity for residents of Merton and Wandsworth to purchase tickets for the
new Parkland Show court each day it is in use during the tournament.

e Commitment to reduce traffic and tournament parking.

e A new 23-acre public park for use by all local community all year round, opening up
land which has been inaccessible to the public for over 100 years.

o A new walk right around the Wimbledon Park Lake, heritage and ecology trails,
wider community and educational uses within the former Golf Clubhouse

o The implementation of heritage-led improvements to the site and neighbouring
Wimbledon Park.

e Arange of ecological and biodiversity enhancements to the site most notably the
planting of 1500 new trees and desilting the lake.

e Hundreds of new jobs will be created, and the project will add £55 million to the UK
economy.

The template also allowed for additional comments. These were generally brief
highlighting benefits of the proposals and reflected the general sentiment of the main
letter.

MP Responses

Siobhan McDonagh MP dated 28.07.21

The response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

Page | 69
Chapter 4: Qaggaii@ g


https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_MP%20Siobhain%20McDonagh_28.07.2021.pdf

4.5.371

4.5.372

4.5.373

4.5.374

4.5.375

4 Consultation

Request ensuring that a resident’'s comments on the application were taken into
consideration.

Comments raised concerns regarding the loss of the historic park and conservation
area.

Concern that the large structures associated with the development would be a blight
on the environment and would be empty for the whole year.

Additional concern raised that the space would be used for further events in the 11
months that the championship is not on.

Fleur Anderson MP dated 22.09.2021 and 29.07.2021

Two letters of objection were received available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via link (1) and link (2). The objections raised following concerns:

e Concerns the proposed Show Court would be inappropriate development in MOL.

e Concern there is no justified need for the development given the existence the
existence of adequate facilities at Roehampton and Wimbledon.

e Concern there is no need for 39 practice courts.

e Concerns of a disproportional impact on local residents, especially considering
lengthy construction period.

e Concerns the development would exacerbate poor air quality during the
construction period and during tournaments with the closure of Church Road.

e Concerns there would be no guarantee the proposal would secure the new
community centre and access to the parkland in the future.

e Concerns development would undermine Climate Emergency strategies employed
by both Wandsworth and Merton.

e |tis over-development in a relatively small residential site which will cause
disproportionate environmental damage and disruption to residents across
Wandsworth and Merton.

e |t has very substantial local opposition.

e |tis development on Metropolitan Open Land which will stop public access to most
of the site, give limited access to the Park area of the site which is closed for 5
summer months a year.

¢ Inreturn for this land grab of a public green space, the offer is that some of the
land becomes part of Wimbledon Park. But there is not guarantee that the new
Wimbledon Park area of the site will not be developed in the future as it is being
retained by AELTC instead of handed over to public use.

e The proposal tips the balance and is all in favour of more profit for AELTC and the
expense of the local community and our green spaces.

e Concerns regarding scale and form of Parkland Show Court

e Concerns the Show Court runs contrary to a Climate Emergency

e Concerns regarding biodiversity and environmental impacts

e Concerns regarding lack of clarity for the proposed community benefits
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e Concerns regarding construction traffic and impact on air quality
e Concerns regarding adverse impacts of Church Road closure
e Concerns that car parking would be retained on Wimbledon Park.

Stephen Hammond MP

Officers acknowledge that Stephen Hammond, MP for Wimbledon objects to the
planning application. Whilst a response has not been received directly from Mr
Hammond, the LPA were copied into responses from Mr Hammond to those objecting
to the proposal indicating the Mr Hammond agreed with points raised in those
objections.

Merton Councillor Responses

Councillor Andrew Howard and Councillor Thomas Barlow dated 27.08.22

A joint request was received to extend the deadline of the first consultation. The
response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer vis this link.

Councillor Jil Hall dated 03.04.2023

Councillor Jill Hall objects to the proposed development. No detailed reasons are
provided. The response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer vis this
link.

Councillor Samantha MacArthur (on behalf of Councillor Jil Hall and Councillor
Tony Reiss) dated 14.08.2022

Councillor Samantha MacArthur objects to the proposal. The response is available to
view on the Merton Planning Explorer vis this link. The following points are raised.

The May submission has not substantially changed the plans from the original
submission.

Objections raised in the submissions by the Wimbledon Society, the “Capability”
Brown Society and the Friends of Wimbledon Park are supported.

The are no Very Special Circumstances in this instance due harm to the MOL and
potential harms to the biodiversity of the area, loss of green space and felling of
mature trees.

AELTC’s claim that there is a pressing need for the development and that it cannot
take place elsewhere is contested. Further it is contested that the scale of the
development is disproportionate to any need.

If there is a need there are other options for expansion which should be considered
before MOL is built upon. Alternatives have not been given due consideration.

Concerns that the park is permissive and therefore does not guarantee access to the
park.

Concerns the maintenance hub will reduce the land available to use by the public in
the park.

Concerns the proposed development would negatively impact climate change.

Concerns the proposal would result in the removal of mature trees for which
replacements do not make up for.
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Concerns biodiversity net has been challenged by expert analysis.

Concerns regarding potential traffic movement for 7 years which is incompatible with
emergency climate change.

Notes the application should be rejected.
Councillor Andrew Howard dated 30.09.2021

Cllr Andrew Howard objects to the proposed development. The response is available
to view on the Merton Planning Explorer vis this link.

Notes that on paper there are elements of the proposal that - with adjustment - all
might accept if irreversible legally enforceable undertakings are given with respect to
the associated community benefits.

Concerns the covenant restricts the Applicant from excluding significant parts of the
proposed development on MOL.

Advises the Council, should they consider releasing the covenant’ to have careful
consultation with their legal advisers and with key stakeholders within and beyond the
community. Under no circumstances should the Council place itself at risk of being in
breach of the law, or to be seen to have abused its position as trustee and to have
ridden roughshod over the concerns of the residents it exists to serve.

Responses received from named organisations

Bathgate Road Residents Association dated 03.10.2022

One response was received from the Bathgate Road Residents’ Association available
to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. The response objects to the
proposed development raising the following concerns.

Proposals contrary to policies relation to nature conservation, Metropolitan Open Land,
and retention of greenspace. Sequential testing should be undertaken in relation to
alternative locations more appropriate for this use.

Concern specifically to the Parkland Show Court and its justification. It's suggested
that the Show Court be placed on the Main Grounds.

Concerns regarding the scale, form of the Show Court. Concerns that it would be
empty for most of the year and that full design and layout details have not been
provided.

Concerns of environmental impact. Development will threaten priority habitats.
Biodiversity Net Gain challenged by expert analysis.

Concerns of removal of mature trees and younger trees
Concerns of impact on heritage i.e. Grade Il Registered Park and Garden

Concerns that the AELTC Parkland would contain the Central Maintenance Hub and
that the park and that the boardwalk is permissive at risk of being withdrawn should
commercial priorities change.

Belvedere Estates Resident’s Association (BERA) dated 27.01.2021, 28.09.2021,
11.07.2022, 28.07.2022 and 16.04.2023

Five responses from the Belvedere Estate Resident’s Association are available to view
on the Merton Planning Explorer via these links - link (1), link (2), link (3), link (4) and
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link (5).

4.5.405 The responses object to the proposed development and raise the following concerns.

4.5.406 Concern the development would be ‘inappropriate’ in MOL and open green space.

4.5.407 Concerns the proposal would harm the historic landscape, notably the significance of
the Grade Il Registered Park and Garden, Conservation Area and “Capability” Brown'’s
design.

4.5.408 Concern regarding the environmental impact, including the loss of mature which would
conflict with biodiversity policies.

4.5.409 Concern regarding the use of hard paving and foundations across a green space.

4.5.410 General concern that the scheme represents and overdevelopment of the site.

45.411 Concerns the development would be in breach of the 1993 covenant imposed on
application site land which prevents building on the land.

45412 Concern that the new public park access is only permissive, and the community
benefits of the scheme are not clear.

4.5.413 Concern that the community benefits are not clear and enforceable under planning.

45.414 Concern that there is not an identified need for a development of this scale.

4.5.415 Concern is raised that the circular walk or boardwalk should not be considered a public

benefit, as well as wider concerns that the boardwalk around the lake is not being
delivered as required by the 1993 covenant.

4.5.416 The separate objection received directly from the Chair of BERA highlights a traffic
related incident during the 2021 Wimbledon Championships in the Wimbledon Village
area.

Capability Brown Society (CBS) dated 30.09.2021, 01.11.2021, 18.11.2021
25.11.2021, 14.04.2022, 14.04.2022, 13.07.2022, 12.09.2023 and 10.10.2023

4.5.417 Nine responses from the Capability Brown Society were received by the Council. All
responses object to the proposed development.

4.5.418 CBS first response dated 30.09.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The response raises the following points of concern:

4.5.419 Concern that the EIA does not address reasonable alternative layouts or locations.

4.5.420 Concerns that the application does not comply with national, regional, and local

planning policy relating to MOL and the harm to openness has not been justified
through very special circumstances. Additional harm to openness is caused by the
show court and ancillary buildings and outside courts.

45421 Concern regarding the inadequacies of the economic statement.

4.5.422 Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land which prevents building on the land.

4.5.423 Concern regarding the harm to the heritage “Capability” Brown landscape particularly
the lake, the boardwalk, critical views across the park including the location of the
maintenance hub, courts are out of character with the parkland, new pathways reduce
areas of green parkland and openness, removal of veteran trees, acid soil and the use
of the park as a car park.
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Concern regarding the use of the public park as a car park.
Concern relating to the loss of biodiversity.
Concern that the public section of the park is only ‘permissive’ access.

Concern that there is a lack of detail in the submission documents relating to desilting
of the lake.

An additional response on 01.11.2021 outlines a suggested land swap with The
Wimbledon Club and presents alternative masterplans for the site. This document is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 18.11.2021 responds to a mythbusting report produced
by AELTC. This document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this
link.

An additional response dated 25.11.2021 includes a letter dated 22.11.2021 from the
Chairman of AELTC to the CBS and a letter dated 24.11.2021 from the CBS to
AELTC. This document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this
link.

An additional response dated 14.04.2022 includes conversations made on a site visit
on 28™ March 2022 and additional response from Dave Dawson. This document is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional letter dated 14.04.2022 includes a response sent to Wandsworth
Borough Council case officer Ben Hayter. This document is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 13.07.2022 includes comments relating to the AELTCs
statement on community benefit. Concerns are raised in relation to the social and
economic benefits, maintaining the global appeal of The Championships, the new
park, the boardwalk, heritage enhancements, the Golf Clubhouse, community access
to grass courts, tours of the site, parkland show court tickets, Wimbledon Park heritage
improvement fund, sustainable transport and S106 agreement. This document is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 12.09.2023 was received in support of the submissions
made by the Wimbledon Park Resident’s Association. The response provides
commentary in relation to legal opinions provided by AELTC regarding the status of
the land, i.e. whether the Golf Course may be considered in public trust. This
document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response was received dated 10.10.2023. The response does not object
to the planning application directly but sets out a legal argument in requesting the
London Borough of Merton enforce the covenant between AELTG and London
Borough of Merton in respect of the freehold land formerly used by The Wimbledon
Park Golf Club (‘WPGC’). The response is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link.

The Countryside Charity (CPRE) dated on 01.10.2021

A response from CPRE (The Countryside Charity) is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

The development is inappropriate on MOL and harms the openness of the site.
Concerns that very special circumstances have not been demonstrated.

Concern relating to the harm to the surrounding heritage assets, specifically the impact
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on the Grade II* registered park and views.

The development provides very little public benefit and restricts public access to the
park.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

Edge Hill Area Residents Association (EHARA) dated 21.09.2021 and 18.07.2022

Two responses from Edge Hill Residents Association are available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). It objects to the proposal and
raises the following concerns:

Concerns the development would be in breach of the 1993 covenant imposed on
application site land.

Concern at the overall lack of community benefit from the scheme including the
‘permissive’ park access.

Surrounding viewpoints will be ruined by the stadium.

Environmental concerns including the felling of mature trees, use of concrete and risk
of flooding as a result of the development.

Concern regarding the vandalism of the historic park and MOL.
Concern regarding the use of public land for the queue and parking.

Additional concerns that amendments to the plans were not clear and difficult for
residents to understand.

Friends of Wimbledon Town Centre received dated 21.09.2021 and 26.07.2022

Two responses from Friends of Wimbledon Town Centre are available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). It objects to the proposal on
the following grounds:

Concern regarding the inappropriate use of MOL and the impact on the Grade II*
registered park and conservation area.

Concern regarding the impact on the historic “Capability” Brown landscape.
Concern regarding the overall scale of the development including number of courts.
Concern regarding use of concrete, impact on environment and threat to biodiversity.

Concern regarding additional noise pollution from construction and the level of
excavation required during construction.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

Concern that the public park will continue to be used for car/vehicles/The Queue and
servicing. Also concern that park access is only ‘permissive’ and could be revoked.

The Applicant should offer more public benefits to mitigate the impact of the
development on local people/the park.

Concern reading the loss of mature trees for biodiversity.
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Friends of Wimbledon Park dated 30.09.2021, 13.01.2022, 27.01.2022, 21.04.2022,
11.07.2022, and 12.01.2023.

4.5.459 Six responses were received from Friends of Wimbledon Town Centre. They object to
the proposed development.

4.5.460 Their first response dated 30.09.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The response raises the following concerns:

4.5.461 Concern regarding overdevelopment (including no. of courts and scale of
development) of the heritage assets and open space including MOL, Grade II*
registered park, conservation area and “Capability” Brown Landscape.

4.5.462 Concern relating to the impact of show court on openness and lack of detail in outline
application.

4.5.463 Concern regarding the use of concrete and its impact on ecology and biodiversity.

4.5.464 Concern regarding additional traffic and disruption to local areas through construction
works.

4.5.465 Concern relating to the felling of trees.

4.5.466 The boardwalk has already been committed to and should not be viewed as a benefit
of the scheme.

4.5.467 Concern regarding the process of de-silting and suggestion that sediment should be
taken off site.

4.5.468 The increased capacity of the event will add pressure to local areas and additional
disturbance.

4.5.469 Concern regarding the closure of Church Road.

4.5.470 Concern that the public park will continue to be used for car parking/vehicles.

45.471 Concern relating to the ‘permissive’ public access for the park and overall lack of

community benefits.

4.5.472 An additional objection and request made in a response dated 13.01.2022 for the lake
de-silting works to be refused and a separate planning application made, alongside
concerns regarding the de-silting process. The full response is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

4.5.473 An additional objection comments in a response dated 27.01.2022 relating to car
parking and the inappropriate use of a Grade II* listed public park for parking. The use
as a car park is also contrary to local and regional planning policy. The full response is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

45.474 An additional objection dated 21.04.2022 includes an in depth analysis of the
Environmental Impact Assessment. Further comments suggest a more holistic
approach to development should be taken, including co-ordination of owners,
comments also note concern that no alternative site options have been put forward,
other participating sports have not been considered and community benefits have not
been explored. The full response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer
via this link.

4.5.475 An additional objection dated 11.07.2022 raised further comments relating to land
swaps with The Wimbledon Club, the desilting of the lake, the covenant which restricts
development on the site, proposal for a 4.5ha nature reserve, security fencing, car

Page | 76
ChapterPQg@uS@on g


https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Friends%20of%20Wimbledon%20Park_30.09.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Friends%20of%20Wimbledon%20Park_13.01.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Friends%20of%20Wimbledon%20Park_27.01.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Friends%20of%20Wimbledon%20Park_21.04.2022.pdf

4.5.476

45477

4.5.478

4.5.479

4.5.480

4.5.481
4.5.482
4.5.483

4.5.484

4.5.485
4.5.486

4.5.487

4.5.488

4.5.489
4.5.490

4.5.491

4 Consultation

parking, suggestion of a park and ride system and concern around the closure of junior
golf programme. The full response is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link.

An additional objection dated 12.01.2023 and raises further comments relating to the
volume of documents submitted, the covenant, harm to the landscape and length of
time to complete, very special circumstances are not well founded, biodiversity studies
are inadequate and incorrect, concern regarding use of acid soil, the loss of mature
trees and carbon removal, an alternative lake vision proposed, desilting should be its
own planning application, failure to recognise needs of other sports and no alternatives
have been considered. The full response is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link.

Gardens Residents Association dated 08.09.2021

A response dated 08.09.2021 from Gardens Residents Association is available to view
on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. They object to the proposed
development noting the following concerns:

Concern that the scale of the development and concrete used will be harmful to trees,
heritage and landscape, introducing significant pollution, noise, light and carbon
emissions.

Concern regarding the inappropriate use of MOL and the impact on the Grade II*
registered park/ “Capability” Brown Landscape.

Concern that the Show Court will be detrimental to surrounding views and the historic
landscape.

Concern regarding the use of the public park for car parking
Concern regarding the closure of Church Road.

Concern that the ‘permissive access’ can be removed, and the wider community
benefits are vague.

John Innes Society dated 27.09.2021

A response from John Innes Society is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

The proposal is not compliant with policies relating to heritage assets or MOL.

The extent of the development including Show Court player hubs and maintenance
buildings, is too large.

Kingsridge Residents Association dated 30.09.2021

One response from Kingsridge Residents Association is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following
grounds.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

Concern regarding the removal of the historic open space and MOL land.

Concern regarding the environmental impact including loss of trees and natural
habitats.

Concern relating to the permissive park access.
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Concern that the boardwalk is visually unacceptable and would cause impact on
ecological and historical grounds.

Concern regarding the closure of Church Road.
Concern regarding construction period.
Concern regarding the use of public land for the queue and parking.

Lawn Tennis Association (LTA) dated 26.09.2022

One response from the LTA is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via
this link. The letter of support raises the following main points:

The AELTC makes a significant and valuable contribution to British tennis through the
surplus allocated to the LTA each year, which is based directly on the financial
success of The Championships, Wimbledon. The surplus provides crucial support to
the LTA’s vision to make tennis relevant, accessible, welcoming and enjoyable for all,
and helps to develop tennis in Britain, from grassroots participation through to the
professional levels of the sport.

The project proposals will allow the AELTC to take the steps necessary to safeguard
the future of The Championships, by moving the Qualifying event on-site and
improving the player and practice facilities, to ensure they keep pace with the
standards expected from a Grand Slam tournament. An increase in capacity, brought
about by showcasing The Championships and Qualifying matches across a wider site,
will allow even more tennis fans to enjoy this world-class event, and we hope, inspire
the stars of tomorrow to pick up a racket.

There will be community benefits from the scheme, including new courts, a new public
park and a boardwalk around the lake.

The proposed Wimbledon Park Project will play a vital role in ensuring The
Championships retains its place at the pinnacle of the sport, and in turn, the future
success of tennis in the UK through its support for the LTA in the years to come.

London Wildlife Trust received dated 16.02.2022, 16.11.2022 and 06.04.2023

Three responses from the London Wildlife Trust in support of the proposed
development.

The responses dated 16.02.22 and 16.11.2022 are available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2) supporting the proposal on the
following grounds.

The proposed layout of the courts and management of spaces between the courts
would result in a greater extent of semi natural habitat that could be created, compared
to the existing golf course.

New courts would only occupy half the space that the golf course took up which would
also allow for additional habitat creation.

Support for the provision of new entrances, walking loops and boardwalk within
Wimbledon Park and increasing access to nature.

Support for enhancement of the lake and desilting.
The updated proposal enhances the net gain for biodiversity using DEFRAs method.

An additional response on the 06.04.2023 provides additional justification on the above
comments. The document outlines the overall biodiversity net gain of the site and
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states that the Trust consider the project will benefit wildlife and people’s access to
significantly more natural, ecologically richer greenspace compared to the current base
line situation. As such, the biodiversity plans and enhancements contained within the
scheme have their support. The full response is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link.

Merton Cycling Campaign dated 12.01.2021

4.5.509 A response from Merton Cycling Campaign is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

4.5.510 Comments relate to the overall cycle accessibility of the site, noting that providing
additional cycle parking on site is not a substitute for improving overall accessibility to
and from the site.

45511 The current cycle proposals are not acceptable as the closures to Church Road, Home
Park Road and the new Wimbledon Park path restrict cyclists from using these.

45.512 The Applicant should look to improve area wide cycling provision in conjunction with
the local authority and TfL.

Merton Friends of the Earth dated 29.09.21 and 11.08.2021

4.5.513 Two responses were received from Merton Friends of the Earth is available to view on
the Merton Planning Explorer via this link(1) and this link (2). It objects to the proposal
on the following grounds:

45514 Concerns regarding concreting over of large area of need green space.

45515 Concerns of expanding car parking spaces.

45516 Concerns regarding removal of mature trees — replacement saplings would not have
the same capacity to remove carbon dioxide.

45517 Concerns of congestion, disruption, air and noise pollution from the construction.

45518 Concerns the proposal would set precedent for development on MOL.

45519 Increasing championship side would increase the carbon emissions which would be

incompatible with the Council’s commitment to achieve net zero by 2050 and the
climate emergency.

4.5.520 The proposed amendments to the application do not make material change to the
project.
45521 Concerns of loss of concreting over green space and the scale and form of the

proposed Show court.

Merton Green Party dated 10.11.2021

45522 A response from Merton Green Party is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

Concern regarding the inappropriate use of MOL and the impact on the Grade I1*
registered park/“Capability” Brown Landscape.

45523 Concerns that the application does not comply with national, regional and local
planning policy.
4.5.524 The nature of an outline application in a Conservation Area is unacceptable.
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4.5.525 Concerns relating to noise, pollution levels and traffic disruption as a result of
construction period.

4.5.526 Concern relating to carbon emissions during the build phase and the significant loss of
mature trees. Concern regarding overall environmental degradation including loss of
habitats.

4.5.527 Concern that the claims within the application documents relating to ‘net zero’ and ‘net

gain’ biodiversity, are not well founded or supported.

Merton Residents Transport Group dated 01.10.2021

4.5.528 A response from Merton Residents Transport Group is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link. Comments raised highlight the following:

4.5.529 Welcome the reduction in parking during The Championships and the new pedestrian
route between Church Road and Wimbledon Park, through the parkland.

4.5.530 It is recommended that cycle access is provided through the AELTC Parkland.

45531 The pedestrian route through the parkland should be open in line with the hours of
Wimbledon Park.

45532 Increase in cycle parking provision in the AELTC Parkland should be provided.

4.5.533 Funding should be secured and used for a new zebra crossing over Church Road at
the southern tip.

4.5.534 The travel plan should set better aspirations on employees cycling to work.

4.5.535 The travel plan should ensure more visibility of active travel options when visiting the

Championships, including online and on-site maps/signage.
4.5.536 Secure cycle parking on site should be provided and include e-bike provision.

Northwest Wimbledon Residents Association dated 09.09.2021

4.5.537 A response from Northwest Wimbledon Residents Association is available to view on
the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following
grounds:

4.5.538 Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

4.5.539 Concern relating to visual impact of show court on surrounding heritage assets and on
the MOL.

4.5.540 Concern relating to the historic setting of the development, specifically the impact on

the Grade II* registered park/MOL and conservation areas.
Parkside Residents Association (PRA) dated 25.08.2021, 29.09.2021, 09.03.2022,
09.08.2022 and 20.02.2023

45541 Five responses from Parkside Residents Association. They object to the proposed
development.

4.5.542 PRA'’s first response dated 25.08.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The following points are raised.

4.5.543 Initial concerns that the consultation period for the application was too short and
several documents were missing.
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An additional response dated 29.09.2021 provided the following objections:

Concerns that the application does not comply with national, regional and local
planning policy.

Concern relating to the historic setting of the development, specifically the impact on
the Grade II* registered park and “Capability” Brown landscape.

Concern regarding environmental impact of the development.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land and lack of transparency from AELTC.

Concern that community benefits, particularly the employment opportunities, sporting
benefits, parkland benefits and resident ticket ballots are not well justified. The full
response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 09.03.2022 raises concerns regarding the claimed ‘Very
Special Circumstances’ benefits, the economic impact, the lack of guarantee for
increased funding to the Wimbledon foundation, unquantified/unexplained community
benefits, permissive park access could be removed, and the lake boardwalk delivers
an existing obligation. There is an excessive number of new courts, the new land
should be used for the queue and car parking, not public land. Concern regarding the
closure of Church Road. Concern regarding impact on biodiversity, felling of trees, the
extent of excavation works and disputed urban greening assessment. Finally concerns
regarding development on MOL and that the covenant given in 1993 should prevent
development on the site. This is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via
this link.

An additional response dated 09.08.2022 provides additional objections. This is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the
proposal, raising concern that comments raised by the GLA have not been sufficiently
responded to and it also raised additional ecological concerns.

An additional response dated 20.02.2023 provides additional analysis of the
community benefits the scheme is proposing, in connection with the requirement to
provide very special circumstances. NB officers understand the date on the letter is
dated 2022 in error. The full response is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link.

St John’s Area Residents’ Association Received dated 07.02.2022

A response from the St John’s Area Residents’ Association is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the proposal on the following
grounds:

Concern regarding damage to the Grade II* listed Wimbledon Park landscape and to
protected views of St Marys Church.

Concern regarding loss of mature trees and nature/habitats.
The application on this site is in contravention of National Planning Policy framework

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land which prevents building on the land.

SAVE Britain’s Heritage Received dated 09.09.2021 and 19.08.2022

Two responses from SAVE Britain’s Heritage are available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). They object to the proposed
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development on the following grounds:

Concern relating to the historic setting of the development, specifically the impact on
the Grade II* registered park/MOL/“Capability” Brown landscape/conservation areas
and adjacent listed buildings. Harm to the above has also not been justified.

Additional concern relating to the impact of the show court on the MOL and park.
Sutherland Grove Conservation Area Resident’s Association dated 17.11.2021

A response from Sutherland Grove Conservation Area Resident’s Association is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the
proposal on the following grounds:

Concerns that the application does not comply with national, regional and local
planning policy.

Additional weeks of qualifying/additional spectators will disrupt local neighbourhoods.
Concerns about Carbon footprint, and the geological/topographical concerns.
Concerns about the removal of trees.

Concerns that the development is on MOL/Merton Local Plan is trying to redesignate
the land as brownfield.

Concerns about environmental sustainability/impact on biodiversity (including bats,
birds and marine life in the lake).

Concerns regarding Air Quality from transport and construction.

Concern over Church Road closure, specifically to cyclist and pedestrians.
Concern over design/visual impact of show court.

Concern over use of Wimbledon Park for parking and the queue.

Outline application is not appropriate for a CA.

Concern about potential pressures on LMB/LBW to approve the application.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

Swift Conservation dated 30.09.2021

A response from Swift Conservation is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. Comments raised highlight the following:

Recommendations in the Ecological Mitigation Strategy report should be conditioned
including detailed provision for swifts to be set out. Request that specific swift bricks
are installed near roof level.

Tree Warden Group Merton Received dated 01.10.2021, 15.08.2022 and
20.09.2022

Three responses from the Tree Warden Group Merton are available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1), this link (2) and link (3). They object to the
proposed development on the following grounds:

Concerns regarding the removal trees, particularly with regard to the climate crisis.

The arboricultural impact assessment is incomplete and does not correctly value the
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quality of all specimen trees or accurately assess the loss of tree canopy

The ecological benefits of the existing trees would be lost, and it would take a
significant time for new trees to re-provide this benefit.

Concerns of difficulty of establishing semi-mature trees and transplanted trees

Additional concerns relate to the harm to the listed landscape, the inappropriate use of
MOL, and the lack of benefits to the public.

It's suggested the Council commission a tree consultant to assess the loss of canopy
cover.

Third Party Ecologist (Dr D.G. Dawson) dated 22.09.2021, 30.12.2021, 22.02.2022,
22.02.22, 21.03.2022, 05.07.22, 20.09.2022 and 22.09.2022.

Eight responses were received from Dr D.G. Dawson, a local resident with ecological
knowledge. Many other representations refer to representations by Dr D.G Dawson
when referring to ecological matters. They object to the proposed development
principally on grounds of ecological impact. Further detail is provided below:

An initial response dated 22.09.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. It objects on the following grounds the claims for biodiversity net
gain are seriously faulted. The objection sets out reasons in detail for this including:

Insufficient data and surveying meaning that existing value of habitats is
underestimated.

The extent of a national priority habitat, Wood pasture and parkland, was grossly
underestimated. This is compounded by an under-valuing of the grassland component
of the priority habitat, which has potential as neutral (mesotrophic) grassland. he
supposed “gain” of acid grassland from this expensive substitution is very unlikely to
be achieved.

Wimbledon Park Lake was seriously undervalued because no recourse was had to the
findings of a five-year study of lake water quality and the habitat value of the lake.
Large areas of the lake shallows are proposed for disposal of sediment dredged from
the centre of the lake, dressed up as reedbed, and as a habitat gain. In fact, the lake is
a national priority habitat supporting a rich biota, including 8 species of bats that come
for the insect food emerging from the water, making the landscape one of the best for
bats in London. Replacement of a large area of this with reedbed is a net loss to
biodiversity.

Sediment excavated from the lakebed is proposed to be dumped around the edge of
the lake. This compromises water’s edge vegetation and a national priority habitat, wet
woodland.

Concerns surveys miss a large proportion of the species that breed, pass through on
migration or winter in the heritage landscape. This omission, too, introduces a fictional
“gain” when compared with a purely theoretical species composition in future.
Concerns many existing species will be harmed by the losses of trees and reduction in
the area of shallow eutrophic water and the food that thrives in and above the water.

The adverse effects of the proposed buildings, tennis courts and access paths are not
properly accounted for. Concerns are raised in respect of lighting, nutrient and
herbicide pollution and the time it will take for new trees to achieve replacement
quality.

An additional response dated 30.12.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
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Explorer via this link. The objection concerns specifically ‘the water quality and
biodiversity of Wimbledon Park Lake. The objection contests claims that the proposed
development would assist with removal of pollutants, flood control amenity and
biodiversity enhancement. The objection considers that sources of nutrient pollution
are not remedied in the AELTC panning application listing a number of reasons.
Particular concern is raised regarding the provision of reedbed noting that it would
replace wet woodland and open water resulting in a net loss of biodiversity. Concerns
there is a lack of detail with regard to sediment removal and that access to nature
would be better served by a walkway around the lake rather than a boardwalk.

4.5.593 Two additional responses dated 22.02.2022 are available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). The responses concern Urban
Greening Factor and the soils of Wimbledon Park. The Urban Greening Factor
calculation of 0.95 on the basis that the existing site has an UGF of 0.99 representing
a 4% loss in greening. Concerns are further raised that the UGF is calculated wrong
meaning that the UGF should be calculated as lower than stated and therefore
AELTC'’s planning proposal for the golf course and lake would cause substantial harm
to urban greening. Analysis is presented to argue that the predicted biodiversity net
gain from acid grassland and woodland creation would not eventuate. It considers that
proposed new habitats would be unnatural and difficult or impossible to establish and
would not constitute a net gain. The aims for habitat enhancement should be for
habitats of poorly drained, neutral to alkaline soils, for which there is good evidence.

4.5.594 Officers note an updated response concerning the soils of Wimbledon Park dated
21.03.2022 was submitted and available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via
this link which similarly objects to the proposal on basis that proposed habitats are not
appropriate with regard to soils on the site.

4.5.595 An additional response dated 05.07.2022 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The objection refers to May updates to the planning application
which the preferred method of sediment removal and the aims that led the All England
Club to propose a circular walkway within the lake. The objection raises concern
regarding lack of detail of lake desilting and sediment deposition. Concerns are raised
that the preferred method of desilting would result in nutrient pollution. Concern is
reiterated that reedbeds would harm biodiversity. Concern is raised the proposed quiet
zones would be subject to human disturbance preventing nature from flourishing. It's
considered that realistic alternatives to the boardwalk exist. Concerns the boardwalks
and reedbeds would harm views that survive from “Capability” Brown'’s design.
Concerns of lack of regulation of access and maintenance by AELTC in respect of the
boardwalk.

4.5.596 An additional response dated 20.09.2022 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The response focuses on issues relating to response from the
GLA. Concern is raised that the area of proposed AELTC Parkland is smaller than
stated given the presence of the nature reserve and the maintenance hub. Concern is
raised that the proposal wrongly addresses access to nature as the public park was
omitted from public park Greenspaces Green and Blue Infrastructure, Biodiversity and
Open Space Study. It's contested that the proposal would be of heritage benefit noting
that designed views would be harmed by boardwalks and reedbeds. Biodiversity Net
Gain is contested due to loss of habitat, desilting, and disturbance from lighting and
human disturbance. The GLAs acceptance of the public access to nature (via the
boardwalk) and Urban Greening Factor is contested.

4.5.597 An additional response dated 22.09.2022 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. The response focuses on trees and woodlands in the proposals.
The objection raises concerns regarding surveying, notably that 1000 trees were
missed from surveying and that not accounting for the harm to these trees contributes
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to the calculation of a fictional biodiversity net gain. Concerns that transplanting trees
would be difficult to implement. Concerns of the loss of dead wood and future
veterans. Concerns of loss of mature trees which would have a negative impact on
biodiversity, carbon. Concerns that new trees would not thrive compared to natural
seedlings and would take significant time to replace existing. Concerns views relating
to “Capability” Brown'’s landscape tradition are compromised by tree strategy.
Concerns the species proposed are native woodland failing to reflect the range
employed by Lancelot “Capability” Brown.

Queens Road Residents Group dated 24.09.2021, 08.03.2022 and 04.11.2022

Three responses from Queens Road Residents Group are available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1), this link (2) and this link (3). They object to
the proposed development on the following grounds:

Echoed the concerns raised by the Wimbledon Society

Concerns that the application is an inappropriate development on MOL, Grade II*
listed and historic “Capability” Brown land.

Concern that amendments were made during holidays to prevent objections being
made.

Concern regarding the loss of mature trees and the overall impact on the environment
which has not been justified.

Victoria Drive Conservation Area Residents Association dated 20.09.2021,
01.08.2022 and 12.12.2022.

Three responses from Victoria Drive Conservation Area Residents Association are
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1), this link (2) and this
link (3). They object to the proposed development on the following grounds:

Concern regarding the environmental impact including the use of concrete, additional
pollution, noise, light and the loss of mature trees.

The designation of MOL, Grade II* parkland and “Capability” Brown design should be
respected. The proposed show court would be detrimental to the character of the
historic setting and cause harm to surrounding views

Concern regarding the use of public land for the queue and parking
Concern regarding the closure of Church Road and diversion of 493 bus route

Concern regarding the ‘permissive’ access of the park. Suggestion that the park
should be managed by a community trust.

The community benefits are not clear and the boardwalk represents a previous
commitment already agreed to.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

Additional concerns that amendments to the plans were not clear and difficult for
residents to understand.

Wandsworth Society dated 28.09.21 and 12.04.2023

Two responses from the Wandsworth Society and are available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). They object to the proposed
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development on the following grounds:

4.5.613 Concerns regarding the site red line boundary being inaccurate.

4.5.614 Concerns that the new show court is contrary to borough plan policies regarding
conserving MOL and the height of the show court also.

4.5.615 The 38 new courts (and any associated fencing) are visually obtrusive to the open
parkland vistas.

4.5.616 Construction of the courts will adversely affect drainage and natural run off.

4.5.617 Concern regarding the overall loss of mature trees.

4.5.618 Concern regarding the additional usage of public transport and capacity of road traffic.

4.5.619 Concern that the courts will not be publicly accessible.

4.5.620 Other comments expressed concern at the lack of detail CGls of the new show court,

recommended that the boardwalk should be replaced with a graded pathway and that
a condition ensures the public land is accessible for future users.

4.5.621 The second response received raised concern specifically in relation to Carbon
emissions of the proposed development.

4.5.622 Concern is raised in respect of the Whole Life Carbon estimates and that elements
have been omitted from CO2 emissions e.g. biomass gains and losses.

4.5.623 It's stated there should be an independently appointed park planner that managed the
WPP domain v public park domain.

4.5.624 Concern that the Net Gain Assessment is complex and is difficult to trust without
independent review.

4.5.625 Concern is raised in respect of JAM comments on the application in terms of climate
change.

West Wimbledon Residents Association dated 22.09.2021 and 29.07.2022

4.5.626 Two responses from West Wimbledon Residents Association are available to view on
the Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). They object to the
proposed development on the following grounds:

4.5.627 Concern relating to visual impact of show court and outside courts on surrounding
heritage assets.

4.5.628 Concern regarding loss of mature trees and climate crisis.

4.5.629 The scheme represents an overdevelopment of the site.

4.5.630 Concern regarding overall environmental impact/use of concrete.

4.5.631 Concern regarding construction and transport impact over the build phase.

4.5.632 Concern over use of Wimbledon Park for parking and the queue.

4.5.633 Concerns access to permissive park could be revoked at any time and the lack of

public benefits including access to tennis courts. The permissive park is also marred
by the maintenance hubs within it.

4.5.634 Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.
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Concerns relating to the number of mature trees to be felled.
Concern regarding the closure of Church Road.
The Wimbledon Club (WC) dated 30.09.2021, 11.10.2021 and 3.08.2022

Three responses were received from The Wimbledon Club whose grounds adjoin the
application site. These are available on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1),
this link (2) and this link (3). The responses raise the following points:

Concerns that suitable requisite notice has not been issued to WC.
Concern that neighbour notification had not been received by WC.

WC note land is included within the planning application boundary, namely the access
road and other parts of land along the club’s boundary where landscaping and tree
planning is proposed. It is requested that the Applicant discuss boundary work within
The Wimbledon Club prior to commencement.

The permission for golfers to cross the WC access road will cease when the golf club
stops.

WC note they have not agreed to proposal to change the nature of their driveway or
any of their boundaries.

WC note a scheme must be agreed with the WC for AELTC’s new plans, with
spectator access from the north and south and flowing freely around the area, to work.

WC note that details of the boardwalk need to be understood as the boardwalk is a
short distance from our land and raises concern over security and views of, and
access to the lake enjoyed from the WC clubhouse.

WC note concern regarding the impact of construction on the enjoyment of their
facilities and the effect on local traffic.

WC note they need to fully understand the size and location of the proposed stadium
and its impact on our views and grounds within the current parkland setting.

WC note concerns regarding the effect of development on draining of WC grounds.
The recent lowering of the level of the lake has improved WC drainage and would not
want to see this reversed.

WC supports the principle of improving access to tennis and enhancing the landscape
in which it is played.

There is a need for some amendments and clarifications so that the WC can be
satisfied that there would be no significant adverse impact on The Wimbledon Club
from an amenity, access, servicing, or construction perspective.

The Wimbledon Club has offered up the opportunity of replacing its large green sports
hall, ground staff’s building on the lake shore and cottage with a more aesthetically
pleasing sports centre in a different position away from the lake edge. The AETLC
could use this building, removing some of its proposed seven maintenance buildings.

Concerns regarding Church Road closure and accessibility to the WC. A wider
analysis of accessibility of the site during the Wimbledon qualifying event and The
Championships should be provided to allow full understanding and assessment of the
potential impacts on impacts on the surrounding street network.

Concerns are raised in respect of potential impacts on The Wimbledon Club from
construction noise, air pollution and traffic. Little through given to the impact of The
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4 Consultation

Wimbledon Club in the Outline Construction Logistics document.

Concerns are raised in respect of potential impact on WC drainage. It is requested that
a planning condition requires the drainage mitigation strategy to be implemented and
monitored over a three-year period. It also requests a commitment of AELTC to
remedy any failure of the mitigation strategy.

Wimbledon Common West Residents Association dated 25.07.2022 and
28.11.2022

Two responses from Wimbledon Common West Residents Association are available to
view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1) and this link (2). It objects to the
proposal on the following grounds:

Concern regarding inappropriate development on MOL and Grade II* registered
parkland.

Additional concerns that amendments to the plans were not clear and difficult for
residents to make a full assessment.

The club should consult with the local community more.

Wimbledon East Hillside Residents Association dated 27.09.2021

One response from Wimbledon East Hillside Residents Association is available to view
on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It raises the following comments on the
proposal:

AELTC must be instructed to enhance the “Capability” Brown legacy.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land.

AELTC must either retain the MOL or purchase equivalent hectares in the vicinity.
Merton Council has a clear conflict of interest in this application.

Wimbledon Park Residents Association dated 29.09.2021, 30.01.2023,
09.02.2023, 15.02.2023, 13.04.2023, 14.08.2023, 10.10.2023

Five responses from the Wimbledon Park Residents Association were received by the
Council which object to the proposed development.

A response dated 29.09.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via
this link raising the following points:

Concern that the outline application is not valid as it contradicts Merton’s local plan
policy stating that outline applications are not acceptable for heritage assets. The
outline application does not provide enough detail for residents to review and
comment.

Concern that the Applicant has not put forward sufficient ‘special’ circumstances to
justify the development nor has it provided any public benefits.

Concerns the proposal would harm the historic landscape, notably the significance of
the Grade Il registered Park and Garden and “Capability” Brown’s design.

Concerns that the MOL policy would be breached and that Very Special
Circumstances have not been demonstrated by the Applicant.

Concern regarding the increase in car parking and suggestion that AELTC should
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4 Consultation

provide parking on its own land and not make use of public parks for this. Concern at
the lack of emphasis on sustainable travel to and from the site.

Concern that the public park will continue to be used for car/vehicles/The Queue and
servicing. This should now be undertaken on AELTC’s land and not a public park

Concerns that the public park is access is only ‘permissive’ and can be withdrawn at
any time.

Scale of the show court is inappropriate on MOL and concern that show court would
disrupt views from a number of directions and would cause substantial visual harm.

Concern that the fencing around the outside courts, new structures and maintenance
buildings and proposed entrance villages will also impact on openness and cause
substantial visual harm.

Concern that the closure of Church Road will lead to traffic disruption and subsequent
pollution on adjacent streets. The proposed re-paving is not considered a sufficient off
set for its closure.

Concern that this represents a missed opportunity to coordinate improvements for the
heritage at risk park.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land which prevents building on the land and the creation of the lakeside walkway
once golf had ceased.

Concern at the lack of public offering for use of the tennis courts, and funding for
tennis facilities in Wimbledon Park and at overall lack of community engagement.

Concern at the overall environmental impact of the scheme including use of concrete
for outside courts.

It is suggested the Applicant should undertake a traffic assessment (on pedestrian,
cycle and vehicular impacts) relating to the closure of Church Road. The works to
Church Road should be excluded from this application and the red line boundary
modified. The Applicant should look to develop the Raynes Park tennis complex.

An additional response dated 30.01.2023 raises additional environmental objections.
This is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the
proposal on the following grounds:

Concern that the London Wildlife Trust endorsement is not well founded as it does not
acknowledge loss of urban greening, does not analyse the biodiversity net gain
thoroughly enough and LWT have acknowledged there were problems with access to
nature in the submission.

An additional response dated 09.02.2023 raises additional environmental objections.
This is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link. It objects to the
proposal on the following grounds:

Concern that amended documents (Travel Plan) were not clear in detailing where the
changes were made and leaves uncertainty over the use of Church Road. Concern
that attempts to establish what the changes were, have not been addressed to the
society.

An additional response dated 15.02.2023 raised additional legal and planning
arguments relating to the 1993 covenant. This document is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

Am additional response dated 13.04.2023 raises comments in relation to the history,
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ownership, and public law duties of the London Borough of Merton in relation to the
Wimbledon Park Estate, particularly the sale of the golf course to the applicant in
1993. Particular reference is made to the relevance of the Supreme Court Decision of
Day v Shropshire (2023 UKSC 8). This response is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response was received dated 14.08.2023 which raises further objection
on grounds that the application site land is held in statutory trust for the public which is
considered incompatible with the planning application. Links are made between the
statutory trust, the 1986 golf club lease, permissive access, and the Supreme Court
Decision of Day v Shropshire (2023 UKSC 8). Reference is also made to the
Applicant’s supporting bundle of relevant factual evidence (supporting the Applicant’s
legal opinion) which they consider raises new material which establishes that the golf
course land was always within and treated as part of the Wimbledon Park Estate,
including for the purposes of the Wimbledon Corporation Act 1914. The response is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response was received dated 10.10.2023. The response objects the
Applicant’s updated Urban Greening Factor Calculation. The objection considers the
revised UGF calculation is inaccurate, and the development would result in a reduction
of at least 0.8, probably nearer 0.7. The objection considers there would be a
substantial net loss in biodiversity and greening. The objection cross-refers to previous
evidence submitted by a third party with ecological expertise, Dave Dawson. The
response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

Wimbledon Society dated 23.09.2021, 20.07.2022, 09.08.2022, 15.08.2022,
01.09.2022, 01.11.2022, 23.11.2022, 22.02.2023, 13.04.2023, 19.04.2023,
27.04.2023, and 08.06.2023

12 responses were received from the Wimbledon Society objecting to the proposed
development.

Their initial response dated 23.09.2021 is available to view on the Merton Planning
Explorer via this link. It raises the following points:

Concerns that the application does not comply with national, regional, and local
planning policy regarding MOL and development of the show court.

The proposed public benefits are not adequate to make up for the harm to open land
and heritage. The offer of dredging the lake raises questions about the independence
of the council determining the application.

Suggestion that the decision on the application should be made at national level.

Concerns the development would be in breach of the covenant imposed on application
site land particularly in relation to the show court.

Concern regarding the loss of openness from the show court and ancillary
buildings/outside courts.

The nature of the outline application is unacceptable.

Concern regarding the closure of Church Road, which would increase traffic and divert
cyclist/pedestrians from Southfields and Wimbledon

Concern that the public park will continue to be used for parking/vehicles and The
Queue. This should now be undertaken on AELTC’s land and not a public park.

Concern regarding impact of construction period on local roads, including HGV routes.
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The application is a missed opportunity to create a new east west pedestrian and cycle
route.

Additionally, suggestions for changes to the application were:

No permanent buildings on the golf course, temporary building, all built on MOL should
be replaced equivalently, maintenance should be located on the western side, new
public footpaths, temporary queue facilities provided on site, court number reduced,
construction traffic plan should reflect nature of surrounding roads. The full detailed
response is available to view here.

An additional response dated 20.07.2022 highlighted inconsistencies with the
application documents notably, underestimation of site construction traffic,
underestimation of cut and fill volumes and soil movement, concern that the CLP has
not been revised adequately and is misleading, and concern the amount of concrete
required has been underestimated and the number of HGVs factored appears
incorrect. This document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this
link.

An additional response dated 09.08.2022 makes comments regarding the lack of
changes the Applicant has made in their revised proposal. Critical issues with planning
documents have failed to be addressed. This document is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 15.08.2022 makes detailed comments relating to the
1993 covenant which suggests the development would be in breach of the agreement
and this should be given weight as a material consideration. This document is
available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 01.09.2022 makes detailed comments relating to
biodiversity concerns including net loss of biodiversity and urban greening factor,
existing biodiversity ignored, loss of mature trees, destruction of national priority
habitat and parkland including around the lake, water pollution of the lake, desilting
process will harm the lake, access to nature will be removed, boardwalk compromises
views, concern regarding acid soils, harm to endangered animal species. This
document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional email dated 01.11.2022 expressed concern that no response was
received to the letter dated 20.07.2022. This document is available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional email dated 23.11.2022 expressed concern that a number of additional
documents had been uploaded without clear explanation on what documents now form
part of the application. Additionally concerns regarding comments made by JAM
consultants. Request is made for the application to be withdrawn and resubmitted.
This document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 22.02.2023 relates to comments made by the
Wimbledon Park Resident’s Association on 15.02.2023. This document is available to
view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

Am additional response dated 13.04.2023 expresses support for the paper sent by the
Wimbledon Park Resident’s Association in relation to comments regarding the
statutory advertisement and public consultation of the site including reference to the
Supreme Court decision in the case of Day v Shropshire (2023 UKSC 8). This
response is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer via this link.

An additional response dated 19.04.2023 endorses the Belvedere Estate Residents’
Association (BERA) letter sent on 15.04.2023 relating to the delivery of the lakeside
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4 Consultation

walkway and the 1993 covenant. This document is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link.

45711 An additional response dated 27.04.2023 reiterates concerns relating to construction
traffic estimates. This document is available to view on the Merton Planning Explorer
via this link.

45.712 An additional response was received dated 06.08.2023 summarising the society’s

environmental objections. The key grounds of concern include biodiversity Net Gain,
loss of trees, impact on the lake, biodiversity net gain and urban greening calculations,
use of biocides and fertilizers, release of sequestered carbon and impact on the
“Capability” Brown landscape. The document is available to view on the Merton
Planning Explorer via this link.

Wimbledon Park Residents Association & Wimbledon Society joint response
dated 01.08.2022

45.713 A Joint response was received from Russell-Cooke LLP on behalf Wimbledon Park
Residents Association and the Wimbledon Society. This is available to view on the
Merton Planning explorer via this link (1) and this link (2).

45.714 The representation provides a legal opinion in respect of the relevance of the Supreme
Court decision in the case of Day v Shropshire (2023) arguing fundamentally that
applicant has not put forward any secure basis to disregard the statutory trust over the
application land.

Wimbledon Union of Residents on 30.09.2021, 25.07.2022 and 28.11.2022

45.715 Three responses from Wimbledon Union of Residents are available to view on the
Merton Planning Explorer via this link (1), this link (2) and this link (3). It objects to the
proposal on the following grounds:

4.5.716 Concern regarding inappropriate development on MOL and Grade II* registered
parkland.

45717 The number of courts is excessive.

45.718 Concerns that this undermines environmental commitments and planning law.

45.719 Additional concerns that amendments to the plans were not clear and difficult for

residents to make a full assessment.

4.5.720 The club should consult with the local community more.
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5 Planning
Assessment

5. PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

51.1 There are four key adopted planning documents that are a material considerations for
the assessment of this planning application. These comprise:

e The National Planning Policy Framework (2023)

e The London Plan (2021)

e London Borough of Merton’s Core Strategy (2011)

¢ London Borough of Merton sites and Policies Plan (2014)

5.1.2 LBM are also in the process of creating a new Local Plan. However, this plan is not yet
adopted and therefore carries limited weight. The current adopted policies as set out in
the plans above form the basis for the planning assessment. The policies which relate
to this planning application are listed below.

List of relevant planning policies

National Planning Policy Framework (2023)

e Chapter 2 Achieving sustainable development

e Chapter 3 Plan-making

e Chapter 4 Decision-making

e Chapter 6 Building a strong, competitive economy

e Chapter 7 Ensuring the vitality of town centres

e Chapter 8 Promoting healthy and safe communities

o Chapter 9 Promoting sustainable transport

e Chapter 10 Supporting high quality communications

o Chapter 11 Making effective use of land

e Chapter 12 Achieving well-designed places

e Chapter 13 Protecting Green Belt land

¢ Chapter 14 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
e Chapter 15 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
o Chapter 16 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

London Plan (2021)

e Policy SD6 Town centres and high streets

e Policy SD8 Town centre network

o Policy D3 Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach
e Policy D4 Delivering good design

e Policy D5 Inclusive design

Page | 93
Chapter 6: Plarﬁia@@@&ment gl



Policy D8 Public realm

Policy D10 Basement development

Policy D11 Safety, security and resilience to emergency
Policy D12 Fire safety

Policy D14 Noise

Policy S1 Developing London’s social infrastructure
Policy S4 Play and informal recreation

Policy S5 Sports and recreation facilities

Policy S6 Public toilets

Policy E9 Retail, markets and hot food takeaways
Policy E10 Visitor infrastructure

Policy E11 Skills and opportunities for all

Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth
Policy HC3 Strategic and Local Views

Policy HC5 Supporting London’s culture and creative industries
Policy G1 Green infrastructure

Policy G2 London’s Green Belt

Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land

Policy G4 Open space

Policy G5 Urban greening

Policy G6 Biodiversity and access to nature

Policy G7 Trees and woodlands

Policy SI 1 Improving air quality

Policy SI 2 Minimising greenhouse gas emissions
Policy SI 3 Energy infrastructure

Policy SI 4 Managing heat risk

Policy SI 5 Water infrastructure

Policy SI 7 Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy
Policy SI 12 Flood risk management

Policy Sl 13 Sustainable drainage

Policy T1 Strategic approach to transport

Policy T2 Healthy Streets

Policy T3 Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding

Chapter 6: Palg@g]_wssment
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Policy T4 Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
Policy T5 Cycling

Policy T6 Car parking

Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons parking

Policy T7 Deliveries, servicing and construction

Merton Core Planning Strategy (2011)

Policy CS 6 Wimbledon Town Centre

Policy CS 7 Centres

Policy CS 12 Economic Development

Policy CS 13 Open space, nature conservation, leisure and culture
Policy CS 14 Design

Policy CS 15 Climate Change

Policy CS 16 Flood Risk Management

Policy CS 17 Waste Management

Policy CS 18 Active Transport

Policy CS 19 Public Transport

Policy CS 20 Parking, Servicing and Delivery

Merton sites and Policies Plan (2014)

DM R5 Food and drink / leisure and entertainment uses
DM R6 Culture, arts and tourism development

DM C1 Community facilities

DM E4 Local employment opportunities

DM 01 Open space

DM O2 Nature Conservation, Trees, hedges and landscape features
DM D1 Urban design and the public realm

DM D2 Design considerations in all developments

DM D4 Managing heritage assets

DM EP2 Reducing and mitigating noise

DM EP4 Pollutants

DM F1 Support for flood risk management

Planning
Assessment

DM F2 Sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS) and; Wastewater and Water

Infrastructure

DM T1 Support for sustainable transport and active travel
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5.1.3

514

5.1.5

5.1.6

5.1.7

5.1.8

5 Planning
Assessment

o DM T2 Transport impacts of development

e DM T3 Car parking and servicing standards
¢ DM T4 Transport infrastructure

e DM T5 Access to the Road Network

Merton’s New Local Plan

Merton’s draft New Local Plan (Reg 19) was submitted to the Secretary of State (SOS)
on 2 December 2021. The submitted documents pertaining to the draft Local Plan are
available in the examination library on the Council’s website.

The preparation of Merton’s New Local Plan is now in its latter stages and has been
subject to two public hearing examinations. The Planning Inspectors are now
considering revisions (Main Madifications) to the Local Plan made during the course of
the examination alongside additional clarification and information that they requested.

The latest available version of Merton’s New Local Plan incorporating proposed
modifications dated 21st September 2022 is available to view here.

Given the New Local Plan is still under consideration by the Planning Inspectorate, the
plan is given limited weight by officers in this planning assessment. The current
adopted development plan (as referred to para 5.1.1 above) forms the principal basis
for assessing this planning application.

Officers note that New Local Plan that was submitted to the SOS for examination
included Site Allocation Wi3. The site allocation covers the AELTC Main Grounds and
the Wimbledon Park Golf Course i.e. the majority of the application site. The site
allocation sets out guidance for development, identifying the site as suitable for
masterplanning and “to create environmental, social and economic benefits to the
wider area, to host more sporting activities, upgrade and improve AELTC'’s facilities to
continue the prominence of The Championships and the opportunity to host more of
the pre-Championship activities within Merton including the Qualifying Event”.

However, a Post-hearings Letter dated 20" March 2023 submitted to the Council by
the Planning Inspectorate raised concern regarding the soundness of Wi3 noting that
the policy sits uneasily with the legislative definition of allocations in the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (the 2012
Regulations). In a further Post-hearings Letter dated 26" April 2023, the Planning
Inspectorate noted they considered that a policy relating to Wimbledon Park, either as
a standalone policy, or incorporated in Policy N9.1 (Wimbledon) would be a more
appropriate response. Merton’s planning policy team working with the Planning
Inspectorate to address their comments, including those in relation to Site Allocation
Policy Wi3. Given the uncertainty regarding Site Allocation Wi3 at this current time,
Officers consider it appropriate that no weight is given to this policy.
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6.1

6.1.1

6.1.2

5 Planning
Assessment

PLANNING ASSESSMENT

Section Overview

This section sets out Officers’ planning policy assessment in relation to relevant
planning considerations. The section is divided into sub-sections which covers the
following:

6.2 Principle of Development

6.3 Townscape, Visual Impact, Design and Neighbour Amenity
6.4 Heritage

6.5 Transport and Highways

6.6 Ecology, Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure

6.7 Trees

6.8 Climate Change and Waste

6.9 Flooding and Drainage

6.10 Air quality, Noise and Vibration, Light Pollution and Contaminated Land
6.11 Economy and Employment

6.12 Community, Open Space, Sport and Recreation

6.13 Environmental Impact Assessment

6.14 Equality Act 2010

6.15 Local Finance Considerations

6.16 London Borough of Wandsworth Development Plan

6.17 Very Special Circumstances (VSC), Planning Balances, Compliance with the
development plan and Overall Conclusion

For certain sub-sections, a ‘supporting material’ section is provided, which contains
relevant information that has informed Officers’ assessment, for example responses
from statutory and non-statutory consultees.
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6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

6.2.4

6.2.5

6.2.6

6.2.7

Principle of
Sl
Principle of Development

Introduction

This sub-section considers the key planning principle of development for the proposed
alternative use of land within the application site.

Policy Assessment

The principle of development concerns the development on Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL), building on designated Open Space and loss of the Wimbledon Park golf
course for alternative sport and recreational use. Metropolitan Open Land (MOL)

The application site is wholly designated within MOL. The London Plan describes MOL
as strategic open land within the urban area that protects and enhances the open
environment and improves Londoners’ quality of life by providing localities which offer
sporting and leisure use, heritage value, biodiversity, food growing, and health benefits
through encouraging walking, running and other physical activity.

London Plan Policy G3 requires that MOL is afforded the same status and level of
protection as the Green Belt and should be protected from inappropriate development
in accordance with policy tests set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) that apply to the Green Belt. NPPF para 137 attaches great importance to
Green Belt (and by extension therefore MOL). NPPF para 147 states inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved
except in very special circumstances. Development that is not (necessarily)
inappropriate is identified in paragraph 149 and 150 of the NPPF. Merton Core
Strategy (CS) Policy CS13 and Merton sites and Policies Plan (SPP) policy DM O1
supports this policy position.

The lawful use of the existing site comprises an 18-hole golf course which includes a
small number of buildings (including a clubhouse, a maintenance compound, and
several outbuildings around the course); the lake and part of Wimbledon Park.

London Plan Policy G3(b) indicates the general purposes of MOL outlining the criteria
land should meet to be designated in MOL. G3(b) outlines that the extension of MOL
designations should be supported where appropriate. Boroughs should designate MOL
by establishing that the land meets at least one of the following criteria:

1. it contributes to the physical structure of London by being clearly distinguishable
from the built-up area

2. itincludes open air facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, sport, the arts and
cultural activities, which serve either the whole or significant parts of London

3. it contains features or landscapes (historic, recreational, biodiverse) of either
national or metropolitan value

4. it forms part of a strategic corridor, node or a link in the network of green
infrastructure and meets one of the above criteria.

Officers consider the existing golf course largely fulfils the key purposes for including
land in MOL (see criteria 1-4 in London Plan policy G3(b)) insofar as the site is:

e The site is largely free from built development and therefore contributes to the
physical structure of London by being clearly distinguishable from the built-up area.
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6.2.8

6.2.9

6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

6.2.13

6 2 Principle of

Development

¢ Contains open air facilities for sport and recreation albeit with limited public access
by nature of being private members club.

e The golf course is part of a designated Historic Park & Garden (Grade 11*) which is
considered to be of national and metropolitan heritage significance.

e The golf course forms an important piece of local green infrastructure but is not
part of strategic green infrastructure corridor.

The development involves development and/or a change of use for the purpose of
providing outdoor sports and recreation. Paragraph 149 of the NPPF requires that
local planning authorities regard the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt as
inappropriate unless they fall within an exception. The proposed development could
fall within exception NPPF para 149 (b) (the provision of appropriate facilities (in
connection with the existing use of land or a change of use) for outdoor
sport/recreation as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and
do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it). The proposed
development could also fall within NPPF paragraph 150 (e) (material changes in the
use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport, or recreation subject to whether
the development “preserves the openness of the Green Belt”).

Accordingly, below Officers provide an assessment of openness in respect of various
key elements of the proposal. The effect on openness is a matter of planning
judgment. However, case law guides that openness may be considered in its spatial
and visual senses and having regard to multiple factors, where these arise, such as
the volumes of proposed structures, impact on views, design aesthetic and intensity of
the proposed land use.

Impact on openness

38 new outdoor grass tennis courts, landscaping, new hardstanding and boardwalk

The proposal involves construction of 38 finely mown grass courts surrounded by
concrete ‘ring beams’. The ring beam comprises concrete frame providing drainage,
structure for overlay court canvases and camera poles, and a flat surface to house the
court covers when they are rolled up. Whilst the courts are in use during the grass
court season, each court would be ‘dressed’ with canvas screens. Outside of grass
court season the courts would be undressed appearing more open in appearance.

The development also comprises reprofiling the landscape and installing a network of
new footpaths and areas of hardstanding which are illustrated on the proposed
General Arrangement Plan. The majority of hardstanding would be finished in a buff-
coloured bound surface. There would be notable larger expanses of hardstanding
around entrances to the north and south of the site, i.e. the northern and southern
gateways which would facilitate ticket holders entering and leaving the site during The
Championships and Qualifying Event. Further, the proposed ‘Tea Lawn’ area also
comprises more significant areas of hardstanding adjacent to the western site
boundary.

In addition would be a new lakeside boardwalk constructed around the majority of
Wimbledon Park Lake.

Officers consider the majority landscaping proposals as described above would
preserve the openness of the MOL to a similar extent as the existing golf course. With
the exception of the boardwalk, these elements do not comprise built structures of any
significant volume and would not significantly impede views nor would they contribute
to the site being indistinguishable from the built up area. Whilst there would be
increases in hardstanding that would formalise the landscape in comparison to the
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existing golf course, this is not considered to have a material impact on openness,
particularly given the suburban context of the wider area. Officers do however consider
the boardwalk to have some adverse impact on openness as this structure would
clearly protrude above surface of Wimbledon Park Lake and interrupt existing vistas of
lake embankment.

Central Grounds Maintenance Hub

The Central Grounds Maintenance Hub (CGMH) is proposed in the southern part of
the site adjacent to Home Park Road. The CGMH is submitted in outline, however the
submitted parameter plans and design codes provide a suitable degree of certainty
over the scale, height, and profile of the building. As such, Officers consider a suitably
robust assessment can be made in respect of the impact on MOL.

The CGMH would be set over two floors, submerging the larger portion of the building
below ground. The upper floor would also be set into the landscape. Retained tree
lines and existing levels help to submerge and hide the overall hub facility away from
the busier areas of the grounds. Officers consider the building’s design successfully
aids in reducing the impact on openness but there would nonetheless be increase in
the amount of built-up form particularly given the first-floor windows facing the parkland
which would be noticeable from those using the AELTC Parkland (i.e. the new publicly
accessible park).

2 player hubs — located in the north and south of the site

Two single storey player hubs (submitted in outline) would support the Qualifying
Event and expanded Championships. They would be strategically positioned to serve
all the new courts.

The Northern Player Hub would be located along the woodland edge of the Parkland.
It would adopt an organic curved form, a green flat roof (max 5m), and vertical timber
clad facade. The location is chosen to minimise the impact on openness through the
use of topography and by integrating with existing and new planting. It allows the
building to dig slightly into the hill toward the north whilst opening up views of the
tennis and lake to the south. The Northern Player Hub is also surrounded by retained
and newly planted trees as well as woodland edge undergrowth.

The Southern Player Hub would be located on a restored southern lake tip and is
designed to read as a boathouse for the lake, as was originally planned by “Capability”
Brown. It will do this by adopting a rectangular footprint with a pitched roof (max 6.5m)
projecting out over the tip of the lake, supported on piles or cantilevered. It would also
feature a usable external space such as a balcony. It would also be built amongst
trees.

As with the CGMH, although the buildings represent relatively modest structures
designed to blend in with the landscape, they would nonetheless result in a perceptible
increase of built form thereby reducing openness in the landscape.

Satellite maintenance hubs

7 small satellite maintenance hubs located throughout the site. These would have a
max height of 4m. The satellite maintenance hubs (submitted in detail) are similarly
single storey and designed to blend into the landscape adopting an organic form and
positioned strategically adjacent to boundaries. However, these buildings would result
in a perceptible increase in the built-up form that reduces the openness of the
landscape.

Parkland Show Court — with capacity for up to 8,000 spectators

The Parkland Show Court (submitted in outline) is a large structure which would have
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a maximum height of 49m AOD, or 28m maximum roof height above ground level.
(see parameter plan 04). Officers consider the design does aid in minimising the
impact on openness as far as possible. The Parkland Show Court would be located
towards the western part of the site and thus would be read more in context with the
existing AELTC buildings on main site. The Parkland Show Court has also been
positioned at a relatively lower point topographically to further minimises the extent it
can be seen from surrounding areas. Officers also acknowledge the site has an
element of seclusion with trees or intervening development obscuring views.
Nevertheless, the Show Court is of significant scale and massing where there are
currently no buildings and therefore would have a significant perceptible impact on
openness. The impact would be most apparent when viewed from within the site with
significant impact on north/south views. Views would also be impacted from wider
area, most significantly from the eastern side of Wimbledon Park Lake and from
Church Road (Wimbledon Park Road/Bathgate Road Junction). Officers consideration
of openness is informed by site visits, and the findings of the Townscape Visual Impact
Assessment (TVIA) submitted within the submitted Environmental Statement (ES)
(Chapter identifies 18 key views to assess). Supporting this are a series of Accurate
Visual Representations (AVRS) produced by LUC (EIA Technical Appendix 11.5) (click
link 1, link 2, link 3, link 4, link 5, link 6, link 7, link 8 for relevant views).

Seasonal Impacts

Officers consider there would be a seasonal reduction in the sense of openness on the
application site as infrastructure would be brought in on a temporary basis to support
The Championships in the month leading up to The Championships and Qualifying
Event. Temporary features include temporary ticketing and security marquees, nets
and screening surrounding courts, plus other temporary structures such as temporary
stands needed to facilitate the Qualifying and Championships. The site would also be
used with a greater intensity during the 3-week event period which also reduces the
sense of openness.

Openness conclusion

It is considered the landscaping proposals, including new tennis courts, footpaths
would not have material impact on the openness of the MOL. However, it is considered
the combination of the boardwalk, Central Grounds Maintenance Hub, single storey
buildings (i.e. two player hubs and satellite hubs), seasonal temporary structures, and
the Parkland Show Court would result in a perceptible increases in built form that
would not preserve the openness of the MOL. The most significant impact on
openness would be from the Parkland Show Court which, due to its scale, would be
more overtly visible from within and surrounding the development site.

Impact on purposes of MOL

London Plan Policy G3(b) indicates the general purposes of MOL outlining the criteria
land should meet to be designated in MOL. G3(b) outlines that the extension of MOL
designations should be supported where appropriate. Boroughs should designate MOL
by establishing that the land meets at least one of the following criteria:

1. it contributes to the physical structure of London by being clearly distinguishable
from the built-up area

2. itincludes open air facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, sport, the arts and
cultural activities, which serve either the whole or significant parts of London

3. it contains features or landscapes (historic, recreational, biodiverse) of either
national or metropolitan value
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https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_EIA%20Vol%2002%20Part%2011%20(Technical%20Appendices)_Amended%2023.05.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_EIA%20Vol%2002%20Part%2012%20(Technical%20Appendices)_Amended%2023.05.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_EIA%20Vol%2002%20Part%2013%20(Technical%20Appendices)_Amended%2023.05.2022.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_EIA%20Vol%2002%20Part%2014%20(Technical%20Appendices)_Amended%2023.05.2022.pdf
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4. it forms part of a strategic corridor, node or a link in the network of green
infrastructure and meets one of the above criteria.

In considering the harm to MOL, Officers consider how the development would
adversely impact each purpose. It should be noted at this point, that whilst the
proposals may have a beneficial impacts in relation to the purposes above, these are
not factored to Officers assessment of impact on MoL purposes. This is due to the
inherent overlap with some of the planning benefits of the proposal e.g. enhanced
sport and recreation, which are considered as part of an overall planning exercise at
the end of this report and to avoid any risk of double counting.

With regards to purpose 1, the Parkland Show Court, which will be a substantial built
structure, would have a significant adverse impact on the ability to distinguish the land
from the built up area. The proposed boardwalk, single storey buildings (i.e. two player
hubs and satellite hubs) and Central Grounds Maintenance Hub would also have some
additional adverse impact on this purpose but the impact would be limited relative to
the Show Court, considering the positioning and limited scale of the single storey
buildings, and partially subterranean nature of the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub.
There would also be some seasonal impact on this purpose because of the temporary
infrastructure (such as temporary spectator stands) that would be brought on to the
site for the Championships and Qualifying Event.

Regarding purpose 2, the proposals are considered to accord this purpose. The
Parkland Show Court is principally an outdoor sporting facility (though its roof may be
closed for short durations during the tournament period) due to adverse weather
conditions. The Central Grounds Maintenance Hub and other single storey buildings
are considered to accord with this purposes as these buildings are considered ancillary
to the predominant open air use of the site and are considered necessary to support
the use of the site for sport and recreation. The impact on this purposes is therefore
considered neutral.

Regarding purpose 3, the proposed development would not change the fact the land
forms part of Registered Park & Garden (Grade II*) which is considered of national
importance. It is not the case that, as a result of the proposed development, the
designation of the site as an Historic Park and Garden will be discontinued. The impact
on this purpose at this stage of assessment is considered neutral. Officers
acknowledge that the development has potential to have negative and positive impacts
on heritage in respect of the Registered Park and Garden. These are considered later
in this report under an assessment of heritage (see sub-section 6.4).

Regrading purpose 4, the proposed development would not change the fact that the
wider site area would continue to be a locally important piece of green infrastructure.
The impact on this purpose at this stage of assessment is considered neutral. Officers
acknowledge there could be positive impact in terms of green infrastructure, but this is
again considered later in this report e.g. sub-section 6.6 on ecology, biodiversity and
green infrastructure.

Overall conclusion of harm to MOL

The development involves the provision facilities in connection with outdoor sport and
recreation, which could in principle be considered to fall within the scope of the
exceptions stated in paragraph 149(b) or 150(e) of the NPPF.

However, Officers conclude the proposals would fail to preserve the openness of the
MOL and fall contrary to one of the four purposes of MOL. Given this, Officers
conclude the proposed development would be inappropriate and would therefore
result in definitional harm as NPPF para 147 outlines “Inappropriate development is,
by definition, harmful to the Green Belt (and by extension MOL).
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Further to the above, Officers conclude the proposals would causes physical harm to
the MOL by harming openness, and by departing from purposes of MOL as outlined in
London Plan policy G3 (b,1) as detailed further below.

In terms of openness, Officers have identified that the combination of the boardwalk,
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub, single storey buildings (i.e. two player hubs and
satellite hubs), seasonal temporary structures, and the Parkland Show Court would
result in a perceptible increases in built form that would not preserve the openness of
the MOL. The most significant impact on openness would arise from Parkland Show
Court.

With regard to MOL purposes, the additional buildings proposed on-site, but again
most notably the Parkland Show Court, would also diminish the ability for the land to
be distinguishable from the built up area which departs from MOL purpose 1 (see
London Plan Policy G3(b, 1)).

Given the harm to MOL identified above, NPPF para 147 requires that the
development should not be approved except in very special circumstances .

NPPF para 148 notes that when considering any planning application, local planning
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt
(and by extension MOL).. Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential
harm to the Green Belt (and by extension MOL) by reason of inappropriateness, and
any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other
considerations. In accordance with NPPF para 148 the case for very special
circumstances is considered in sub-section 6.17.

Building on Open Space and loss of golfing use for alternative sport and
recreational use

The entirety of the site is designated Open Space in the Merton’s adopted sites and
Policies Plan (2014) and has an existing land use for sports and recreation i.e. golf.

Therefore, the principle of development also relates to building on designated Open
Space and the loss golfing use in favour of of what Officers judge to be alternative
sport and recreational use i.e. facilities and ancillary infrastructure for tennis and public
recreation. The relevant policies in this respect include NPPF para 99, London Plan
Policy G4 (open space), London Plan policy S5 (sports and recreation facilities), and
Merton SPP policy DMO1 (open space). Officers consider the acceptability of the
proposed development in respect of each policy in turn below:

NPPF para 99 states existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land,
including playing fields, should not be built on unless one or more of three exceptions
are met (parts a-c). Officers are of the view the proposed development comprises
development that is substantially for alternative sports and recreational provision. and
therefore could be considered to accord with exception (c) which states the
development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of which
clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.

Officers consider there would be no conflict with NPPF para 99 (c) because Officers
are of the view that the proposals are substantially for alternative sports and
recreational use, and as elaborated in later sections of this report, which generates
substantial public benefits which would outweigh the loss of the former use. These
benefits include open space, sports and recreational benefits to which Officers
consider result in an overall enhancement to sports and recreational provision within
the site.

London Plan policy S5 (c) states “existing sports and recreational land (including
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playing fields) and facilities for sports and recreation should be retained unless” one or
more of three exceptions are met, notably exception 3 which states “the development
is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of which clearly
outweigh the loss of the current or former use. It is of note that London Plan
supporting para 5.5.5 acknowledges the role of specialist sporting venues and
stadiums in providing facilities and enabling wider access to sport, as well as having
an important cultural value. Like NPPF para 99, Officers consider there would be no
conflict with this policy as Officers are of the view that the proposals are substantially
for alternative sports and recreational use, and as elaborated on later sections of this
report, this use would generate substantial public benefits which would outweigh the
loss of the former use.

Merton SPP policy DM O1 (open space) part a) states "the council will continue to
protect Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) and designated open spaces from
inappropriate development in accordance with the London Plan and government
guidance. Part b) states in accordance with the NPPF, existing designated open space
should not be built on unless:

an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space,
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or,

the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent
or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or

the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for
which clearly outweigh the loss.

In the case of this application, Officers consider exception (b,iii) could apply in this
case, which, as stated above, provides that “in accordance with the NPPF ... the
development is for alternative sports and recreation provision, the needs for which
clearly outweigh the loss”. In substance, these exceptions within part (b) of policy
DMOL1 (including part (iii)) are intended to reflect the NPPF, which, in its current form
as it addresses redevelopment for alternatives sport and recreation uses on existing
open space, has been addressed.

Considering the loss of golfing use, LBM’s most recent playing pitch strategy does not
consider the need and supply of golf courses within the local area and Officers have
not seen any raw data which demonstrates the popularity of the existing golf course or
otherwise. However, the Applicant has conducted analysis to show there are 19 golf
courses within 10 miles of the application site. The majority of these offer pay and play
to non-members. The nearest of these are Wimbledon Common Golf Club, London
Scottish Golf Club and Royal Wimbledon Golf Club. On the other hand, Officers have
received a significant number of representations which objected to the loss of the golf
course with many referencing a junior golf academy which operated before the golfing
use ceased. The organisation ‘England Golf’, who were consulted by Sport England,
also raised concern regarding the loss of the golf course and note it should not be
assumed that golfers would simply join another club. Given the objections received,
Officers consider that there is a demand for golf use on the site but that the loss of the
current golf provision on site can wholly or largely be addressed by the opportunities to
join or to play at other golf courses within a reasonable distance.

With regard to the needs of the proposed alternative sports and recreational use,
Officers consider there are multiple needs which are being addressed by the
development. To some extent these needs overlap with the public benefits (elaborated
on later in this report) and include:

e The need to increase public access to and enhance the quality of, MOL and open
space - Officers consider the development would meaningfully enhance, public
access to, and the quality of, open space and MOL through delivery of the AELTC
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Parkland, the boardwalk, and desilting of Wimbledon Park lake. An area to the
south of the site is an identified area of open space deficiency.

o The need to address the ‘At Risk’ nature of the RPG — Officers consider the
development provides the mechanism to address the At Risk nature of the RPG,
through significant investment into the site, and through off-site contribution which
would allow for a more cohesive vision of the RPG to materialise.

e The need to support AELTC’s need to invest, expand, and adapt - Officers
consider there is a justified need to support the proposed development to enable
AELTC to host the Qualifying Event to meet the existing challenges of their current
operation and secure significant economic and employment benefits.

Each of the above are elements of need which the proposed development will deliver.
Having regard to these matters, individually and collectively, Officers consider the
proposals would accord with Merton SPP policy DMOL1 (b, iii). In any event, even if
there was concluded to be a breach of DMOL1 in this respect, given that there is
compliance with the corresponding policies in the London Plan (policy S5) and the
NPPF, and given the wider recreational and sporting benefits that the scheme will
deliver, officers consider that such a breach should attract very limited weight.

Further Merton SPP policy DMO1 (c) also requires that development which have met
one of the conditions set out in DMOL (b) are required to meet all the following criteria:

i.  the proposals are of a high quality design and do not harm the character,
appearance or function of the open space;

ii. the proposals retain and/or improve public access between existing public areas
and open spaces through the creation of new and more direct footpath and cycle
path links; and,

iii.  the character and function of leisure walks and green chains are preserved or
enhanced.

Officers consider the proposed development would meet the conditions of Merton SPP
DMOL1 (c) for the reasons set out below:

e The proposals would be high quality and would not harm the character,
appearance, or function of the open space satisfying DMO1 (c,i). As concluded in
sub-section 6.3, Officers conclude the development would not give rise to visual
harm or harm to townscape. Furthermore, Officers consider there would be an
overall enhancement to the function of open space due to the open space, sports
and recreation benefits detailed in sub-section 6.12.

e The proposals would improve public access between existing public areas and
open spaces as the AELTC Parkland would allow for new links between the
Council owned Wimbledon Park and Church Road via the AELTC Parkland and
boardwalk

o Officers consider the character and function of the green chain would be
enhanced.

London Plan Policy G4 (Open Space) part B states Development proposals should
1. Not result in the loss of protected open space

2. Where possible create areas of publicly accessible open space, particularly in
areas of deficiency

With regard to London Plan policy G4(b,1), Officers consider the development site may
be regarded as protected open space as considered under the London Plan, albeit that
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the majority of the development site has operated as a privately owned golf course.
The definition of open space included in the London Plan makes clear that open
space, for the purposes of the policy, can include privately owned land and land over
which public access is limited or restricted. The development would not result in any
guantitative loss of open space overall. Indeed, as discussed below, public access will
be increased. There is no suggestion that the site would cease to be designated and
protected open space if the proposals were approved and carried out. However,
Officers consider that the proposed buildings, but most notably the Parkland Show
Court, would result in a loss of physical openness to the area of open space
comprising the site. This loss of openness, officers consider, would give rise to some
conflict with the general objective of London Plan policy G4 (b,1) and therefore should
be regarded as giving rise to some conflict with the policy itself.. However, this impact
arises in the context of the proposed buildings being in ancillary to and intended to
facilitate the proposed sporting and recreational use of the open space.

With regard to London Plan policy G4 (b,2) officers consider the proposed
development would accord with this element of the policy. The proposed development
would result in the creation of a 9.4 hectare publicly accessible park (AELTC Parkland)
free of charge which would substantially improve public access when compared with
the former golfing use which operated privately albeit with the option for members of
the public to ‘pay to play’. The proposals would also help to reduce open space
deficiencies. A particular area that is likely to benefit is Hillside Ward located to the
south of the site which is identified as one of the areas having the least provision of
Open Space per 1,000 residents in LB Merton’s ‘Green and Blue Infrastructure,
Biodiversity and Open Space Study (August 2020)'. New entrances to the AELTC
Parkland would likely reduce the extent of areas deficient access to open space,
though a technical exercise would be required to confirm the exact extent.

For the reasons set out above, the proposed development is not considered to conflict
with Merton NPPF para 99, London Plan policy S5 or Merton SPP policy DMOL1.
Officers consider there would be a partial conflict with London Plan policy G4,
specifically G4(b,1) but this is given very limited weight given the proposals as whole
would retain substantial areas of open space and the site would continue as protected
open space despite new buildings proposed.

In consideration of the above, Officers note that Sports England’s response to the
Council neither expresses support or object to the proposed development and also
recognises the requirement the benefits of the proposal be weighed up against loss of
the existing sporting use.

Conclusion

The principle of development concerns the development on Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL), building on designated Open Space and loss of the Wimbledon Park golf
course for alternative sport and recreational use.

NPPF para 149 outlines a local planning authority should regard the construction of
new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt (and by extension MOL) unless the
development meets exceptions set out in NPPF para 149 (a-g), or NPPF para 150 (a-
f).

In this instance, the proposed development involves development and/or a change of
use for the purpose of providing outdoor sports and recreation. Therefore, the proposal
could be considered appropriate development under the exceptions outlined in NPPF
para 149 (b) or 150 (e) subject to preserving the openness of the Green Belt (and by
extension MOL) and not conflicting with the purposes of including land within it. In
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considering whether the development may be appropriate, Officers have assessed the
development in terms of its impact on openness, and in terms of its impact on the
purposes of MOL.

Officers conclude the proposals would fail to preserve the openness of the MOL and
fall contrary to one of the four purposes of MOL. Given this, Officers conclude the
proposed development would be inappropriate and would therefore result in
definitional harm as NPPF para 147 outlines “Inappropriate development is, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belt (and by extension MOL).

Further to the above, Officers conclude the proposals would causes physical harm to
the MOL by harming openness, and by departing from purposes of MOL as outlined in
London Plan policy G3 (b,1).

Officers have identified that the combination of the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub,
single storey buildings (i.e. two player hubs and satellite hubs), seasonal temporary
structures, and the Parkland Show Court would result in a perceptible increases in built
form that would not preserve the openness of the MOL. The most significant impact on
openness would arise from Parkland Show Court.

The additional buildings proposed on-site, but again most notably the Parkland Show
Court, would also diminish the ability for the land to be distinguishable from the built up
area which departs from MOL purpose 1 (see London Plan Policy G3(b).

Given Officers have identified the proposed development as inappropriate
development, resulting in definitional and physical harm to MOL, in accordance with
NPPF para 147, the application should be refused unless there are Very Special
Circumstances (VSC) to demonstrate that harm to MOL and any other harm from the
proposal resulting is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

Further to the above, Officers have identified the proposed development would accord
with NPPF para 99, London Plan policy S5, and Merton SPP policy DMO1 which
together concern the acceptability of development on open space, sports, and
recreational land. This is because the proposals are for alternative sports and
recreational use, the benefits and needs of which outweigh the former use.
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Supporting Information

Merton Council Policy Officer consultation response

Response dated 3 November 2021 — link

In terms of MOL, the Policy Officer considers that of the proposed buildings only the
parkland show court appears to be of a size and scale (height of +49m AOD), that
would constitute inappropriate development, as it would have an impact on the current
openness of the MOL. The Officer therefore acknowledges the Applicant is required to
demonstrate very special circumstances, in accordance with the NPPF. The Officer
notes that the Applicant has provided justification for the position of the Show Court.
Further in accordance with London Plan para 8.3.4, the Officer acknowledged the
proposed creation of a new publicly accessible park and significant improvements to
the access to Wimbledon Park Lake will deliver such benefits as part of this
application.

In terms of Open Space, the Officer also considers the proposal would comply with
NPPF para 99(c) of the NPPF due to the Very Special Circumstances set out. They
also consider the provision of the new public park and boardwalk to comply with PPF
100, London Plan Policy G4(2) and Core Strategy Policy CS13(b), particularly given
that the site’s current use does not enable public accessibility. They recommend that
all the details pertaining to the new public park are confirmed through a formal
agreement with the Applicant.

With regard to sport and recreation, the Officer considers proposed development
meets London Plan policy S5(C, 3) as the proposal is for "alternative sports and
recreation provision, the benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or
former use."

The Officer points to Merton's Playing Pitch Strategy (PPS) 2019 which identifies that
tennis is a popular sport played in Merton, both on club and community tennis courts.
Based on population growth, both club and community demand for tennis facilities will
grow in Merton over the next 15 years. The Officer notes the proposed development
will help to meet this demand, by providing additional tennis courts, some of which will
be made available for community use. This community use is encouraged and
supported, and details will need to be secured through a s106 Planning Obligation /
Community Use Agreement. The Officer considers there is sufficient capacity of golf
facilities for Merton residents to utilise based on the evidence submitted by the
Applicant.

The Officer highlights the need to ensure there is limited conflict between leisure uses
on the lake and development such as the angling pontoons. They recommend e
proposed locations and hours of operation for angling are agreed with the Council’s
Leisure Team who manage the current recreational uses on the Lake. This will ensure
no conflict arises between angling and other recreation uses.

Case Officer response to Planning Policy Offer comments

Officers note the Policy Officer considers the proposal is compliant with NPPF para
99(c) and London Plan policy S5(c, 3) in respect of open space and sports and
recreational uses indicating the benefits of the proposal would outweigh losses to open
space and the loss of golf course. However, Officers consider it appropriate in the case
of this planning application to reserve this judgement to the end of the planning
assessment, as has been carried out in sub-section 6.17.

Officers note the Policy Officer considered that only the Parkland Show Court would
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not preserve the openness of the MOL. Officers however consider that the boardwalk,
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub, single storey buildings (i.e. two player hubs and
satellite hubs), seasonal temporary structures and the boardwalk would result in a
perceptible increases in built form that would not preserve the openness of the MOL.
This would result in some additional harm to that arising from the Parkland Show
Court. This is a matter of planning judgment.

Greater London Authority (GLA) Stage 1 consultation response

Responses dated 1% November 2021 - link and 22" July 2022 - link

With regard to ‘Metropolitan Open Land’ and ‘Impact on MOL’, the GLA provided the
initial comments which notes that whilst the proposal is facilities for outdoor sport, the
scale of the proposal and the increase in spectators means the proposal is unlikely to
be appropriate MOL or fall within the exception under NPPF Paragraph 149(b). The
GLA further note a thorough assessment of the existing and proposed openness of the
MOL using appropriate figures and diagrams should be undertaken when Reserved
Matters are considered.

Subsequently, the Applicant provided a response to the GLA notifying them the
Applicant considers Very Special Circumstances would justify the development. The
Applicant also notifies the GLA of submission documents to argue a full assessment
on the impact of visual openness can be undertaken at this stage. The follow up
response from the GLA considers the submitted material does allow for an
assessment of impact on MOL. The GLA also recognise the proposal would likely
deliver public benefits and ‘may amount to VSC that could outweigh harm to VSC’. The
issue of Metropolitan Open Land and Impact on MOL were given an amber grading by
the GLA principally on the basis that these issues would be further reviewed at stage 2
once certainty is established on the package of benefits secured through the Section
106 agreement.

Sport England consultation response

Response received 30th September 2021 — link and 8th November 2022 — link

Sport England consulted relevant governing bodies on the proposal including the LTA,
ECB and England Golf.

Sport England conclude:

“‘While Sport England acknowledges the concerns of England Golf and the loss of the
golf course, which is regrettable, particularly in the context of the club’s increasing
membership, this must be balanced against the provision of new grass courts and the
wider tennis infrastructure proposed, as well as the introduction of the publicly
accessible park and circuit around the lake in an area which is currently only
accessible to members of the golf club. | also understand that the Applicants are in
dialogue with The Wimbledon Club and would strongly encourage that this continues
in order to ensure that their concerns are resolved. Sport England, therefore, considers
that this proposal is consistent with the SE objective to provide sports facilities and the
NPPF and does not wish to object to this application. | would strongly encourage that
community use of the facility is allowed.”

Sport England note England Golf expressed concerns over lack of evidence to suggest
the golf course is surplus to requirements and there is no longer a demand for golf on
the site. England Golf also raise regarding to the lack of mitigation proposed for the
loss of the golf facility and consider it’'s incorrect to assume golfers will just migrate to
another facility and even that the other facilities nearby have the capacity to
accommodate this additional volume.
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Sport England note the LTA are supportive of the AELTC’s proposals for Wimbledon
Park and the long term protection it provides for this part of Wimbledon Park, the grass
court season and future investment into the wider tennis infrastructure.

Sport England note the ECB stated that it is critically important that no development
takes place within 80m from the cricket club’s square, to mitigate against potential ball
strike risk to people and property (such as tennis court users) in the vicinity of the
Club.

Sport England note The Wimbledon Club have commented that they have several
areas of concern over the development. One is that with vegetation making way for
tennis courts, there may be further run off (albeit this may be mitigated by the dredging
of the lake). Another concern is potential disruption to access during the construction
period and dredging of the lake. Finally, The Wimbledon Club are concerned regarding
the proposal to pedestrianize Church Rd during the Championship and the impact this
may have on members

Sport England acknowledge the new recreational space for the public as a result of the
permissive park which are in line with Sport England Active Design Principles.

P 110
Sub-section 6.2P%{ggpttjgajevelopment age |

Supporting Information



Townscape, Visual

63 Impact, Design and
Neighbour Amenity
6.3 Townscape, Visual Impact, Design and
Neighbour Amenity
Introduction
6.3.1 This sub-section considers the proposed development in relation to policies

concerning Townscape and Landscape, Design and Neighbour Amenity.

Policy Assessment

Townscape and Visual Impact

6.3.2 Development plan policy supports development which conserves and enhances
valued townscape, as well as conserving and enhancing views.

6.3.3 Townscape can generally be defined the visual/aesthetic appearance which include its
constituent urban and natural features.

6.3.4 Visual impacts relate to views experienced by people because of the surrounding
townscape.

6.3.5 Planning policy supports proposals that conserve and enhance townscape and views.

Notably, NPPF para 130 (a-f) outlines that decisions should ensure developments add
to the overall quality of the area over the duration of the development; be visually
attractive; be sympathetic to local character and history, including surrounding built
environment and landscape setting; and create places with a high standard of amenity.
NPPF para 174 (a) states planning policies and decisions should contribute to and
enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued
landscapes. NPPF para 190 (c) notes that local planning authorities should take
account of the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness. These policies are supported by London Plan policy D3,
D8, and Merton SPP policy DMD2 which place an emphasis on developments that
conserve and/or create high quality and distinctive environments that respond to local
context. London Plan policy HC3 (b) places emphasis on the protection of strategic
and local views which seeks to protect strategic and local views. Merton sites and
Policies Plan (SPP) policy DMD1 (d) also refers to maintenance and enhancement of
identified important local views and where appropriate, the creation of new views.

6.3.6 Below officers consider the impact on townscape and views in turn below, drawing on
evidence from the Applicant’s Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (TVIA)
contained within Chapter 11 of the submitted Environmental Statement (ES). This has
assessed the construction effects and operational effects on a range of ‘townscape
receptors’ and ‘visual receptors’. The types of receptors are defined below.

e Townscape receptors — relates to the townscape as a resource in its own right
(cause by changes to the constituent elements of the townscape/landscape).

e Visual receptors - relates to views experienced by people (caused by changes in
the appearance of the townscape)
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6.3.7

6.3.8

6.3.9

6.3.10

Townscape Impacts

Below, Officers consider the construction and operational effects of the development
on townscape drawing on the findings of the Applicant’s TVIA. The townscape
receptors assessed comprise identified specific elements of the landscape within the
site, as well as townscape character areas. The townscape character areas adopted
by the TVIA are sourced from character Merton Character Study (2021) and the
Wandsworth Urban Design Study (2021)

Townscape Construction Impacts

The table below outlines the significant construction effects from the development.
Notably, TVIA identified moderate adverse impacts in relation to three of the key
townscape elements. The TVIA also identified moderate adverse effect on four of the
different townscape receptors ‘due to the changes in the physical and perceptual
characteristics resulting from construction operations (e.g. vegetation removal and re-
engineering works) and the presence of construction plant and machinery (including
tower cranes) which will remain visible.

Table 6.1: Summary of significant construction effects on townscape identified in Applicant’s TVIA

Townscape element

Mitigation

Significance of residual
effect taking into account
mitigation

Wimbledon Park Lake

Standard construction
practices and CEMP to be
secured by condition.

Moderate Adverse (Significant
in EIA terms)

Other water features

Standard construction
practices and CEMP to be
secured by condition.

Moderate Adverse (Significant
in EIA terms)

Grassland within the Site

Standard construction
practices and CEMP to be
secured by condition.

Moderate Adverse (Significant
in EIA terms)

Townscape character area

Mitigation

Significance of residual
effect considering mitigation

Neighbourhood 28
‘Wimbledon Park’

Standard construction
practices and CEMP to be
secured by condition.

Moderate Adverse (Significant
in EIA terms)

With regards to construction townscape impacts, Officers concur with the TVIA that the
development’s construction would result in direct adverse effects on townscape
features as noted above, as well as the an adverse impact on the Wimbledon Park
Character Area. However, given the impacts would be temporary (i.e. for the duration
of the construction period), Officers consider them acceptable and attribute limited

weight to the impact.

Townscape Operational Impacts

The TVIA assesses the likely townscape impacts at year 1 of operation i.e. effects
arising in the winter and summer after completion, and year 15 i.e. the likely effects
arising in the winter and summer years after opening taking account of the
establishment and maturation of planting proposals. The table below outlines the
identified significant operational effects at Year 15 identified in the TVIA in relation to

townscape receptors.
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Table 6.2: Summary of significant operational effects at year 15 following occupation identified in

Applicant’s TVIA

Townscape element

Mitigation

Significance of residual effect
taking account mitigation

Ancient and veteran trees
and woodland within the Site

(including Ashen Grove
Wood)

No additional mitigation
required

Moderate-Major Beneficial
(Significant in EIA terms)

Other trees and woodland

within the Site

No additional mitigation
required

Moderate Beneficial (Significant
in EIA terms)

Wimbledon Park Lake

No additional mitigation
required

Major Beneficial (Significant in
EIA terms)

Other water features

No additional mitigation
required

Moderate-Major Beneficial
(Significant in EIA terms)

Grassland within the Site

No additional mitigation
required

Moderate-Major Beneficial
(Significant in EIA terms)

Townscape character area

Mitigation

Significance of residual effect
taking into account mitigation

Neighbourhood 28
‘Wimbledon Park

No additional mitigation
required

Major Beneficial (Significant in
EIA terms)

6.3.11 With regards to the operation of the development, Officers generally concur with the
findings of the TVIA that there would be beneficial impacts on key townscape features
within the site due to the development. It is also acknowledged that townscape benefit
will be greater once vegetation matures (i.e. at Year 15 following occupation of the
site). Elements of the proposal which are considered to reinforce and enhance the
character of locality include:

e The introduction of a large number new trees and woodland planting including
parkland specimen trees in clumps and scattered groups and woodland and
woodland edge planting to create and strengthen woodland belts at site boundaries

e The introduction of areas of acid grassland, meadow and amenity lawn

e The restoration of the Wimbledon Park Lake, including the southern tip, as well as
deculverting and restoring Margin Brook and Bigden Brook

e The retention and long-term management of veteran trees

o Public realm interventions along Church Road, including re-surfacing and the
introduction of street furniture and additional street trees.

¢ Reinforced woodland edge and new boundary treatment to the site.

e Proposed buildings (i.e. Central Grounds Maintenance Hubs, Player Hubs and
Satellite maintenance Hubs), which would exhibit distinctive organic design that
assimilates into landscape albeit with some impact on openness.

6.3.12 It is considered the Parkland Show Court would be visually distinctive and adopt an
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organic design that would respond to the character of the area. It would also be
positioned on a low point topographically and next to the ALETC Main Grounds
helping to reduce its impact. Nevertheless, given its scale it would result in an
irreversible change to the open character of the locality.

However, overall, Officers do not consider the proposals would amount to harm to
townscape character considering Show court has been designed to be as discreet as
possible, and the other the other positive landscape interventions listed above which
serve positively impact the character of the site.

Visual Impacts

Below, Officers consider the construction and operational effects of the development
on visual impact drawing on the findings of the Applicant’s TVIA. Officers note the
Applicant’s assessment is based around the assessment of 18 viewpoints. Those
within the vicinity of the site are shown in the figure below.
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Figure 6.1: TVIA viewpoints close to the site. Source: EIA technical
appendix 11.4: figures
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6.3

The TVIA identifies significant adverse impacts (minor to major) on a number of
identified visual receptors during the construction period. The table below outlines the
significant effects identified on the TVIA on visual receptors.

Table 6.3: Construction Effects on Visual Receptors identified in Applicant’s TVIA

Visual receptors

Mitigation

Significance of residual effect
taking account mitigation

Local community on Home
Park Road (to south-east of
Site) (Viewpoints 3 and 17)

Standard mitigation deployed
through Construction
Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP)

Moderate-Major Adverse
(Significant in EIA terms)

Local community on
Wimbledon Park Road (to
the north and north-west of
Site) (Viewpoints 2 and 16

Standard mitigation deployed
through Construction
Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP)

Moderate-Major Adverse
(Significant in EIA terms)

Local community on
Church Road (to south-
west of Site) (Viewpoint 7)

Standard mitigation deployed
through Construction
Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP)

Moderate Adverse (Significant in
EIA terms)

Recreational users of the
Capital Ring within
Wimbledon Park and
immediate surrounds
(Viewpoints 1, 2, 4 and 16)

Standard mitigation deployed
through Construction
Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP)

Moderate-Major Adverse
(Significant in EIA terms)

Recreational users of
Wimbledon Park, including
Wimbledon Park Lake
(Viewpoints 1, 4 and 5)

Standard mitigation deployed
through Construction
Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP)

Moderate-Major Adverse
(Significant in EIA terms)

Officer agree with the findings of the TVIA that the proposed development would result
in adverse visual impacts due to construction. As evidenced in the TVIA results, the
visual impact would be more significant to areas immediately surrounding the site
where construction hoarding, and associated construction equipment may be visible.
Officers would expect the construction site to be particularly visible from the eastern
embankment of Wimbledon Park lake. Whilst Officers acknowledge there would be
negative visual impacts from construction, Officers attribute limited weight to these
impacts and consider these impacts acceptable given they would be temporary in
nature (i.e. only for the duration of the construction.

Operational Visual Impacts

The TVIA identifies there would be significant beneficial effects in respect of a number
of receptors. These are assessed in relation to year 1 and year 15 following
occupation of the development. The significant effects identified at year 15 are

provided below.
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Table 6.4: Significant effects on visual receptors at Year 15 identified in Applicant’s TVIA

Visual receptors Mitigation Significance of residual effect
taking account mitigation

Local community on Home | Recreational users of the Moderate Beneficial (Significant
Park Road (to south-east of | Capital Ring within in EIA terms

Site) (Viewpoints 3 and 17) | Wimbledon Park and
immediate surrounds
(Viewpoints 1, 2, 4 and 16)

Local community on No additional mitigation Moderate Beneficial (Significant
Wimbledon Park Road (to required in EIA terms)

the north and north-west of
Site) (Viewpoints 2 and 16)

Recreational users of the No additional mitigation Major Beneficial (Significant in
Capital Ring within required EIA terms)

Wimbledon Park and
immediate surrounds
(Viewpoints 1, 2, 4 and 16)

Recreational users of No additional mitigation Major Beneficial (Significant in
Wimbledon Park, including | required EIA terms)

Wimbledon Park Lake
(Viewpoints 1, 4 and 5)

6.3.18 Taking into account the results of the TVIA and Officers own assessment of the site,
Officers agree with the general findings of the TVIA that there would some beneficial
visual impact in certain areas immediately adjacent to the site, such as users of Home
Park Road, Wimbledon Park Road and Wimbledon Park. The beneficial impacts are
the result of the landscaping proposals would serve to enhance views in certain areas.
This enhancement would be more pronounced as vegetation matures, and particularly
in the summer months.

6.3.19 On Home Park Road, proposed vertical bar fencing would replace the existing
unsightly poor quality concrete panel walls along the south-eastern boundary of the
site which will frame views from Home Park Road. Vegetation clearance carried out in
certain areas of the AELTC Parkland adjacent to Home Park Road would also improve
views from certain areas (e.g. viewpoints of the Wimbledon Park Heritage Trail)
towards the restored Wimbledon Park Lake, relandscaped parkland (with acid
grassland, veteran trees and parkland trees) which will be seen in place of the existing
golf course fairways.

6.3.20 On Wimbledon Park Road, the Parkland Show Court would be visible from certain
vantage points marking a change from the current undeveloped visual experience.
However, from areas of Wimbledon Park Road further north (i.e. north of its junction
with Princes Way), some of the existing views towards the church would be enhanced,
with vegetation removal and proposed planting opening up and framing views,
including in the vicinity of the proposed Northern Gateway. Views would also be
available from southern parts of Wimbledon Park Road towards the proposed public
realm interventions extending along Church Road, which will include re-surfacing,
street furniture and additional street trees.
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There would also be some enhancement to views from the east of the site. From the
east of Wimbledon Park Lake, whilst there would be some filtered views towards the
Parkland Show Court and Southern Player Hub, enhancements to the lake-edge
planting, and creation of wooded parkland to the south of the lake would enhance
framed views toward St Mary’s Church.

Officers consider most of the proposed buildings (i.e. all those other than the Parkland
Show Court) would have limited visual impact. Parts of the Northern Player Hub and
Satellite Maintenance Hubs 1, 2, 3, 4 and 7 would be visible from surrounding areas
given their positioning near the site boundary. However, these structures but would not
be visually intrusive as they would be single storey, and would adopt organic form and
materials, and would be screened by vegetation. The southern player hub would be
visible from the eastern side of Wimbledon Park Lake but would sympathetically read
as a boathouse and be set within woodland and set back to the west of the boardwalk.
The Central Grounds Maintenance Hub would be largely dug into the landscape and
would have with a green roof. Therefore, this building would similarly not have an
overbearing or unacceptable visual impact on its surroundings.

The Parkland Show Court, due to its scale, would have an impact on views into the
site from the surrounding area. The Show Court would be particularly visible from parts
of Church Road (notably, the junction with Bathgate Road) and from the eastern side
of Wimbledon Park Lake. The Show Court would also impact on the southward views
(from the northern end of Church Road) towards St. Mary’s Church in context. The
Show Court may also obscure current eastward glimpses towards the lake from
Church Road. However, more generally, the impact on views from the surrounding
area would be limited. This is due to the site having a level of seclusion due to the
surrounding urban development and site boundary vegetation obscuring views into the
site, even in wintertime. Further, the Parkland Show Court’s siting adjacent to the
AELTC Main Grounds and on a low point topographically also limits significant visibility
of the Show Court from outside the site. Where the Show Court is visible, its organic
design would help diminish its visual impact and would arguably provide a point of
visual interest associated with the tennis club.

The Parkland Show Court would have a more significant impact on views when
standing within the site. The most notable view impacted would be the scene of St
Mary’s Church (Grade II* Listed) which would be obscured by the Show Court when
standing in northern parts of the site. However, Officers are mindful that views within
the site have historically been closed off to the public (i.e. only accessible to paying
players or members of the golf course). Further, the obscuring of views within some
parts of the site are balanced against increased creation of publicly accessible views in
other parts of the site. Both the proposed boardwalk and AELTC Parkland would
increase opportunities for the public to experience pleasant views currently unavailable
which would be framed by new landscape interventions.

Overall, Officers consider that once operational, the proposed development would not
give rise to harmful visual impacts.. Officers agree with underlying assessment of the
TVIA that there would be some beneficial effects in terms of townscape, visual impact.
However, Officers are also mindful of some marked change to the visual experience of
the area, principally due to the prominence of the Parkland Show Court which is not
encapsulated in the ‘Beneficial’ grading for some of the receptors assessed.
Nevertheless, Officers consider the overall visual impact acceptable and would not
amount to harm.

Townscape and visual impact conclusion

Overall, Officers consider the proposals, encompassing all its components, would not
give rise harm in townscape or visual terms. Officers consider that once operational,

Sub-section 6.3: Towgscape, Visdal Amenity, Page | 117
Design and e@gﬁulﬁnity

Planning Assessment



6.3.27

6.3.28

6.3.29

Townscape, Visual

63 Impact, Design and
Neighbour Amenity

the proposals, principally through re-landscaping works, would enhance certain
components of the landscape (e.g. veteran trees, grassland and blue infrastructure),
as well as enhance the character of Wimbledon Park area. The proposals would also
enhance views in certain areas, improving views from outside the site, as well as
within the site itself. Notwithstanding, it's acknowledged the proposals would have a
marked change in townscape and visual terms as result of the proposed Parkland
Show Court, which depart from the open character of the locality and would be more
overtly visible from certain vantage points. These impacts are limited to an extent, by
the Show Courts positioning adjacent to the AELTC’s Main Grounds, screening by
vegetation, its organic design, and is positioning on a low point topographically.
Overall, Officers do not consider the proposals would give rise to harm in townscape
and visual terms. Officers acknowledge there would some negative impacts on
townscape and views during the construction period, but this is given limited weight
given their temporary nature. The proposal is therefore considered in accordance
NPPF para 130, 174 & 198, London Plan policy D1, D3, D8 and HC3, and Merton SPP
Policies DMD1 & DMD2 in respect of townscape and visual impact.

Neighbour Amenity

Development plan policy requires proposals to protect local amenity. NPPF para 130
(f) requires developments to create places with a high standard of amenity for existing
and future users. This is supported by Merton SPP policy DMD2 (a, v & vi) which
requires development to:

e Ensure provision of appropriate levels of sunlight and daylight, quality of living
conditions, amenity space and privacy, to both proposed and adjoining buildings
and gardens.

¢ Protect new and existing development from visual intrusion, noise, vibrations or
pollution so that the living conditions of existing and future occupiers are not unduly
diminished.

The potential impacts on neighbouring amenity are considered below.
106 Home Park Road

This property abuts the application site and would be located adjacent to the proposed
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub (CGMH). The proposed development would result
in a change in outlook for this property as the property would overlook the AELTC Park
and rooftop of the CGMH. However, Officers do not consider there would be a harmful
impact on amenity. This is because the CGMH is predominantly an underground
structure which makes use of the level change so that it would not rise significantly
above the existing ground level immediately adjacent to the driveway of no. 106 Home
Park Road. The Building Heights Parameter Plan demonstrates that the finished floor
level adjacent to the boundary of no. 106 (which is to be retained) would be the same
as the maximum roof height of the CGMH (see Figure 6.2 belowError! Reference
source not found., NB. No 106 directly to the southern boundary of CGMH). No. 106
could experience some perceptible change in the noise environment from vehicles
entering and exiting the maintenance hub. However, this impact is not considered
harmful as there is a long-standing relationship with maintenance vehicles serving the
golf course. For example, it's understood that lawn mowers would regularly mow
greens and fairways early in the morning and later in the evening, before and after
golfers teed off. Further, a condition would be imposed on any permission which limits
vehicles entering and exiting the building between 21:00-07:00 Monday-Sunday, with
exception of two-weeks prior and two weeks post The Qualifying and The
Championships wherein the hours shall be 22:00-06:00 Monday-Sunday.
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It should be noted that noise impacts are considered further in sub-section 6.10.

Central
Grounds B8
Maintenance .-~ %
Hub -~ /
_ -~ xFFL+25m AOD /

Figure 6.2: Building Heights Parameters for
Central Grounds Maintenance Hub. Source:
Building Heights Parameter Plan

108, 110, 112, 118 Home Park Road

The proposed development would result in a change in outlook for these properties
which abut the application site. These properties would overlook the AELTC Parkland
with views of the new courts beyond, as well as glimpses of the Parkland Show Court
through trees. No. 108 would also overlook the roof structure of the CGMH, though to
a lesser extent than no. 106 referred to above. Whilst these properties would be
subject to change in outlook and noise, the noise impacts are not considered
significant, and their outlook would remain largely open. Therefore, Officers consider
there would be no harm to the amenity of these properties.

122, 124 and 126 Home Park Road

These properties are set back from the development site behind 108, 110, 112, 118
Home Park Road. However, they would nonetheless be subject to some change in
outlook due their relative higher position. However, this impact is not considered
harmful as the outlook of these properties would remain largely open.

57-125 (odds) Home Park Road

These properties are located on the north-eastern side of Home Park Road and would
face the boundary of the AELTC Parkland. The outlook for these properties towards
the street would remain open. Further, a new boundary would be installed to replace
the unsightly concrete wall which currently forms the boundary to the golf course. This
would result in an improved outlook. Overall, there would be no harm to these
properties.

All properties on Home Park Road

For all properties on Home Park Road, Officers accept there could be an increased
level of disturbance associated with extending the overall tennis event programme to
three weeks due to the Qualifying Event. Disturbance would come in the form of a
noticeable flow of pedestrians and vehicles travelling down Home Park Road, including
taxis and cars using car park 6. However, the increased level of disturbance would not
amount to harm considering the temporary nature of the event (three weeks) and
because the number of spectators would be far fewer for the Qualifying Event thereby
having less impact in the first week.
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1-5 (odds) Rectory Orchard

These properties abut southernmost extent of the application site. The land
immediately to the north of these properties would form part of the AELTC Parkland
and would be free from buildings. Officers note neighbour concern has been raised
that the planting of new trees could lead to overshadowing to these properties. The
landscaping strategy does incorporate planting a number of trees in proximity to the
boundary with these properties. However, Officers do not consider there would be
harmful overshadowing, or harmful impact on outlook given the fact the trees would be
to the north of these properties, and the fact the land falls away in this location.
Overall, Officers judge there would be no harm to the amenity of these properties.

Properties on the west side of Church Road, Wimbledon Park Road and Somerset
Road

These properties lie opposite the site to the west extending from Welford Place to
Bathgate Road. The proposed development will change the outlook of these
properties, particularly from the upper floors where screening from vegetation is less
pronounced. The outlook will change from the current golf course to the new
relandscaped tennis courts and ancillary buildings. Some properties shall also have
views of the Parkland Show Court. The outlook of these properties will however remain
largely open as the Parkland Show Court is positioned opposite AELTC’s Main
Grounds away areas immediately in front of residential properties. Overall, Officers
consider there would be no harm to the amenity of these properties.

The Wimbledon Club

The proposed Show Court would be visually prominent when viewed from the grounds
of the Wimbledon Club. However, there is considered sufficient separating distance to
the Show Court that there would be no harmful impact in terms of daylight, sunlight,
overshadowing or amenity in terms of the outlook. The proposed plans would maintain
an accessway to the Wimbledon Club from Church Road and it's expected there would
be similar access arrangements as is current outside of the tournament periods.
During the tournament period, the Wimbledon Club grounds have historically been
adopted by AELTC for logistics to support The Championships. It is expected this
arrangement would continue to be the case under the proposed development and
therefore there would be no significant impact on the operations of the Wimbledon
Club during the tournament period. The proposed boardwalk and enhanced lake
margins would be located to the east of the Wimbledon Club. Officers do not consider
these features would impact the amenity and operation of the Wimbledon Club. The
proposed construction may result in some inconvenience and disturbance to the
Wimbledon Club’s operations, though it's expected these impacts would be suitably
mitigated through relevant management plans secured by condition. Officers are also
mindful that impacts on the Wimbledon Club are also significantly dictated by private
agreements between AELTC and the Wimbledon Club given the two bodies have a
shared access. Overall, the proposed development is not considered to have a harmful
impact on the operations and amenity of the Wimbledon Club.

Event disturbance on the surrounding area

As noted above with regard to Home Park Road, there could be some increased
disturbance (through perceptible increases in noise and activity) as a result of
increased visitor numbers during The Championships and due to the added Qualifying
Event week. This disturbance extends to residential properties on Church Road and
Wimbledon Park Road, and to other roads that form routes to the application site.
Officers consider the increased degree of disturbance would not amount to an
unacceptable impact considering the temporary nature of the event (three weeks) and
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because the number of spectators would be far fewer for the Qualifying Event thereby
having less impact in the first week. Added to this, the ES finds there would be no
significant adverse impacts on noise during the operation of the development both
inside and outside of The Championships. Officers agree with this conclusion as
informed by feedback from the Council’s Environmental Health Officer (relating to
noise and nuisance) who raised no objection to the proposed development. Noise
impacts are discussed further in sub-chapter 6.10.

ES assessment of operational visual impacts

Officers note that the ES considers that at Year 15 following completion there would be
significant beneficial effects to visual receptors close to the site, notably:

e Local community on Home Park Road (to south-east of site) (Viewpoints 3 and 17)

e Local community on Wimbledon Park Road (to the north and north-west of site)
(Viewpoints 2 and 16)

All other visual receptors at year 15 were judged not to have significant effects.

The TVIA conclusions supports Officers judgement that there would be no harm to the
visual amenity of neighbouring properties from the proposed development.

Construction impacts on Neighbour Amenity

A Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) secured by condition for each phase would limit
vehicle movements to fixed timeframes and to principal routes to and from the site. A
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for each phase would also
reduce as far possible environmental negative construction impacts such as noise and
dust. However, there would be some unavoidable impact in terms of noise and visual
amenity as elaborated on below.

Construction Noise Impacts

The Applicant has submitted a noise and vibration assessment to support the
application, which forms part of the ES (Chapter 9). The ES concludes that with
mitigation (i.e. measures adopted in Construction Environmental Management Plans),
there would be negligible residual effects on noise (not significant in EIA terms) from
construction activity. The impacts of construction noise are also considered in Section
6.10. However, overall, taking into account mitigation, Officers consider the noise
impacts from construction would not unacceptably impact on neighbour amenity.

Construction Visual impacts

The TVIA in the ES (Chapter 11) identifies there would be adverse effects (moderate
to moderate/major) from construction on residents on Home Park Road, Wimbledon
Park Road and Church Road. Whilst mitigation measures in the CEMP would serve to
slightly diminish the adverse visual effects experienced (e.g. construction hoarding),
the overall level of effect on views and visual amenity would not appreciably reduce
due to the nature of the construction works proposed (e.g. vegetation removal and re-
engineering works) and the presence of construction plant and machinery (including
tower cranes) which would remain visible. Officers consider that although there would
be some adverse impacts on visual amenity for neighbouring properties from
construction, these impacts would not amount to harm given the temporary nature of
construction.

Taking into consideration the above in the round, Officers consider the proposed
development would accord with NPPF para 130 (f) and Merton SPP policy DMD2 (a)
in respect of neighbour amenity.
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Design Quality

Development plan policy supports high quality design in the built environment. NPPF
para 130 (a-f) sets requirements for developments to achieve high quality design. This
includes requiring developments to function well, be visually attractive as a result of
good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective landscaping. NPPF para 130
also notes spaces and buildings should be inclusive, sympathetic to local character
and to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit. The
drive for design quality in NPPF para 130 is supported by London Plan policies D3,
D4, D5 and D8, Merton Core Strategy policy CS14, and Merton SPP policies DMD1
and DMD2. Further, NPPF para 134 gives significant weight to developments which
reflects local design policies and government guidance on design outstanding or
innovative designs which promote high levels of sustainability.

The below paragraphs consider the quality of design in respect of various components
of the proposed development, separated by hard and soft landscaping proposals, and
above ground structures.

Hard and Soft Landscaping proposals
Tennis courts

38 tennis courts are proposed which would be in use from May to late September.
Outside of the grass court season, these courts would be ‘undressed’ without
permanent fences or seating structures. There would be no floodlit courts other than
illumination under the Parkland Show Court. The proposed courts would be 20110mm
in width x 36570mm in length. The size of the courts has been determined to provide a
suitable amount of run-back and side-run (6400mm and 4570mm respectively).

All courts would be surrounded by a concrete ring-beam (see Court layout plan (single)
and court layout plan (double)) providing drainage, structure for overlay court
canvases and camera poles, and a flat surface to house the court covers when they
are rolled up. The ring beam extends 970mm from the court edge and would have a
depth of 0.5m. It should be noted that the ring beam has been reduced in depth since
the original submission from 1m to 0.5m. The Courts are aligned close to North-South,
so that the low morning and evening sun is less likely to disturb players.

Whilst the courts are in use, each court will be ‘dressed’ with continuous canvas
screens, 2.4m high at each end and 1.1m high on each side. Outside of grass court
season the courts would be undressed appearing more open in appearance.

Officers consider the design of the tennis courts well considered and acceptable. The
fact they are grass means they will assimilate with the open nature of the site, and it's
noted that ring beams have been designed to minimised intrusion on the landscape.

The Tea Lawn

As part of the landscaping proposals is the proposed ‘Tea Lawn’. This area would be
located across the road from Centre Court. It would provide a gathering space with
seating, planting and water features integrated. The area would overlook two of the
new courts which would have temporary stands during The Championships and
Qualifying Event.

The Tea Lawn would provide a transition space between the architectural form of the
AELTC Main Grounds with the open, expansive nature of the parkland. The Tea Lawn
is accompanied by a pair of plazas with seating and tree groves in grid planting
providing shade. The plazas will act as important circulation spaces connecting with
the main artery of Church Road.
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Officers consider the design of the Tea Lawn area well considered and would create a
vibrant focal point whilst functioning as an effective transition space between the
AELTC main site and the wider parkland.

Wider soft landscaping strategy (i.e. trees, brooks

The proposed development has been designed to conserve trees with the greatest
amenity value and ecological importance (such as the veteran trees) and mainly
remove elements that have poor value such as leylandii hedging and U grade Trees.
The proposed landscaping scheme adopts a broad mix of different categories. These
include trees, shrubs, herbaceous, aquatic and marginal planting and grasses which
would create rich and ecologically diverse spaces to move through.

Overall, the soft landscaping strategy design is judged well considered and high
quality. The design would increase the extent and quality of the main habitat types on
site. This soft landscaping would work in tandem with enhancements to the site’s blue
infrastructure, notably desilting the lake, de-culverting Margin and Bigden Brook, and
restoring the southern lake tip which would benefit visual amenity and ecology. Trees
and ecology are considered in more detail in sub-sections 6.6 and 6.7.

Hardstanding

Alongside the soft landscaping would be a network of hardstanding paths connecting
the new tennis courts and creating routes through the AELTC Park. The hardstanding
design minimises the number of paths whilst allowing for emergency access,
maintenance and crowd flow. To respond the historic landscape, paths would be
sinuous and have colour pallet of beige and browns with standard tarmac avoided.

There would be two notable larger areas of hardstanding i.e. the Northern Gateway
and Southern Gateway. These are required to facilitate crowd flows. The Urban
Design Officer has raised some concern regarding the potential emptiness of these
spaces outside The Championships and Qualifying Event. This concern would be
addressed by a condition for a management plan (see condition 12) which would
include temporary measures (e.g. public realm furniture such as benches, planters or
other pop-up infrastructure) to activate underutilised space including the Southern
Gateway area. Subject to conditions, Officers consider the design of hardstanding
acceptable providing accessibility across the site whilst fitting the parkland design
philosophy.

Features and furniture

The landscaping strategy would incorporate features which would add to the overall
parkland aesthetic. This includes estate railing (used as internal boundary definition
and tree protection) and new vertical bar railings for the Wimbledon Park boundary. It
should be noted railings would replace the unsightly concrete wall on Home Park Road
to the benefit of the street scene. The landscape design also features a Ha-Ha which
would provide an unobtrusive barrier between the AELTC Park and the private courts
to the north. The Ha-Ha is also reflects the original “Capability” Brown landscape which
included a Ha-Ha to separate the pleasure grounds from the wider parkland. Further,
the hard landscaping plan includes proposals for timber benches and bins positioned
in various locations allowing people to sit and enjoy the landscape. The details of
furniture would be secure by condition. Overall, Officers consider the design approach
to features and furniture well considered and acceptable subject to conditions.

9.4 Hectare AELTC Parkland and the boardwalk

Officers consider the boardwalk well designed. It would enhance human interaction
with nature and “Capability” Brown’s principal feature - the lake. The location of the
boardwalk is well considered taking into account the constraints of the site, including
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RPAs of veteran trees, ecological zones and the need to provide a secure perimeter to
AELTC’s estate and The Wimbledon Club’s estate without the need for a hard
boundary.

The boardwalk and AELTC Park would be open free of charge at the same time as
Council owned Wimbledon Park adjacent, save for periods of closure before, during
and after The Championships. When the boardwalk and AELTC Park is open, it would
likely feel like an extension of Council owned Wimbledon Park. A link into Wimbledon
Park and detailed rules of access would be secured through the Section 106
agreement. Officers consider the AELTC Park well considered and would provide
significant benefit to Merton residents and the wider public.

Lighting

The Applicant has developed an exterior lighting strategy which is summarised on
pages 578-584 of the Design and Access Statement. The Lighting Strategy is well
considered. Lighting has been designed appropriately adopting a strategy to minimise
light pollution and adverse effects to local ecology and neighbouring residential
properties. A final lighting strategy would be secured by condition. It's noted the
Council’'s Environmental Health Officer has raised no objection to the development
subject to a finalised lighting strategy secured by condition. Lighting is considered in
further detail in sub-sections 6.6 and 6.10 which covers ecology and light pollution
respectively.

Landscaping proposals design conclusion

Considering the above in the round, the design of landscaping proposals together with
lighting is judged to be well considered and would create high quality spaces for the
intended users. The landscaping design would also carrying other benefits, notably
promoting biodiversity and enjoyment of the historic environment. The hard and soft
landscape proposal are considered in accordance as relevant with NPPF paras 130, &
134, London Plan policy D3, D4 & D8, Merton CS policy CS14 and Merton SPP policy
DMD1 & DMD2.

Proposed buildings

Parkland Show Court Design (submitted in outline)

The Parkland Show Court comprises an 8,000-seat stadium. It would serve as a player
hub during the Qualifying Event and would be used for tournament play during The
Championships fortnight. The Parkland Show Court is applied for in Outline with
detailed design subject to Reserved Matters applications. However, the final design
approved under Reserved Matters would be required to adhere to the submitted
Design Code and Parameter Plans submitted under this outline application.

The Applicant’s supporting material explains the Show Court is required to maintain
Wimbledon as the premier tennis tournament in the world. It would allow AELTC to
offer further live show court tennis in a state-of-the-art intimate setting. Further, the
Show Court is also needed to provide essential support functions for both the
Qualifying Event and The Championships in the form of player and guest facilities and
operational spaces.

The fagade concept for the stadium is inspired by clumps of trees similar in scale to
tree clumps that featured in “Capability” Brown’s designs. The stadium would adopt a
lattice structure in timber with a permeable frame across for climbing plants (see
Figure 6.5). Further, the stadium would be set within a ring of mature oak trees. As a
whole, the stadium is designed to be perceived as an extension of the landscape. It is
intended to use climbing plans that change with the seasons, such as Virginia Creeper
or similar.
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6.3.67 The stadium would be located centrally to the west of the site aligning generally with

Court 1 to the west. Here the ground levels slope from west to east down towards the
lake. The stadium will make use of this existing topography by sitting the main bulk of
the stadium on top of existing ground level but with a lower ground floor excavated into
the ground which has an exposed fagade on the eastern side of the stadium. This
serves to minimise the overall massing of the proposal particularly when viewed from
the south and the north.

6.3.68 The submitted Parameter Plan 04 sets out the maximum building heights for the
Parkland Show Court (also see Error! Reference source not found.Figure 6.3 below).
It should be noted the height of the Show Court varies due to the sloping topography
across the site. The parameter plans set maximum heights Above Ordinance Datum
(AQOD) i.e. sea level as defined for Ordinance Survey. Therefore, the building heights
can be understood by subtracting the relevant AOD heights of different parts of the
Show Court from the AOD of the ground level adjacent to the Show Court.

Figure 6.3: Building Heights Parameters for Parkland Show Court. Source: Building Heights Parameter
Plan

6.3.69 The approximate maximum above ground level heights for the Show Court are
summarised below.

6.3.70 On the eastern side of the Show Court the approximate maximum heights would be
e Primary frontage — 23.5m
e Secondary frontage (top of pitched roof element) — 26.5m
¢ Maximum roof height — 28m

6.3.71 Under the design code and parameter plans, Officers consider the scale, form and
massing of the Parkland Show Court acceptable. Whilst a sizable structure, it would fit
in with the parkland context and would not appear overbearing in the landscape. This
takes account the sloping topography of the land from west to east which enables the
Show Court to sit lower in the landscape relative to Court no. 1.

6.3.72 The Show Court would contain a seating bowl, rather than a tiered seating
arrangement, allowing for an uninterrupted view for all spectators. The spectator bowl
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is supported by four storeys of ancillary supporting facilities across four levels as
described below:

e The lower ground floor will contain a mixture of public, private and back of house
facilities to support The Championships. This includes public areas along the
eastern fagade creating an area of active frontage overlooking the parkland. It
would also include a player access and servicing tunnel connecting the lower
ground of the Show Court to the Main Grounds. The extent of the lower ground
floor is fixed by Parameter Plan 03.

e The ground floor would contain a concourse with a mixture of guest facilities such
as toilets and food kiosks.

e An upper level would contain a concourse with a mixture of public and player
facilities, as well as flexible space which may incorporate accommodation for
temporary offices or hospitality.

e At second floor level there would be accessible viewing areas.

The Show Court would achieve high standards of accessibility and inclusive design,
with accessible seating to meet or exceed the relevant requirements set out by the
Sports Grounds Safety Authority. Further, the Show Court would include lifts to provide
comfortable access to all levels of the building.

The building would adopt an Environment Positive strategy. This means the building
will abide by the following design code:

o Embodied carbon minimised through selection of materials and source location
and carefully engineered structural solutions that minimise material usage and
wastage.

e The building must operate with ‘net zero’ carbon emissions.

e The building should inspire wider action through its design and operation.
Dismissal of alternative design options for the Parkland Show Court

London Plan policy D3 (a) requires development to adopt a design-led approach which
considers options to determine the most appropriate form of development that
responds to a site’s context and capacity for growth.

Accordingly, Officers note the submitted Design and Access Statement outlines the
alternative locations that have been considered for the proposed Show Court, which
include a northern and southern location on the AELTC Main Grounds (see Figure

6.4). The northern location was ruled out for the following reasons:

¢ Proximity and overlooking to neighbouring properties along Bathgate Road, which
are within the Bathgate Road Conservation Area

o Elevated position and steep topography

e 4,080sgm of facilities are still required in the parkland for the guest facilities,
Qualifying Players’ Hub and the management of the parkland site.

e Adjacency to the Hill and No.1 Court exacerbates already existing crowd flow
issues.

e Displacement of facilities for Main Draw players; the Aorangi Pavilion and dynamic
warm-up area.
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Displacement of 14 tennis courts which would need to be relocated in the
Parkland.

The southern location on AELTC Main Grounds was also explored however was ruled
out for the following reasons:

Proximity and overlooking to neighbouring properties along Somerset Road.

4,080sgm of facilities are still required in the parkland for the guest facilities,
Qualifying Players’ Hub and the management of the parkland site (refer to table for
further detail.

Adjacency to No.3 Court, pergola and popular southern outdoor courts
exacerbates already existing crowd flow issues. The tapering nature of the site
here and dead-end condition are particularly unconducive to the smooth movement
of crowds.

Displacement of No.2 Court, Court 12, public facilities, and 5 hard courts which
cannot be relocated on the parkland

‘f

Figure 6.4: Alternative locations of Parkland Show Court considered. Source: Design and Access
Statement p361

Whilst the northern and southern locations were considered, these were dismissed for
the reasons stated above and the benefits of positioning the Show Court as proposed,
including but not limited to:

Providing a base for facilities to support the Qualifying Event taking place to the
east of Church Road.

Limited impact on views from the surrounding areas compared to the AELTC Main
Grounds as the stadium would be located on lower ground level relative to the
AELTC Main Grounds.

Providing a Parkland setting for the Show Court to the benefit of the visitor
experience.

The design process also considered lowering the spectator bowl below ground level.
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However, this was ruled out as it would result in a reduction in available
accommodation across all levels of the building and therefore would be unable to meet
the requirements for player and public facilities, plant, servicing and hospitality.

Whilst Officers judge the proposed deviopment on its merits, the above demonstrates
that the Applicant has duly considered alternative options for the Show Court in
accordance with London Plan policy D3 (a).

Parkland Show Court Design Conclusion

Taking into consideration the above, Officers consider the Parkland Show Court can
be secured such that it would achieve an excellent standard of design which is well
considered responding to its context and having appropriately explored and ruled out
alternative options. The Show Court would exhibit high standards of sustainability
(considered in more detail in sub-section 6.8). The fulfilment of design quality is
subject to strict adherence with the submitted Design Code and Parameter Plans
which would be required under any outline permission. Officers have reviewed the
design code and parameter plans in respect of the Parkland Show Court and consider
these provide suitably rigid rules ensure the design concept presented under this
application would be carried through to Reserved Matters stage.

Figure 6.5: View of the Parkland Show Court from the south (Source: planning addendum: illustrative
views)

Central Grounds Maintenance Hub Design (submitted in Outline)

The Central Grounds Maintenance Hub would provide a single location for the storage
and maintenance of ground equipment and also provide a single base for horticultural
staff, including changing rooms, showers, cycle storage, a kitchen, meeting space and
office space. The maintenance hub would support an enlarged grounds and
horticultural team which would roughly double as the number of courts also doubles.
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The building would be located beside the southern boundary of the parkland next to
Home Park Road. Grounds staff would be able to park in the car park beside the Golf
Clubhouse and approach the building on foot or by buggy. Deliveries to the hub would
be made via the Main AELTC Grounds or along Church Road and then transported by
buggy to the maintenance hub.

Figure 6.6: Central Grounds Maintenance Hub lllustrative View. Source: Design and Access Statement

The building would provide suitable storage for supporting equipment for the new
courts. However, the building would also address the current lack of maintenance
facilities for equipment on the AELTC Main Grounds.

The building would be split over two levels utilising the topography to create a largely
subterranean structure. The basement level would consist principally of an open
storage area for grounds equipment and a workshop for the upkeep of machinery. The
upper level would contain office space and staff welfare facilities including locker
rooms, shower rooms and a kitchen. An expanse of glazing at the upper level allows
fresh air and natural light into these spaces and acts as the primary pedestrian point of
entry into the building. The roof level of the second floor would accord with the level of
Home Park Road and would be landscape making the building appear as a
continuation of the landscape. A light well along the north face of the basement would
allow air and light into this level and allows the building to be passively ventilated.

Overall, Officers consider the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub would achieve an
excellent standard of design with distinctive architecture that assimilates into the
landscape. This is subject to strict adherence with the submitted Design Code and
Parameter Plans which would be secured under any outline approval. Officers have
reviewed the design code and parameter plans in respect of the Maintenance Hub and
consider these provide suitably rigid rules to ensure the design concept presented
under this application would be carried through to Reserved Matters stage.
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Northern and Southern Player Hubs Design (submitted in outline)

The Northern Player Hub would be located on the boundary against the existing
athletics track in the north of the site. The hub is positioned to nestle into an enhanced
woodland edge which serves to minimise the impact on the openness and provide
views towards the parkland to the south. It would adopt an organic curved form, a
green flat roof (max 5m), and vertical timber clad facade. Therefore, the building would
assimilate well with its natural surroundings.

The Southern Player Hub would be located on the restored lake tip and will be
designed to read as a boathouse for the lake, as was originally planned by “Capability”
Brown. It will do this by adopting a rectangular footprint with a pitched roof (max 6.5m)
projecting out over the tip of the lake, supported on piles or cantilevered. It would also
feature a usable external space such as a balcony.

Both player hubs would contain player facilities which may include a lounge, toilet and
kitchenette. The hubs would adopt designs that provide the highest standards of
accessibility.

Officers have reviewed the design code and parameter plans for the player hubs and
consider these provide suitably rigid rules to ensure the design concept would be
carried through to Reserved Matters stage. The buildings would be architecturally of a
high standard and would sympathetically fit in with their surroundings.

Figure 6.7: Left: Indicative view of the Northern Player Hub. Right Indicative view of Southern Player Hub. Source: Design
and Access Statement p505 and p515
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Satellite Maintenance Hubs Design (submitted in detail)
6.3.91 Seven satellite maintenance hubs would provide the critical infrastructure required
support the operation of the development.
6.3.92 The buildings would be multifunctional, providing electrical, data and irrigation

infrastructure. They would also provide toilet facilities for guests and players during
The Championships and Qualifying Event and for maintenance staff year-round. They
would also compliment the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub by providing localised
storage, waste, composting and wash down areas for the Courts and Horticulture
team.

6.3.93 The hubs would be distributed through the parkland to provide a resilient network of
infrastructure and services to support the courts and parkland.

6.3.94 All the satellite hubs have a common ‘kit of parts’ all containing:
o A flexible external yard to store grounds equipment
¢ Allocated space to contain infrastructure required to support the grounds

e Two accessible WC, though Hub 2 located to the north of the site would contain
additional WC for Championships and Qualifying Event.

Y External
. Yard s,
Plant
" Guest
WwWC i

- L]
*rasanar”

Figure 6.8: Design concept for proposed Hub Buildings i.e.
kit of parts'. Source: Design and Access Statement. P457

6.3.95 All the hubs would be single storey with flat roofs up to 4m high, though height is less
in some instances where the hubs are ‘dug in’ to the landscape making use of the
topography.

6.3.96 The hubs would be positioned adjacent to more established boundaries. Further, they

all adopt an organic aesthetic through form and materials which alongside soft
landscaping would mean the hubs blend into the landscape and limit the impact on
openness as far as possible.

6.3.97 A supplementary design note has been submitted alongside the application which
notes that the proposed hubs are expected to be low energy consumption. The hubs
would comply with the sustainability credentials under Part L2A of the Building
Regulations. This is considered acceptable by officers given the hubs would have low
energy consumption and would not provide any permanently occupied spaces for staff
such as offices. It's noted solar PV for the hubs was dismissed as an option because
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of limited viability once capital cost, payback and embodied carbon are considered.

Overall, Officers consider the design of the seven satellite hubs acceptable. They
would be architecturally of a high standard and would blend into their parkland
surroundings.

Proposed buildings design conclusion

The proposed buildings in the round are considered to exhibit high quality sustainable
design. The buildings would be visually attractive with distinctive architecture that
blends into and responds to the parkland surroundings. The design codes and
parameter plans for the outline buildings are considered suitably robust and would
ensure design quality is carried through to Reserved Matters stage. The buildings
would therefore be in accordance as relevant with NPPF paras 130 & 134, London
Plan policies D3 & D4, Merton CS policy CS14, and Merton SPP policies DMD1 and
DMD2. Matters of inclusive design, secured by design, basement development and fire
safety specifically are considered in further detail below.

Inclusive Design

NPPF para 130 (f) requires development to create places that are safe, inclusive and
accessible. This is supported by London Plan policy D5 that promotes developments
that achieve the highest standards of inclusive design and Merton SPP policy DMD2
which requires safe and secure layouts.

The vast majority of the proposed pathways on the application site would be
wheelchair accessible. Wheelchair accessible paths include all those to the proposed
courts, principal pathways through the AELTC Park and the boardwalk. All courts
would be fully wheelchair accessible. The spectator zone for the courts would also
accommodate wheelchair viewing positions. The courts themselves provide circulation
zones wide enough for two sports wheelchairs to pass, in line with Sport England
guidance. As such, the development will maximise access for a wide range of users.
Furniture is also positioned at regular intervals creating areas for rest. For the buildings
subject to Reserved Matters, namely the Parkland Show Court, Northern and Southern
Player Hub and Central Grounds Maintenance Hub, the Applicants are required to
submit an inclusive design statement (secured by condition) alongside Reserved
Matters applications. It should be noted that inclusive design is considered in more
detail in sub-section 6.14 which assesses the development in relations to the
Equalities Act.

Related to inclusive design, it should be noted that the application also secures
funding for enhanced toilet facilities in Council owned Wimbledon Park. This would not
only provide more accessible toilets in accordance with inclusive design principles but
would also accord with London Plan Policy S6 which supports provision of publicly
accessible toilets in connection with public realm developments.

Given the above, Officers are satisfied that the development would adopt high
standards of inclusive design in accordance as relevant with NPPF para 130 (f),
Merton SPP policy DMD2 and London policy D5.

Secured by Design

Merton SPP policy DMD2 (a, iii) requires development be developed in accordance
with Secured by Design principles.

The proposed development has been designed with security in mind, particularly given
the high-profile nature of the Wimbledon Championships.
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In terms of physical security features, the proposed boardwalk (and adjoining soft
landscaping) would act as a natural security perimeter between the AELTC estate and
Wimbledon Park. In addition, the Ha-Ha proposed to delineate the boundary between
the AELTC Parkland and the AELTC estate to the north would also provide an
unobtrusive and effective security barrier.

The Metropolitan Police Secured by Design officer was consulted, and Officers have
agreed appropriate conditions which requires the development to adhere to Secured
by Design principles and ascertain certification of this by the Metropolitan Police
following completion.

Officers accept that much of the security associated with the Qualifying and
Championships would be through temporary management measures which would be
altered and expanded where necessary to cater for the expanded tournament.

Given the above, Officers consider the proposed development would accord with
Merton SPP Policy DMD2 in respect of adhering to Secured by Design Principles.

Basement Development

The Parkland Show Court and Central Grounds Maintenance Hub both involve sub-
terranean elements. Merton SPP Policy DMD2 (b, i-ix) sets criteria for basement
proposals to be acceptable. Further, DMD2 (c) requires an assessment of basement
and subterranean scheme impacts on drainage, flooding from all sources, groundwater
conditions and structural stability where appropriate.

With regard to Merton SPP Policy DMD2 (b, i-ix), Officers note that overall impacts on
climate change, heritage, trees and flooding is considered in other sub-sections in this
report. However, its noted that both basements would have limited visual impact on the
setting of the RPG given they would be largely concealed from view. Further, the
proposed development is considered acceptable in respect of trees, flooding and
drainage as assessed under separate sub-sections.

In line with DMD2 (c), a Basement Impact Assessment was submitted by the
Applicant. This considered the potential impacts of the tunnel and basement
construction on existing facilities and ground conditions.

The screening stage of the Basement Impact Assessment indicates:

¢ Anticipated excavation induced ground movements are relatively low and unlikely
to have a significant detrimental impact on adjacent structures. Excavation support
measures are likely to be required at key locations for both the Church Road
Service Tunnel and the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub.

e Basement construction for the Parkland Show Court is expected to have negligible
impact and no further assessment is considered necessary.

e Tunnel construction is likely to impact nearby structures (Wimbledon No. 1 Court;
Building 2 - Melrose Ave, London SW19 8AU and Church Road) and utilities and a
full BIA is required. However, this part of the tunnel (beyond the current red line
boundary) will form part of a separate planning application and any impact to these
structures will need to be considered as part of the future works

e Basement construction for the Central Grounds Maintenance Hub is likely to
impact on no. 106 Home Park Road and Home Park Road itself. Actual excavation
induced ground movements would be managed by adopting appropriate
excavation support measures to ensure impacts are minimised as far as possible.

The BIA notes that detailed Basement Impact Assessments will need to be undertaken
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based on site specific ground investigation data together with information on existing
structures and utilities. The design of temporary excavation support measures would
confirm the likely resulting ground movements and form a basis for detailed
assessment of potential impacts and additional mitigation, or monitoring measures
required.

Based on the findings of the submitted Basement Impact Assessment, Officers
consider the principle of the proposed basements acceptable. Where potential impacts
on surrounding structures and ground conditions are identified, there would likely be
available means to mitigate impacts e.g. through appropriate excavation support and
construction methodology. It's noted that further detailed basement impact assessment
would be submitted at Reserved Matters stages at which point further assessment of
impacts would be carried out by the Local Planning Authority. Therefore, the proposed
development is considered acceptable in respect of Merton SPP policy DMD2 in
respect of basement development.

Fire Safety

In accordance with Policy D12 of the London Plan, a Fire Statement has been
submitted with the application prepared by and reviewed by qualified fire engineers.
This report describes the key site-wide strategic fire safety measures that will need to
be considered during design development. The principles set out are intended to be
commensurate with the level of detail required at RIBA Work Stage 2. Officers
consider a suitable level of detail has been provided to satisfy London Plan Policy D12
baring in mind the stage of design work. Officers also note the development would be
subject to separate Building Regulations applications. Overall, Officers consider fire
safety has been duly considered for the stage of design in acordance with London
Plan policy D12.

Conclusion

Officers consider the proposals encompassing all its components would not give rise
to harmful visual impacts, or harm to townscape. Officers consider that once
operational the proposals, principally through re-landscaping works, would enhance
certain components of the landscape (e.g. veteran trees, grassland and blue
infrastructure), as well as enhance the character of Wimbledon Park area. The
proposals would also enhance views in certain areas, improving views from outside
the site, as well as within the site itself. Notwithstanding, it's acknowledged the
proposals would cause some change to townscape and views as result of the
proposed Parkland Show Court which would depart from the generally open character
of the locality, and would be more overtly visible from certain vantage points.
However, overall Officers do not consider there to be harm townscape and visual
terms. This takes into account the design approach make the Parkland Show Court
building as discreet as possible and assimilate with the landscape. Notably, the Show
court would be positioned adjacent to the AELTC’s Main Grounds, would be screening
by vegetation, would adopt an organic design, and would be positioned on a low point
topographically. These design elements serve to limit the impact on townscape and on
views. Officers acknowledge there would some negative impact visually and on
townscape during the construction period, but this is given limited weight given their
temporary nature.

Officers consider the proposed development would not give rise to unacceptable
impacts on neighbour amenity from either the construction or operational phases of the
development. Although there would be some noticeable impacts from construction,
such as from noise and change in outlook for nearby properties, these impacts would
not be harmful given safeguards secured by condition (e.g. mitigation measures set
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out in Construction Environmental Management Plans) and given the temporary nature
of the construction period.

Officers consider the design of the hard and soft landscaping proposals to be
acceptable. The landscaping would create a high-quality and accessible public realm
both in the northern parkland and AELTC Parkland.

The design of the proposed parkland buildings (including the Show Court) would be
high quality and result in architecturally distinctive buildings that respond to their
parkland context. For buildings applied for in outline, Officers consider the submitted
Design Codes and Parameter Plans are suitably robust to ensure design quality is
carried through to Reserved Matters applications.

Officers consider the proposal to be in accordance with policy relating to inclusive
design, secured by design, basement development and fire safety.

Overall, the proposed development is considered acceptable in respect of townscape,
visual impact, design and neighbour amenity in accordance as relevant with NPPF
para 130, 134, 174 & 198, London Plan policies D3, D4, D5, D8, D12 and HC3, Merton
CS policy CS14, and Merton SPP policies DMD1 and DMD2. Officers’ assessment is
informed by the responses from consultees as set out in the supporting information
section below. This includes feedback from the Council’'s Urban Design Officer who
overall raised no objection to the proposed development.

Sub-section 6.3: Towgscape, Viswal Amenity, Page | 135
Design and e@gﬁul&ﬁ:‘enity

Planning Assessment



6.3.123

6.3.124

6.3.125

6.3.126

Townscape, Visual
63 Amenity, Design and
Neighbour Amenity

Supporting Information

Urban Design Officer Response

Response dated 2" December 2022 - link

Below provides a summary of the Urban Design Officers response. It includes the
main areas of concern which Officers respond to subsequently.

The Urban Design Officer raised no objection to the proposed development in terms of
design. They note:

“The Applicant has demonstrated that the proposal has balanced heritage, landscape
and its sporting use with good design. It is worth noting that the existing use of the site
is also a sporting use, however the current golfing use significantly altered the historic
landscape and was exclusively accessible. The Applicant has demonstrated through
good design multiple public benefits, such providing public access to over 9ha of open
space, enhancements and restoration to the landscape, increasing levels of
biodiversity, planting plans to better reflect the heritage landscape of the site and
enhanced access to the lake”

Statements highlighting areas of concern include:

o The tea lawn and northern gated area are not accessible outside of the
Championship period, however they have a direct visual relationship with Church
Road. There could be a beneficial opportunity for these smaller open spaces with
distinct character to be permissibly accessible outside of the Championship period
as places for local residents and visitors to dwell all year round. Furthermore, more
clarity surrounding the activities that can take place all year round on the site and
its structures, such as the show court and player hubs, should be explored further
as part of their detailed applications.

o “The creation of purpose-built north and south spectator entrances for The
Championships is welcome. There is some lack of clarity regarding what the non-
Championship arrangement will be in terms of the landscape. The landscape of
these areas should appear as an integral part of the park design and not as if it is
awaiting its other use, which will only be for 1 month of the year.”

o “Due to the topography, the roof becomes a key characteristic in views from higher
ground. If this application is successful, it is expected that the detailed application
explores the roof appearance further to ensure it integrates well with its natural
surroundings from all view ranges.”

o “Although not proposed, there is potential for an additional hub containing a
publicly accessible WC within the new 9.4ha public park that could be utilised all
year round for park visitors.”

o “The design guidelines could be expanded to include clear guidance on the
character of temporary structures erected during the Championship period, and
indeed if they can be utilised all-year round, such as follies or pavilions.
Furthermore, the guidelines could include more landscape design guidance also in
terms of management/maintenance and future planting.”

e “There is little mention of the retention of the former Golf Clubhouse as a
Community Learning Hub. More clarity on this is needed”
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Case Officer Response to Urban Design Officer comments

Officers note that there are areas of the site which won’t be publicly accessible,
notably the Tea Lawn and Northern Gateway. Whilst it's recognised there could be
added benefit for larger areas of public access, this does not form part of the proposed
development and Officers must assess the proposed development on its merits.

Officers note concerns regarding the areas of hardstanding within the northern and
southern gateway areas. The Northern Gateway will have no public access outside of
The Championships and Qualifying Period. As such, there isn’'t a clear need for
specific landscaping interventions within this area. The Southern Gateway would be
located in the Permissive Access Parkland and consider that there could be suitable
interventions within this area to activate the space outside The Championships and
Qualifying Event. This issue is addressed by an overarching condition (see condition
12) for a management plan relating to the AELTC Park that would include details of
temporary interventions in the Southern Gateway area. Temporary interventions could
include public realm furniture such as benches, planters, or other pop-up
infrastructure.

Officers note concerns regarding the impact of the Parkland Show Court roof structure
on views. The detailed design of the roof would accordingly be scrutinised at Reserved
Matters stage and assessed in respect of the relevant design policies at the time of
submission.

Officers note the Urban Design Officer’s suggestion to have an accessible public WC
within the permissive accessible parkland. Whilst there are no new buildings with toilet
facilities within the permissive parkland, the Applicant is making an overarching
contribution towards enhancements in Council owned Wimbledon Park, of which one
of the identified projects is to provide enhanced toilet facilities. Officers are also
mindful that further toilet facilities in the AELTC Parkland could further diminish the
openness of MOL.

Officers note the Urban Design Officer’s suggestion that Design Guides could be
expanded to include temporary structures during The Championships. The Design
Code submitted is relevant to the buildings submitted in outline only. Further,
temporary structures required for The Championships and Qualifying Event would be
subject to approval via discharge of conditions. Condition 6 specifically would require
the developer to submit for approval, prior to each The Qualifying Event, a schedule of
marquees, temporary stands and supporting overlay infrastructure.

Officers acknowledge Urban Design Officer's comment regarding clarity over the
community use of the Golf Clubhouse. Further clarity has been established since the
Urban Design Officers comments for which detail is provided in Sub-section 6.12.

Greater London Authority (GLA) Stage 1 Response

Responses received 1% November 2021 - link and 2™ July 2022 - link

With regard to ‘Urban Design’ the GLA provided the initial comments under various
subheadings. Subsequently, the Applicant provided GLA with a response to their initial
comments which was proceeded by a final response from the with red/amber/green
rating. The final comments indicate GLA were broadly satisfied with the proposed
development in terms of the majority of items (indicated by green scoring).

Otherwise amber scoring was given in relation to a number of items including:
e Connections across Church Road

¢ Visual impact of the maintenance hubs from the public highway

Sub-section 6.3: Towgscape, Visdal Amenity, Page | 137
Design and e@%ul@#&anity

Supporting Information


https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Greater%20London%20Authority_03.11.2021.pdf
https://planning.merton.gov.uk/MVM.DMS/Planning%20Application/1000115000/1000115659/21P2900_Comments_Greater%20London%20Authority_22.07.2022.pdf

6.3.135

6.3.136

Townscape, Visual
63 Amenity, Design and
Neighbour Amenity

e Agent of change i.e. mitigating impacts of development, notably noise

The above were given amber on the basis that further approval is required from other
statutory consultees (not received at the time of comment), including comments from
TFL and further detail on benefits which would be provided in the S106.

Metropolitan Policy (Secured by Design Officer)

Response dated 13th July 2022 — link and 11™ October 2022 - link

The Metropolitan Police Secured by Design (SBD) Officer has provided comments on
the application. The Officer notes a number of questions to be addressed. Case
Officers consider the points and questions raised by the Officer are suitably covered
off by management strategies that would be applicable to the site once operational.
Officers agreed conditions with the MET SBD Officer that would ensure secured by
design principles are adhered to. This includes a requirement for the Applicant to
obtain a Secured By Design certificate once occupied.
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6 4 Heritage

6.4  Heritage

Introduction

6.4.1 This sub-section considers the impact of the proposed development on designated
and non-designated heritage assets.

Policy Assessment

6.4.2 NPPF para 195 requires local planning authorities to identify and assess the particular
significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by
development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available
evidence and any necessary expertise. Accordingly, this sub-section carries out this
exercise. Significance is defined by the NPPF as “the value of a heritage asset to this
and future generations because of its heritage interest”.

6.4.3 Development plan policy and national planning guidance sets different tests depending
on the status of a heritage asset i.e. depending on whether an asset is designated or
non-designated.

6.4.4 In respect of designated heritage assets, NPPF para 199 gives great weight to their
conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be).
This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total
loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. Therefore, in assessing this
application, Officers are required to give great weight and importance to any harm to
Listed Buildings, Registered Park and Gardens or Conservation Areas irrespective of
the level of harm. This policy statement reflects the legal position as set out in the
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990 in respect of impact affecting listed
buildings, or their settings or through development in a conservation area (see below).

6.4.5 NPPF para 202 states “where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial
harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its
optimum viable use”. NPPF para 200 requires that any harm to, or loss of, the
significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from
development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification.
Further, substantial harm or total loss to grade II* registered park and gardens should
be wholly exceptional.

6.4.6 In respect of non-designated heritage assets NPPF para 203 requires decision makers
to make a balanced judgement having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the heritage asset.

6.4.7 The national policy drive as outlined above to protect heritage assets is supported by
London Plan policy HC1 and Merton SPP policy DMD4.

6.4.8 Protection of heritage assets is also informed by the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, notably Sections 66(1) and 72(1) as detailed below.

e 66.— General duty as respects listed buildings in exercise of planning functions.

o (1) In considering whether to grant planning permission [...] for development
which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority [...]
shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its
setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it
possesses.
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72.— General duty as respects conservation areas in exercise of planning
functions.

o (1) In the exercise, with respect to any buildings or other land in a
conservation area, of any functions under or by virtue of any of the provisions
mentioned in subsection (2), special attention shall be paid to the desirability
of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.”

Officers’ assessment is informed by the Applicant’s submitted evidence, input from the
Council’'s Conservation Officer and input from relevant statutory consultees, including
The Gardens Trust, Historic England and the Greater London Archaeological Advisory
Service (GLAAS). A summary of relevant statutory consultee responses is provided in
the ‘supporting information’ section at the end of this sub-section.

In accordance with NPPF para 194 the Applicant has produced an Historic
Environment Assessment (‘HEA’) (See to p133 of this link for first part of HEA and 1-
49 of this link for second part of HEA). The HEA explains how the historic environment
and its component heritage assets are impacted by the proposed development taking
into consideration measures to reduce or mitigate harm.

Officers have reviewed what heritage assets are relevant to the site and list below
those which have the potential to be impacted by the development. These are
categorised by designated and non-designated assets. Subsequently Officers assess
the impact on significance of the various assets.

Designated heritage assets

The Grade II* Wimbledon Park RPG [NHLE ref: 1000852]

St Mary's Church, Grade II* listed building [NHLE ref: 1080917]

The Old Rectory (of St Mary's), Grade II* listed building [NHLE ref: 1080951]
Wimbledon North Conservation Area

Bathgate Road Conservation Area

Non-designated assets

Archaeological remains

The Wimbledon Golf Clubhouse

121 and 123 Home Park Road

103 Home Park Road

57 Home Park Road

Wimbledon Park Water Sports Centre

All England Lawn Tennis Club Centre Club
The White Pavilion

Queensmere House

62-74 Bathgate Road (evens)

The heritage assets noted above which have been scoped into the assessment based
on professional judgement. Various factors influence this judgment including but not
limited to the proximity to the development site and the setting of the assets.
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For the purposes of this assessment and to be consistent with the Applicant’s HEA,
Officers articulate significance in accordance with the Historic England (2008)
guidance document Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the
Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment, which sets out four key values:

¢ Evidential value — deriving from the potential of a place to yield evidence about
past human activity.

e Historical value — deriving from the ways in which past people, events and
aspects of life can be connected through a place to the present. This is typically
either illustrative or associative.

o Aesthetic value — deriving from the ways in which people draw sensory and
intellectual stimulation from a place. This includes architectural and artistic interest.

¢ Communal value — deriving from the meanings of a place for the people who
relate to it, or for whom it figures in their collective experience or memory

Impact on Grade II* Wimbledon Park Registered Park and Garden (RPG)

Wimbledon Park was listed as a Grade II* RPG designated in 1987. It comprises the
remaining c. 60ha of the former parkland associated with Wimbledon Manor. The park
was created in the late 16th century around the first Wimbledon Manor House —
Wimbledon Palace - to manage deer and supply wood, fish etc., for the household.
Over time the park was associated with three manor houses — Wimbledon Palace,
Marlborough House and Wimbledon Park House — as well as enlarged and re-
designed with inputs from the famous landscapers Charles Bridgeman and Lancelot
“Capability” Brown.

Following “Capability” Brown's intervention, this area of parkland featured a newly
created lake, set amongst open grassland (only a small area of fields remained in the
north-east of the park), with a structure at the southern tip that is later marked on maps
as a boat house. The earlier woods were retained and Horse Close Wood to the north
of the RPG is also clearly evident from this point, alongside remnants of the trees that
formed the Great Avenue, and the trees and pond to the east of it. New scattered and
clumped trees had been planted around the lake and part of a new pathway that led to
it from Marlborough House through Vineyard Wood/ Ashen Grove Wood extended into
the RPG area. A second footpath ran along the Merton — Wandsworth boundary but
given its route, this is potentially of earlier date and just not depicted on the maps.

Today, the RPG area comprises Wimbledon Park Golf Course, The Wimbledon Club
and the public park. The HEA notes that that due to use of the RPG for predominantly
sports and recreational provision, there are few extant historic elements remaining
today. The HEA identifies that the legibility of the remnant historic planting, including
designed planting, has been lost amongst later planting relating to the RPGs use as a
golf course. This has affected the naturalistic form and siting of the planting (which
also changes the canopy cover) and introduced inappropriate species; it has also
affected the views that form a key part of how the RPG is experienced. The grassland
habitats of the parkland have also changed, being carefully manicured in the
application site due to its use as a golf course and mowed short in the park to facilitate
sports and recreational use.

However, key features that do remain include:

e The Brownian lake — However, this has been impacted by sedimentation having
decreased to a depth from 2.5m to 1m in the majority of areas. Its shape has also
been slightly modified by the in-filling of the southern tip of the lake and the
culverting of the two streams feeding it in order to provide additional land for the
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golf course. The south eastern tip of the lake has also been altered slightly as the
result of creating a spillway.

e Historic planting including:

o Ashen Grove Wood and Horse Close Wood — Remnant areas of these two
areas of woodland remain. A segment of Ashen Grove wood lies within the
application site to the east of the Golf Clubhouse.

o Veteran Trees — There are 41 veteran and ancient trees, the majority are
oak with several willow and one ash which are scattered to the south and
west of the lake. Some of these trees match up with the alignment of the
Great Avenue and appear to correspond to previous location of clumped
trees planted by “Capability” Brown.

o Succession planting - some succession planting maintains some of
“Capability” Brown’s original design, including trees at the original location of
the lake’s southern lake tip in the southern part of the application site.

e Remnant designed views within the RPG — The HEA identifies remnants of
designed views in around the lake. Notable viewpoints would have been looking
northwards from the south-eastern lake tip and the view looking south and south-
west towards Home Park Road and St Mary’s Church. The sightlines of these
lakeside views remain clear today, although their design composition has been
eroded.

The HEA outlines that since 2016, Wimbledon Park RPG has been on the Historic
England’s ‘Heritage at Risk’ register due to:

Uncertainty about its future.

The impacts of divided ownership on landscape management.

Views of the original designed landscape being obscured.

The deteriorating condition of the lake.
Setting

The NPPF defines setting as the surroundings in which a heritage asset is
experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings
evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the
significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be
neutral. The NPPF definition of setting is referred to and explained further in Historic
England Guidance document - The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment
Good Practice Advice in Planning (2017).

The NPPF definition and Historic England guidance above has informed the
Applicant’s HEA and forms basis for describing the setting of the heritage assets
below.

In terms of the setting of the RPG, the HEA outlines how its setting has been eroded
significantly principally due to the build-up of suburban development on land which
once formed part of the historic parkland. However, St. Mary’s Church (grade II*
Listed) and The OId Rectory (grade II* Listed) has an historical association with
Wimbledon Park which can be understood visually to some extent from certain
viewpoints, although the roof of the Rectory can only rarely just be glimpsed from
within the southern part of the RPG. The Old Rectory comprises a large, detached
house, the core of which dates to c. 1500 making it the oldest surviving dwelling in
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Wimbledon. Church Road and part of Victoria Drive, which lie to the west of the RPG,
mark out part of the former main approach to former Wimbledon manor house which
once stood to the south of the site. Wimbledon Park Road also follows the route of
former parkland path. There are remnants of historic views which allow the RPG to be
experienced: These include:

o Views from Victoria Drive (part of the former approach to the manor house)
across the parkland, including via a view towards the northern end of the road
through a gap in the built form along its southern edge by Murfett Close and from
the southern end of Victoria Drive, albeit primarily only as vegetation along the Golf
Course perimeter with a glimpse of grass.

o View from the site of the original manor house(s), or more likely the ha-ha,
towards the lake, Horse Close Wood and Central London. The former vista
from the house can now only be perceived from Home Park Road, just beyond the
RPG. The legibility of this view has been eroded due to the golf course comprising
modern fairway planting, manicured grass and the presence of sand filled golf
bunkers. Development around the lake, including the water sports centre and
athletics track surrounded by tall poplar trees also erodes this view.

e View from the northern end of the former driveway approach (Church Road)
towards St. Mary’s Church. Though, much of this experience has been
irretrievably lost by as a result of development and even this surviving section has
been adversely affected by the conversion of the route from a park driveway to a
public road and building along it, the landscaping of the golf course, and
development around the church.

e Theview from the southern end of Church Road looking north towards
central London. However, today, trees remain along the golf course perimeter at
this point and interrupt / limit views in that direction. Church Road does offer some
semblance of how the eastern parkland would have been experienced though, with
views east from it through the trees allowing for glimpses of the lake. The
landscape seen in the view is somewhat different today to that in the Brownian
parkland, owing to the suburban setting, the golf course - particularly the fairway
tree planting, and the presence of The Wimbledon Club.

Significance

Wimbledon Park RPG (Grade II* Listed) (HE ref: 1000852) is of high heritage
significance derived from a combination of heritage values. The emphasis of registered
parks and gardens is designed landscapes. Therefore, most derive the majority of their
significance from their aesthetic (design) and historical illustrative value. However,
Wimbledon Park RPG comprises only around a fifth of the original designed
landscape, has lost its focal point (Marlborough House), and the design of the extant
area has been considerably altered through its modern sports and recreational use
and divided ownership. As such, its physical survival and aesthetic and historical
illustrative value is poor in comparison to most other registered parks and gardens.
.Key features of the parkland aesthetic and historical illustrative value include:

¢ Wimbledon Park Lake,
e Ashen Grove and Horse Close Woods

e 41 veteran trees, as well as more recent ones planted at the location of former
trees.

The above features no longer read within the former designed landscape but more so
with the recreational function of the Wimbledon Park Golf Course, The Wimbledon
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Club, and the Public Park, as well as beyond that, the wider suburban setting of the
RPG. Further, particular elements of the parks setting have eroded the historic
character, including buildings, hard landscaping, inappropriate planting and strong
boundaries. Despite this, the RPG is relatively undeveloped which allows for
appreciation of the historic valley topography, which is important to understanding the
character of the park and the views in, out, and across it. Further, open expanses of
grass reflect to a limited extent meadow and pasture that once existed. The newer tree
cover is both beneficial in creating a semblance of parkland character and harmful in
concealing the historic design. There are elements of the park’s suburban setting that
make a positive contribution to the appreciation and understanding of the historical
illustrative and/ or aesthetic value of Wimbledon Park RPG. These include:

¢ St Mary’s Church, a borrowed historic feature (albeit modified since “Capability”
Brown’s time) potentially used as an eye-catcher

e The survival of part of the former main approach through the park (in Church Road
and Victoria Drive), as well as an ancillary path (Wimbledon Park Road)

The greenery within the surrounding areas, such as along Home Park Road, which is
beneficial in softening the suburban setting and providing a loose semblance of the
historic rural landscape.

Most of the parkland's historical (associative) value is derived from it being a work of
the famous and prolific landscaper, Lancelot “Capability” Brown.

Wimbledon Park RPG also has evidential value derived from the potential for
archaeological remains relating to the evolution of the park since the 16th century. This
value is reflected by its inclusion in the Wimbledon Park APA.

Wimbledon Park also has some communal (social) value, albeit derived to a greater
extent through its recent sports and recreational use than its original purpose

Heritage Impacts

The HEA considers there would be no overall change to the RPGs historical
association or documentation. Effects to the historical and illustrative value of the RPG
will equate to a less than substantial level of harm, with the key elements of harm
arising from:

e Theintroduction of the boardwalk - The boardwalk would negatively affect the
ability to perceive the lake as a natural body of water as was intended by
“Capability” Brown. Furthermore, where the boardwalk cuts across the lake tips,
this will also interrupt the naturalistic design. The impact would be particularly
apparent in the views of the northern and southern lake tips, from the south-
western lake tip and eastern edge of the lake. The increased activity (i.e.
pedestrians walking) would also have adverse impact on the naturalistic nature of
the lake. These effects will harm the aesthetic and illustrative value of the lake.

e The Parkland Show Court's further diminishment of the experience of the
former drive via its visibility in combination with St Mary's Church - As a
result of the Parkland Show Court's development, the historic view of the church
across the RPG will be less illustrative of the designed experience of moving along
the main approach to Marlborough House than it currently is. The same is true of
the approach at the southern end of Victoria Drive

e The slightly more developed broader landscape character - Allowing for the
current manicured nature of the golf course, the proposed groundworks will result
in a topography that will be read as being slightly more ‘developed’ and less natural
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than it is presently. This would be harmful to the aesthetic and illustrative value of
the site and its ability to be understood as a remnant of a historic parkland. New
structural elements would also diminish the illustrative and aesthetic value this
character confers to the surviving parkland and affect the way it is understood,
notably the introduction of new hard infrastructure (including Parkland Show
Court), hard landscaping, lighting and street furniture, additional drainage features,
and denser tree planting (in place of open grassland in certain location).

The HEA states these interventions all represent further erosion of it as opposed to a
wholly new negative change.

The HEA considers there would be some enhancement to the significance of the RPG
through:

e There-creation of the historic lake tip and its associated streams - Whilst not
necessarily a wholly exact historic restoration the reinstatement of these features
will be of some minor benefit to the aesthetic and historical illustrative values of the
park, improving the form and legibility of its key extant designed component — the
lake

e There-creation of parkland aesthetic within the wider landscape via tree
planting and the creation of acid grassland area. The proposals involve
replacement of fairway planting with scattered and clumped trees of more
appropriate species for the historic parkland design, except for the 'English Garden'
area. Furthermore, the acid grassland, which will be managed more naturally and
allowed to grow longer and turn brown in times of hot weather, will also be more
reminiscent of the historic grassland habitat. These changes would allow the
landscape to be read more as that of a country house parkland than current golf
course to the benefit of understanding the historic function of the RPG.

However, the HEA considers that because these changes stop short of full restoration
and in some cases continue to conceal the original Brownian design their benefit is
generally minor.

Historic England (HE) response on RPG

Historic England feedback on the proposal states:

The proposed development would result in both direct physical and visual impacts,
some temporary or seasonal, but equating to the permanent loss of open areas to
development within a highly graded and sensitive Registered landscape that also
forms a key component of the Wimbledon North Conservation Area. This would cause
harm to the significance of the Registered landscape and to the special character and
interest of the conservation areas. It is also recognised by Historic England that the
project will deliver heritage related benefits by implementing a landscape strategy that
recognises and responds to the significance of the Registered landscape as a whole.’

HE considers that for the purposes of the NPPF, the level of harm in respect of the
RPG would be situated in the lower half of the range of less than substantial harm.

HE considers that some of the heritage-related benefits would meaningfully help to
address issues contributing to the Registered landscape’s inclusion on the ‘Heritage at
Risk Register’.

The Gardens Trust response on RPG

The Gardens Trust response does not make a specific judgement on the level of harm
on the RPG. Much of their response focuses on highlighting the heritage-related
benefits. However, the Gardens Trust highlight specific concern to erection of the new
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Parkland Stadium questioning the degree of public benefit this would provide.

Greater London Authority (GLA) Stage 1 response on RPG

The GLA’s stage 1 response in relation to the RPG states:

“Due to the size of the stadium and the number of tennis courts there will be a degree
of harm — although this is considered at the less than substantial end.”

Merton Council Conservation Officer response on RPG

Merton’s Conservation Officer concludes:

“It is felt that the proposals will significantly change the character of the park through
the addition of the manicured and closely mown courts, concrete surrounds, the
proposed show court, reprofiling of the landscape to achieve level playing surfaces,
the construction of the associated path network, addition of artificial lighting, new
hardstanding, and alterations to the lake. Whilst there will be a degree of public
benefit arising from increased access to the southern part of the park (outside of
tournament periods), the harm is considered to be more extensive than less than
substantial and falls more within the substantial harm category. The impact of the
proposed show court is a particular concern, and | would question whether it’s use
over the tournament period justifies the long-term harm of the structure.”

A more detailed summary of the Conservation Officer’'s response is provided at the
end of this sub-section. The full response can also be access by clicking this link.

Case Officer consideration of harm to the RPG

Having considered the Applicant’s submitted documents and feedback from statutory
consultees and Merton’s Conservation Officer, Officers below provide an overall
conclusion on harm to the RPG.

Officers conclude the RPG would be subject to harm from three main sources
consistent with the Applicant’'s HEA. In summary Officers consider harm arises from
following key components which alter the setting of the RPG:

e More developed landscaped character — It is recognised there has been
significant erosion of the originally designed landscape. Further, it is recognised
there is a clear intent to create a parkland character which responds to the historic
character of the site. However, the provision of multiple new buildings (including
Parkland Show Court), considerable earthworks, hardstanding (inc. paths), and 38
mown courts with concreate ring beams will create a more developed and
formalised landscape which falls contrary to “Capability” Brown’s naturalistic
concept. The developed nature of the landscape would further intensify during The
Championships and Qualifying event, albeit for only a temporary period due to
additional temporary infrastructure. This will be harmful to the aesthetic and
illustrative value of the site and its ability to be understood as a remnant of a
historic parkland.

e The Parkland Show Court's further diminishment of the experience of the
former drive via its visibility in combination with St Mary's Church — The scale
and positioning of the Parkland Show Court is such that it would impact on views
both northwards and southwards along Church Road (part of which comprises the
former Driveway to the former manor houses). The impact on the southward views
would in particular have an impact on experiencing the former Drive with St. Mary’s
Church in context. The Show Court may also obscure current eastward glimpses
towards the lake from Church Road. However, it's recognised that much of the
experience of the driveway has been eroded as a result of the conversion of the
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route to a public road and building along it, the landscaping of the golf course, and
development around the church. The Parkland Show Court would diminish the
illustrative value of the former driveway as it was designed by “Capability” Brown.

e Theintroduction of the boardwalk. The proposed boardwalk represents a
foreign feature in respect of the landscape as envisioned by “Capability” Brown
contrary to the naturalistic experience of the lake. This would harm the aesthetic
and illustrative value of the lake.

Taking the above effects into account, Officers consider harm to the RPG from the
proposed development would be less than substantial harm to the significance of the
RPG. The level of harm is considered to fall in the upper half of less than substantial
harm.

It should be noted that the above judgement of harm to the RPG by Officers does not
follow a ‘net’ approach to harm. In this instance, Officers consider it appropriate to
‘reserve’ elements of the proposals that enhance the significance of the RPG to be
considered alongside a range of heritage related public benefits which are outlined in
detail at the end of this sub-section and form part of the overall planning balance in
sub-section 6.17.

Officers acknowledge Officers’ judgement of harm departs from that of the Merton
Conservation Officer’s judgement of ‘more extensive than less than substantial and
falls more within the substantial harm’. However, as evidenced in the Applicant’s HEA,
the significance of the RPG has already been eroded significantly by landscaping
associated with the golf course. Further, the proposed development retains integral
features that contribute to the significance of the RPG, most notably the Brownian
Lake and some historic planting (e.g. veteran trees). Given that substantial harm is a
high test, Officers do not consider the degree of harm so significant that it would pass
the threshold of substantial harm in NPPF terms. Officers’ judgement of less than
substantial harm is also consistent with Historic England’s judgement of less than
substantial harm, though Historic England considered harm to fall in the lower half of
less than substantial harm’.

Impact on St Mary's Church, Grade II* listed building

Overview of asset

St Mary’s Church is a Grade II* listed building Grade I1* Listed) (HE ref:1080917). The
earliest parts of the church are of medieval date. In the mid-18th century, the church
was partly rebuilt in a Georgian style and in the mid-19th century, the church was
enlarged and externally rebuilt in a Perpendicular Style by the George Gilbert Scott, a
leading architect of the 'Gothic Revival' style.

Setting

St Mary's Church is surrounded by a churchyard, the northern section of which sits at a
lower ground level to the rest. The northern, eastern, and southern boundaries of the
churchyard are enclosed by relatively high stone walls that limit wider visibility in and
out. Further, the church is also surrounded by development to the northeast and south
restricting visibility to the surrounding area, including the development site. However,
there are views towards the facades of St Mary’s from along St Mary’s Road/Arthur
Road. The Church’s tall spire however can be viewed from a much wider area,
including (but not limited to) parts of the site, the AELTC Main Grounds, Home Park
Road and Wimbledon Park Road. When viewed from these wider locations to the
south, Wimbledon Park can generally be seen in combination with the church.
Therefore, the setting of the assets extends visually beyond the curtilage of the asset.
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Significance

6.4.48 The HEA notes the heritage significance of St Mary's church is derived from a
combination of heritage values. Its core heritage significance lies in its aesthetic and
historical (illustrative) value as a fine example of a revival gothic church, with medieval
core. The Church also carries evidential value as a result of its medieval fabric and
construction methods. Its modification over time, adds to all three of these values. It
also has historical associative value given its re-design by the architect Gilbert Scott
and its association with the various families who held Wimbledon manor (e.g. Cecil
and Spencer). Lastly, it has communal (spiritual) value as a result of it being an active
parish church. In terms of setting, the Church has a functional relationship with its
churchyard which contributes to the historical illustrative/associative and aesthetic
value of Church. It is also important to its communal value as a tranquil area for
reflection. The churchyard adds evidential value due to the presence of historic burials.
The church has an historical and functional relationship with the Old Rectory, and a
modern functional relationship with the modern church hall. These relationships can be
understood spatially and visually as both can be seen from the churchyard. The church
historically would have had a rural setting until the later 19" century. However, there is
still the ability to see the church spire from various locations in the surrounding area in
conjunction with Wimbledon Park (including golf course) which helps understand the
Church’s function as a landmark denoting an historic settlement in a rural setting.

Heritage impacts

6.4.49 Officers consider the key impact on St Mary’s Church will be on views of the Church
tower and spire which form part its setting. Most of the proposed development
incorporates single storey buildings and relandscaping works which is unlikely to
challenge the ability to appreciate the Church as a local landmark. However, the
Parkland Show Court would on the contrary challenge the ability to appreciate the
church when viewed in combination with it. This challenge would be most apparent
when viewed from the north within the application site due to the scale and
prominence of the Show Court. Views impacted also include longer range views from
the north (e.g. Victoria Road and Princes Way) however to a lesser extent as
topography and tree cover will help diminish the perception of the Show Court.

6.4.50 Further to the above, the more developed landscape from the development including,
single storey buildings, hard landscaping, lighting, and street furniture would diminish
the open and undeveloped semi-rural setting in which the church is appreciated. The
number of trees planted could also block views of the church in certain areas. Though,
on the other hand the parkland style landscaping could in some areas improve the
semi-rural setting of some views.

6.4.51 Overall, Officers consider the proposed development, principally due to the Parkland
Show Court, would have detrimental impacts to the setting of St. Mary’s Church and
the harm to the significance of the Church which would equate to less than
substantial in NPPF terms. The level of harm is considered to fall in the lower half of
less than substantial harm.

Impact on the Old Rectory (of St Mary's), Grade II* listed building

Overview of asset

6.4.52 The Old Rectory is a grade II* listed building previously known as the Parsonage
House — stands c. 60m to the south of the site (at a higher elevation). The Old Rectory
is a large, detached house, the core of which dates to c. 1500 making it the oldest
surviving dwelling in Wimbledon.
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Setting

The HEA notes that much of the house's grounds appear to be tree-lined. This is likely
to create a sense of privacy from the surrounding development. It also acts to limit
visibility of the house from beyond its grounds to merely its roofscape, although even
this is difficult to perceive from the site due to intervening vegetation. Wider ranging
views may be possible from the upper storeys of the building, but these will be
coincidental and do not relate to its historical function. Given that the Old Rectory is
orientated east to west, while the site lies to the north beyond intervening trees, any
views of the site are likely to be limited.

Significance

The HEA notes the significance of the Old Rectory is derived primarily from its
aesthetic and historical illustrative value as a fine example of a high-status Tudor
house. It also has a high level of historical associative value as a result of its varied
ownership, which includes royalty, the high-ranking families of the Wimbledon Estate
and several imminent individuals following its separation from the estate in the late
19th century. The early date of the house also means that it will have some evidential
value as a result of its ability to inform our understanding of Tudor building design,
construction and materials and the nature of subsequent remodelling. In terms of
setting, the house also has a historical and functional association with St Mary's
Church that can be understood in the spatial arrangement and proximity of the two
buildings, and to a limited extent in visual terms. As a key surviving component of the
Wimbledon Manor, the house also has an important historical association with
Wimbledon Park. However, even though there are potentially views between the park
and the upper floors, there is no way of appreciating this historical relationship as it is
not illustrated in any way, given that in any potential views from the house the site
would be read clearly as a golf course.

Heritage impacts

The proposed development would change the application site from a golf course to a
tennis complex, and this could potentially be experienced in views from the upper floor
of the Old Rectory. However, this would not affect the historical association of the
house with Wimbledon Park as there is nothing currently that illustrates this
relationship. The Old Rectory's approach and grounds would remain unaffected by the
proposed development meaning that it would continue to be read as a private high-
status dwelling and its approach would continue to contribute to its illustrative value.

The proposed development would also have no significant effect on the building's
spatial and visual relationship with St Mary's church immediately to the south, meaning
that the contribution these make to the understanding of the buildings history and
function would remain the same.

Given the above, Officers consider there would be no harm to the significance of the
Old Rectory.

Impact on Wimbledon North Conservation Area

Overview of asset

The Wimbledon North Conservation Area is formed of two parts: the northern section
lies in the London Borough of Wandsworth and covers only the northern part of the
Wimbledon Park RPG. The southern more extensive part lies in London Borough of
Merton, and covers the:
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¢ Remainder of the Wimbledon Park RPG and core area of the Wimbledon Park
Estate (e.g. the area of the houses and gardens.

e Historic core of Wimbledon Village.

e sjte of Wimbledon House and Belvedere House, as well as their associated
grounds.

The Conservation area has a varied built environment, which include a variety of
architectural styles and building materials. However, in general, the character and
appearance of Wimbledon North Conservation Area is characterised by the historic
core of Wimbledon Village surrounded by spacious and leafy residential suburbs of
19" century and later date. This character can be appreciated through a number of
long and mid-range views enabled by the varied topography of the area.

The Wimbledon North CAA is identifies six sub-areas within the Conservation Area
which include:

The historic core of Wimbledon village
Wimbledon Park (inc. Home Park Road)
Arthur Road and Leopold Road

1

2

3

4. Belvedere
5. Lancaster Road
6

Wimbledon House

The key sub-areas with potential to be impacted by the development due to their
proximity comprise sub-areas 1, 2 and 3. These are discussed in more detail below to
allow for an understanding of setting.

Sub-area 2 is characterised by Wimbledon Park and the development along Home
Park Road. As discussed above Wimbledon Park is a remnant of historic parkland
design by “Capability” Brown and is grade II* listed. The developed part of sub-area 2
comprises villa style buildings representative of style of development that was intended
to attract the newly expanding and wealthy middle class in the mid-19" century. The
housing development in the area led to the repurposing of parkland for recreational
uses as represented by Wimbledon public park and Wimbledon Park Golf Course
which been overlain on the original design of the landscape. Wimbledon’s Park RPG’s
recreational use means its character is undeveloped and green which is reflective of
the former historic landscape, and makes positive contribution to the spacious and
verdant character of the Conservation Area. Sub-area 2 does not contain listed
buildings but does contain other buildings such as the White Pavilion, Bowles Pavilion
and Wimbledon Park Golf Clubhouse House which make a positive contribution to the
Conservation Area. There are also buildings on Home Park Road which make a
positive contribution to the character of the conservation example as examples of 20"
century villa style properties.

Sub-area 1 (This historic core) is located just to the south of the site and includes
many of the Conservation Area’s Listed Buildings such as St Mary’s Church and The
Old Rectory. However, there is limited ability to experience the development site from
this area as a result of intervening vegetation and development. However, sub- area 1
can be experienced from the southern end of Church Road.

Sub-area 3 (Arthur Road and Leopold Road) is located to the south-east of the
application site. The area is characterised by Victorian and Edwardian properties and
mature greenery. There are likely to be views of the development site form the rear of
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properties in this area glimpses from Lambourne Avenue but generally views of the
site would be obscured by intervening buildings.

A key component of the character of the Conservation Area are the historic views
relating to the RPG identified in the Conservation Area Appraisal which make some
contribution to the understanding of the special historical interest of the Conservation
Area.

e Sub area 1 (the historic core) at the southern end of Church Road — this view takes
in the western edge of the site; and

e Sub area 3 (Arthur and Leopold Road) looking north along Marryat Road — this
view takes in the golf course and lake.

There are also other views in the Conservation area from Wimbledon Park itself which
include:

e A view north from the western end of Home Park Road — which looks over
Wimbledon Park Golf Course.

¢ Views south and south-west from the entrance to the public park on Wimbledon
Park Road (and when moving east along the bottom of Horse Close Wood) — the
site is only visible looking south-west from the park entrance and is otherwise
concealed by the boundary fence and vegetation between the park and golf
course.

¢ A view north-east towards the city, from the entrance to the park on Home Park
Road where the roof of the White Pavilion acts as a viewing balcony. This view is
generally away from the site with the only part of it visible being Ashen Grove
Wood.

There are also a number of mid to shorter range views which include those across the
parkland towards the lake and are possible from various locations around the RPG or
its perimeter. Those relating to the site are from Home Park Road, where two viewing
points with benches have been installed as part of the Wimbledon Park Heritage Trail.
These viewing points are intended to afford views of across Wimbledon Park, with one
towards the lake.

The views outlined above make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area by
allowing the viewer to perceive a sense of openness and greenness characteristic of
the area.

Significance

Wimbledon North Conservation Area is of high heritage significance primarily as a
result of the aesthetic and historical values derived from its varied architecture and
open verdancy, which illustrates the village's evolution from a rural medieval
settlement to affluent London suburb.

The open expanses of amenity grass and vegetation within the RPG make a positive
contribution to the Conservation Area’s open and verdant character and provide an
area of respite in contrast to the suburban surroundings. Additionally, the historic
buildings within the RPG add to the variety of the Conservation Area'’s architecture,
while those along Home Park Road epitomize the 'villa' style that characterised the
early development of the area.

The application site is integral to this contribution given its open green space, the
presence of mature vegetation — including veteran trees from the former designed
landscape — and the architectural quality of its clubhouse.
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The illustrative value of sub area 2 (containing the site) is derived from its history and
development from rural countryside to formal park and recreational green space, with
the later forming its key characteristics and the latent features of the earlier periods
providing time depth. This historical development reflects wider social change over
time and makes a key contribution to understanding the development of Wimbledon
Village.

The application site contributes to this by illustrating one of the recreational activities
sought out by the early residents with their increased wealth and leisure time. It also
adds to the time depth of the Conservation Area as it illustrates part of the mid-18th
century designed landscape created by “Capability” Brown and also enables St Mary's
Church to be appreciated in some semblance of its historic rural context. In terms of
setting, the contrasting surroundings such as the AELTC and the grid system of
terrace houses to the east of the park, contribute to demarcating the historic character
of the Wimbledon North Conservation Area often creating a sense of arrival/ departure.

Heritage impacts

Historic England Comment on Wimbledon North Conservation Area

Historic England feedback considered the impacts on the Conservation Area and RPG
jointly in their response noting:

‘both direct physical and visual impacts, some temporary or seasonal, but equating to
the permanent loss of open areas to development within a highly graded and sensitive
Registered landscape that also forms a key component of the Wimbledon North
Conservation Areas. This would cause harm to the significance of the Registered
landscape and to the special character and interest of the Conservation Areas.’ They
consider the harm that would result from the proposed development to be the lower
half of the range of less than substantial harm.

The Gardens Trust Comment on Wimbledon North Conservation Area

The Gardens Trust did not make specific comment regarding the level of harm on the
Wimbledon North Conservation Area.

Case Officer consideration of harm to the Wimbledon North Conservation Area

Officers consider the proposed development would result in impacts to the aesthetic
value of the Conservation Area. There will be a temporary impact on the verdancy of
the Conservation Area due to removal of trees to facilitate the development. However,
in the longer term, as newly planted trees and other landscaping works mature, this
verdancy is expected to return to its former level. The introduction of smaller buildings
(i.e. all those other than the Parkland Show Court) and more formal hardstanding
across the site and tennis courts will reduce the semi-rural feel of the site and impact
on openness. However, the soft landscaping works would help to mitigate this to a
degree and planting within the site will screen this perceived change from beyond the
application site.

The impact on aesthetic value of the Conservation Area will derive principally from the
Parkland Show Court which will have an impact on the perceived openness. From the
wider area (i.e. outside of sub area 2 of CAA) the Show Court would not be
significantly visible. Within sub area 2, the Show Court would be perceptible in a
longer-range view from Home Park Road. Otherwise it will be experienced through
mid-short range views from within Wimbledon Park, along Church Road, Home Park
Road and Wimbledon Park Road. The impact on the Conservation Area is limited to a
degree by the positioning of the Show Court adjacent to the existing AELTC complex
which means the Show Court will read to some extent in context with existing larger
show courts on the main site which are equivalent in scale. The impact on openness
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would also largely be limited to daytime hours as the finalised lighting strategy
(secured by condition) would ensure minimal lighting at night.

The proposed development would also have an impact on the historic illustrative value
of the Conservation Area. As noted in the HEA, the site's key illustrative value is
derived from its historic recreational character and the fact that as a green open space,
it acted as a catalyst for the surrounding development forming its focal point and
influencing its character. There would be limited impact on this illustrative value as the
site will remain fundamentally open and green and would continue to be used for
sports and recreation. However, there would be impacts on the site's legibility as a
former country house parkland and the designed landscape would diminished by the
additional built form introduced by the proposed development. Further, there will be
some diminishment of the sense of ruralness that it allows St Mary's Church to be
perceived in. Thought, to some extent perception of this change is mitigated by
additional planting which would help to recreate a parkland aesthetic and improve
framing of views towards the St Mary’s Church in certain areas.

Considering the above, Officers consider there would be harm to the significance of
the Wimbledon North Conservation Area, by way of impacts on aesthetic and historic
illustrative values. This would equate to less than substantial harm in NPPF terms.
The level of harm is considered to fall in the lower half of less than substantial harm.

Impact on Bathgate Road Conservation Area

Overview of asset

The Bathgate Road Conservation Area, to the north and north-west of the site, was
designated in 1989 and extended in 2008. The Conservation Area land once formed
part of the Wimbledon Park Estate but was sold for development in the mid-19th
century; Bathgate Road was subsequently laid out in the early 1870s although it
remained largely undeveloped until the early 20th century when many of the existing
houses that line it were built. The existing Conservation Area has a heavily planted
character with houses well set back from the narrow-curved street.

A small section of the Bathgate Road Conservation Area lies within the London
Borough of Wandsworth. This comprises four dwelling plots at the corner of Bathgate
Road and Queensmere Road.

The Conservation Area boundary abuts a small section of Church Road (on the corner
with Bathgate Road) which lies adjacent to the development site.

Significance

The Applicant’'s HEA doesn’t provide a statement of significance in relation to the
Bathgate Road Conservation Area. Notwithstanding, Officers consider the significance
of the Conservation Area derives from its aesthetic (architectural) and historic
(illustrative) significance from its buildings and verdant feel. The properties along the
street principally represent examples of 1920s and 30s detached dwellings (some with
arts and crafts influences) which are set back from the road with mature landscaped
front gardens. Buildings also have generous spaces between them which combined
with the sloping topography of Bathgate Road gives the area a verdant and semi-rural
feel.

Setting

There are views towards the boundary of Wimbledon Park RPG at the bottom of
Bathgate Road which add to a sense of verdancy with some glimpses through the
boundary into the application site and lake. Bathgate Road has a densely planted
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nature which combined with its street alignment gives an introverted character with few
long-range views from the public street. However, owing to the upward slope along
Bathgate Road and Queensmere Road (part of which is also in the Conservation
Area), some of the properties within the Conservation Area are likely to benefit from
some longer-range views of the Wimbledon Park RPG, though the density of
vegetation will obscure views in many places.

Heritage impacts

There would be some change to views into the site at the bottom of Bathgate Road (at
the corner of Church Road). Here the Show Court would be visible and could obscure
glimpses of the spire of St Mary’s Church in the distance, as well as glimpses of the
lake. However, vegetation along the site boundary would mean the sense of verdancy
would not significantly alter the setting of the Conservation Area from this location. The
Parkland Show Court is likely to be visible from the upper floors of dwellings on
Bathgate Road and from some buildings at higher ground such as from Queensmere
Road. However, the positioning of the Show Court at lower ground level relative to
these buildings, separating distances and intervening tree cover is such that there
would similarly be limited impact on the aesthetic experience from the rear of these
properties which would remain largely open and green. In addition, the proposed
development would not have an impact on the ability to appreciate the architecture of
buildings within the Conservation Area.

Given the above, Officers consider there would be no harm to the significance of the
Bathgate Road Conservation Area.

Impact on non-designated heritage assets

Archaeological remains

Archaeological remains relating to Wimbledon Park Archaeological Priority Area (APA)

The tier Il Wimbledon Park and Wimbledon Park House APAs are jointly 102 ha in size
and cover the whole of Wimbledon Park RPG, plus an area of built development to its
south, as far as Arthur Road. As such, it includes the whole of the site except Church
Road.

Together the two APAs demarcate the known area of the three Wimbledon Park
country houses (none of which are extant) and part of their associated parkland. All
three houses stood just beyond the southern boundary of the site t’ the east of St
Mary's Church.

The heritage significance of any below ground archaeological remains associated with
Wimbledon Park Estate will be derived primarily from their evidential value and ability
to inform understanding of the development of the parkland, including its changing
economic and ornamental use.

Some remains may have additional historical associative value if they can be identified
as being created by a particular landscaper and/ or for a particular owner. The level of
significance of any archaeological remains will vary depending on their survival and
the contribution that they make to understanding the development of what is now
recognised as a nationally important parkland. Beyond the known culvert and area of
infilled lake, more important features (if present) are likely to include structures and
ponds relating to the Tudor parkland and the 18th century boat house, pond and ha-ha.

The setting of the archaeological remains associated with the parkland within the site
is formed by the RPG, which to a limited extent allows them to be appreciated as part
of a post-medieval designed landscape, albeit one that survives poorly.
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Archaeological remains associated with the sports and recreational use of Wimbledon Park

The HEA considers there may be some archaeological remains relating to the sports
and recreational function of Wimbledon Park dating from the latter half of the 19™
Century. The heritage significance of these features would be low based on their ability
to inform our understanding of the more recent sports and recreational use of
Wimbledon Park and to address local research questions.

Potential for hitherto unknown archaeological remains

The HEA considers there is potential for hitherto unknown archaeological remains, the
significance of which would vary according to age, rarity and survival.

HEA assessment of archaeological impacts

The Applicant’s HEA identifies that a significant part of the application site would be
subject to a level of ground disturbance that would completely remove or truncate any
archaeological features within its footprint. At worst, this could result in total loss or
substantial harm to any archaeological deposits present under all three categories of
archaeological remains referred to above.

Consultation feedback from Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS)

GLAAS' response considers the development could cause harm to archaeological
remains and advises field evaluation is needed to determine appropriate mitigation.
GLAAS recommend two conditions, including the requirement for a Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI) and for the Applicant to carry out public engagement. Accordingly
Officers have agreed a single condition with the Applicant that encapsulates GLAAS’
requirements (see condition 18).

Case Officer consideration of harm to archaeological remains

In light of the above, Officers consider there could be harm to archaeological assets
which could equate to substantial harm or total loss albeit in respect of a non-
designated heritage asset.

The Wimbledon Golf Clubhouse

The Wimbledon Park Golf Clubhouse is Locally Listed and located in the eastern
corner of the site, near Home Park Road, on the boundary between the golf course
and public park. It was designed by the architect Francis Percy Mark Woodhouse
(1894-1946) and is a two-storey brick structure of domestic style, with deep tiled roofs,
terraces, gable ends with hanging tiles. The heritage significance of this asset is
derived from its aesthetic (architectural) and historical illustrative value as a good
example of a purpose-built post-war Golf Clubhouse. This asset is of low value, in part
derived from the positive contribution it makes to the conservation area.

The proposed development will retain the clubhouse building meaning that its principal
aesthetic and historical illustrative values, as derived from its form will be unaffected.
However, the loss of its golf course setting will mean that the ability to understand the
buildings history is lost and the understanding of its golf associated function is
diminished. Case Officer consider the harm would equate to less than substantial
harm in NPPF terms. The level of harm is considered by officers to fall in the lower
half of less than substantial harm.

121 and 123 Home Park Road

121 and 123 Home Park Road comprise two separate residential properties that stand
adjacent to one another on the southern side of Home Park Road, around 20m away
from the site on the eastern side of the road. Both are Locally Listed and face directly
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towards the site. The significance of these buildings derives from a combination of
their aesthetic (architectural) and historical (illustrative) value as excellent historic
examples of the urban villa-style buildings that characterise the area.

These properties benefit from views towards Wimbledon Park. These views would
change from golf course to landscaping and buildings associated with the proposed
development. However, the outlook would remain largely green, open and associated
with recreational use. The historical and aesthetic value of the buildings would remain
unchanged as a result of the proposed development. As such, Officers consider there
would be no harm to the heritage significance of these Locally Listed buildings.

103 Home Park Road

103 Home Park Road is built in a mock Tudor style dating back to the first half of the
20™ century. The building is Locally Listed and faces towards the site. The building
carries some aesthetic (architectural) and historical (illustrative) value as an example
of Tudor style suburban architecture.

This property also benefits from views towards Wimbledon Park. These views would
change from golf course to landscaping and buildings associated with the proposed
development. However, the outlook would remain largely green, open and associated
with recreational use. The historical and aesthetic value of the building would remain
unchanged as a result of the proposed development. As such, Officers consider there
would be no harm to the heritage significance of this Locally Listed building.

57 Home Park Road

Little information is available regarding 57 Home Park Road. However, it is Locally
Listed likely for its aesthetic (architectural) and historical (illustrative) as an interesting
example of post-war architecture (circa 1960s). This building would continue to have
views towards Wimbledon Park which would largely remain green and open and the
ability to appreciate the aesthetic and historical value of the building would remain
unchanged. Accordingly, Officers consider there would be no harm to the heritage
significance of this building.

Wimbledon Park Water Sports Centre

The Wimbledon Park Water Sports Centre is neither statutory nor Locally Listed. The
building stands to the east of the lake, within the public park and is immediately
adjacent to the site boundary. The building is of low historical or architectural value.
However, the HEA nonetheless identifies the asset as having limited heritage
significance from its aesthetic (architectural) and historical illustrative significance as
an example of a highly functional sailing club. Further in terms of setting, it has an
important functional relationship with the lake.

The proposed development will de-silt and reshape the lake, as well as improve
circulation around it by installing board walks. This would not affect the architectural or
illustrative value of the building or its relationship with the lake. As such, there will be
no harm to the heritage significance of this asset.

All-England Lawn Tennis Club Centre Court

Centre Court is neither statutory nor Locally Listed. However, this asset was identified
in the Historic England (2014) 'Directory of Historic Sporting Assets in London' as a
building of 'special historical, architectural, or ’porting significance'. The significance of
this asset is derived primarily from its historical illustrative and associative value as a
historic survival of the AELTC site, designed by Stanley Peach and home of The
Championships for nearly 100 years. It also has some limited aesthetic (architectural)
value as a purpose-built sports venue, and communal (social) value to those involved
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in and/ or following The Championships. Wimbledon Park RPG on the opposite side of
Church Road to Centre Court adds visually to the aesthetic of The Championships as
‘tennis in an English Garden’.

6.4.108 The proposed development would not diminish the understanding of the historic
association of the building and its grounds. The new facilities would not change the
understanding of the Centre Court as the principal Show Court. As such, Officer
consider there would be no harm to the heritage significance of Centre Court.

The White Pavilion

6.4.109 The White Pavilion is Locally Listed dating back to 1925. Officers consider its
significance principally derives from its aesthetic (architectural) value representing an
interesting pleasing building associated with the development of Council Owned
Wimbledon Park. The building was originally intended as a tea pavilion and was to
have a pitched roof with chimneys. In terms of setting, the building incorporates a
balcony on top which allows for northwards views into the Council owned Wimbledon
Park and views towards the south-eastern boundary of the site defined by Ashen
Grove Wood. Due to the intervening woodland and location of proposed buildings
some significant distance away, Officers consider the proposed development would
result in no harm to the significance of this building.

Bowls Pavilion

6.4.110 The Bowls Pavilion is Locally Listed. Officers consider the heritage significance of this
asset is derived from its aesthetic (architectural) and historical illustrative value as an
example of purpose-built 1930s sports architecture. It also has some communal value
associated with use of the Bowls Club.

6.4.111 The front of the Bowls pavilion is located away from Wimbledon Park lake and is
positioned on relative lower ground to the lake and therefore there would be no harm
to the limited significance of this asset.

Queensmere House, Queensmere Road, SW19

6.4.112 Queensmere House is Locally Listed comprising a large detached Victorian mansion
of 2 to 3 storeys. It is thought to date from the last quarter of the 19th century. The
architecture of the building is based on Elizabethan (Tudor gothic) design. The
characteristic “E” plan form of such Elizabethan buildings is evident. Its significance is
derived from its aesthetic (architectural) and historical (illustrative) value. The
buildings setting includes long views towards Wimbledon Park RPG due to its relative
position to the site on higher ground. The Parkland Show Court would be visible from
this building. However, the proposed development would not change the ability to
appreciate the building’s architecture and would not have a significant impact on its
setting given the distance (circa 300m) away from the site and intervening vegetation.
Therefore, Officers consider there would be no harm to the significance of this
building.

62 — 74 Bathgate Road (evens)

6.4.113 These properties are located on the south side of Bathgate Road and are all Locally
Listed. Officers consider their significance derives from architectural (aesthetic) and
historic (illustrative) value representing interesting examples of 1920s and 30s
detached family dwellings with arts and crafts influences. The rear of these properties
backs on to the Main AELTC Grounds. Further, their gardens are positioned on lower
ground to the Main AELTC Grounds. Nevertheless, their setting is characterised by
views towards the rear, particularly at an upper level towards the RPG. The Parkland
Show Court is likely to be visible from the upper floors of these properties. However,
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Officers consider there would be no harm to the significance of these properties owing
to the separating distance to the site and intervening vegetation. Further the
development would not change the ability to appreciate the architecture of these
buildings.

Summary of heritage impacts

The table below summarises Officers assessment of harm in relation to each identified
heritage asset.

Table 6.5: Summary of heritage impacts

Heritage Asset Case Officer judgment of Harm on

significance, with regard to NPPF.

Designated Heritage Assets

The grade II* Wimbledon Park RPG Less than substantial harm (upper half)
St Mary's Church, grade I1* listed Less than substantial harm (lower half)
building

The OId Rectory (of St Mary's), grade 1I* | No harm

listed building

Wimbledon North Conservation Area Less than substantial harm (lower half)
Bathgate Road Conservation Area No harm

Non-designated Heritage Assets

Archaeological remains Potential to result in substantial harm or
total loss

Wimbledon Golf Clubhouse (Locally Less than substantial harm (lower half)

Listed)

121 and 123 Home Park Road (Locally No harm

Listed)

103 Home Park Road (Locally Listed) No harm

57 Home Park Road (Locally Listed) No harm

Wimbledon Park Water Sports Centre No harm

All-England Lawn Tennis Club Centre No harm
Court

The White Pavilion (Locally Listed) No harm
Bowls Pavilion (Locally Listed) No harm
Queensmere House (Locally Listed) No harm

Sub-ﬁ&B%Gf'Bﬂeritage Page | 158

Planning Assessment



6.4.115

6.4.116

6.4.117

6.4.118

6.4.119

6.4.120

6 4 Heritage

62 — 74 Bathgate Road (evens) Locally No harm
Listed)

ES Assessment of significant effects

Officers have regard to findings of the ES. Notably Chapter 10 of the ES finds that
proposed development would result in adverse and beneficial effects to the historic
environment. The beneficial effects are all minor and do not constitute significant
effects in EIA terms. The adverse effects to above ground heritage assets all equate to
less than substantial harm in terms of the NPPF. The negative effect to buried
archaeological remains relating to Wimbledon Park would vary according to their
significance and the extent of their loss. Overall effects are considered to equate to
harm, substantial harm and total loss and will vary from a not significant to significant
effect in EIA terms. Officers are satisfied with the evidence base provided in the ES
which has informed Officer's assessment of heritage in this sub-section.

Heritage-related safeguards during construction phase

The HEA makes a number of recommendations in order to safeguard unwarranted
impacts to the historic environment. This includes the delivery of a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which would set out good practice
measures for construction including protocols for any unexpected archaeological
discoveries. It would also define root protection zones for the veteran trees and
sensitive vehicle zones to avoid harm to buried archaeological remains and historic
landscape features. Accordingly, conditions would secure a CEMP were permission
granted.

NPPF para 205 requires developers to record and advance understanding of the
significance of any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner
proportionate to their importance and the impact, and to make this evidence (and any
archive generated) publicly accessible. In accordance with this policy and advice
received from GLAAS, any permission would be subject to conditions for an
archaeological scheme of investigation and public engagement in order to safeguard
and publicise archaeological remains.

Heritage related public benefits

Officers have identified there would be less than substantial harm (upper half of range)
to the significance of the Registered Park and Garden.

However, Officers consider the proposed development would deliver a number of
heritage-related public benefits. This is relevant because NPPF para 202 allows for
public benefits to be weighed against less than substantial harm to heritage assets.
The key heritage related public benefits are outlined below:

On-site relandscaping works which benefit significance of the Wimbledon Park RPG

Officers consider in line with the HEA, that the following works would provide some
minor benefit to the significance of the RPG:

e Restoration of Wimbledon Park southern lake tip, Bigden Brook and Margin
Brook - The reinstatement of the southern lake tip, Margin Brook, and Bigden
Brook would have minor benefit to the aesthetic and historical illustrative values of
the park, improving the form and legibility of its key components as originally
designed by “Capability” Brown i.e. the lake and the streams feeding it.
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e Therecreation of parkland aesthetic within the wider landscape via tree
planting and the creation of acid grassland area - The proposed tree layout is
Brownian-inspired and helps recreate a sense of his parkland aesthetic. However,
it's noted that only a limited amount will be succession planting of original features
and thereby conserve or enhance “Capability” Brown's original design. The rest of
the planting will represent a change that will increase tree cover within the site,
especially when compared to that which was present historically. This will continue
to obscure the form of the extant historic planting in much the same way as the
current golf course planting does. However, on the other hand the proposed
development would nonetheless create a broader landscape character that will
read more as that of a country house parkland than the current fairway planting
does, except for the ‘English Garden Area’. In addition, the acid grassland, which
will be managed more naturally and allowed to grow longer and turn brown in times
of hot weather, will also be more reminiscent of the historic grassland habitat. As
such, these changes to the site's character will be of some benefit in terms of
better understanding the historic function of the RPG.

Increased public access to the RPG

Currently, a significant part of the Wimbledon Park RPG is not publicly accessible.
Notably the existing golf course could only be accessed by those who paid to use the
golf course up until this use ceased. The proposed development would increase public
access to the RPG via public access to the AELTC Parkland for the majority of the
year. The proposed boardwalk would also enable a circular walk around Wimbledon
Park Lake creating closer interaction with “Capability” Brown’s main design feature
(the lake) with views west towards the northern parkland. There would also be
managed access to the northern parkland through provision of free tours of the
application site as part AELTC’s programme of site and Museum Tours. These would
be operating across one weekend at least every 3 months, with multiple tours over the
two days, available to Merton and Wandsworth residents. The tours would be secured
by Section 106 agreement (see Head of Term 3).

Addressing the ‘At Risk’ status of the RPG

Wimbledon Park has been on the Historic England ‘Heritage At Risk’ (HAR) register
since 2016. This is due to the risks posed by the RPG’s fragmented land ownership
and resulting differential land management regimes. Historic England’s comments
dated 24.09.2021 note the condition of the RPG has deteriorated due to a number of
localised problems. Further, they consider that the production of a Conservation
Management Plan for the whole RPG would, alongside some interventions to restore
the Brownian landscape, help to address issues that have contributed to the
Registered landscape’s inclusion on the HAR Register.

Officers consider the development would secure significant long-term investment into
the RPG which would help address the ‘At Risk’ nature of this part of the landscape.
Notably, the proposed development would secure the development of a Strategic
Landscape and Heritage Conservation, Enhancement and Management Plan (See
Head of Term 5) funded by AELTC. This plan would establish broad principles,
parameters and guidelines for any future development works within the RPG and
would identify heritage related projects to be delivered in council owned Wimbledon
Park. The plan would help ensure future development in the RPG is ’joined up’ and
preserves and enhances the historic landscape.

Addressing the ‘At Risk’ nature is supported specifically by London Policy HC1 (e)
which notes that where heritage assets have been identified as being At Risk,
boroughs should identify specific opportunities for them to contribute to regeneration
and place-making, and they should set out strategies for their repair and re-use.
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Heritage related off-site enhancements

Any planning approval would secure via Section 106 Agreement an overarching
contribution of £8,620,440.88 to be used on a variety of projects within council owned
Wimbledon Park (see Head of Term 5) for the purpose of enhancing Wimbledon Park
in heritage, recreational and amenity terms. The exact scope and nature of projects
would be confirmed via the production of the Strategic Landscape and Heritage
Conservation, Enhancement and Management Plan (see Head of Term 5). However,
a preliminary list of projects has been identified and those of notable heritage benefit
include:

o Resurfacing of paths within Wimbledon Park- This would aid in establishing a
common path surface treatment throughout, appropriate to the character and
heritage of the entire RPG - estimated at £2,259,549.88

¢ Creation of a new pathway connection between Wimbledon Park and the AELTC
Park — This will ensure public access connections between the AELTC Parkland
and Wimbledon Park helping to unify the RPG — estimated at £200,000

e Resurfacing of Wimbledon Park Northern Car Park, Revelstoke Road Car Park and
New Entrance Gates to the car parks. This will aid in establishing common surface,
boundary and gates treatment appropriate to the character and heritage of the
entire RPG — estimated at £566,097

o Refurbishment of stairs to the Wimbledon Park Pavilion for the purposes of
improving accessibility into Wimbledon Park and the AELTC parkland and the
installation of New Entrance Gates to Home Park Road for the purposes of
establishing a common boundary and gates treatment throughout the RPG as well
as improving access — estimated at £250,000

e Wayfinding signage for the purposes of a common signage throughout the RPG
and assist in navigation of the park — estimated at £81,400

o Demolition of existing boat house and provision of enhanced multi-purpose sports
and leisure facility. This would provide a state-of-the art facility which enhances the
setting of the RPG and would improve views across the lake — estimated at
£2,750,000.

e Removal of the Leylandii surrounding the Athletics Track and new tree planting
within the public Wimbledon Park. This would improve the setting of the RPG and
provide long range views between the north of Wimbledon Park and the Lake, as
well as providing ecological benefit — estimated at £463,430

It should be noted that the above list excludes projects which are which would have
none-heritage benefits. These are covered in later sections of this report.

Optimum viable use

Officers consider the proposed development represents an optimum viable use for the
RPG. NPPF Para 202 allows for public benefits to be balanced against less than
substantial harm to designated heritage assets “including, where appropriate, securing
its optimum viable use”. Related to this, NPPF para 197 states “local planning
authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the
significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their
conservation”. NPPF para 208 also states “Local planning authorities should assess
whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would otherwise
conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future conservation of a
heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those policies”. The
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application site is subject to multiple planning constraints, including the Wimbledon
Park RPG and MOL designation. As such, appropriate uses of the land are generally
limited to those which preserve openness. Although Officers have identified there
would be some harm to MOL as a result of the development, the majority of the site
would nevertheless be free from buildings and incorporates what is generally
considered a more appropriate use of MOL i.e. sport and recreation use. Officers
consider it is very unlikely that there could be another institution that could jointly
provide a predominantly open use of the land (i.e. open-air grass tennis courts) and
provide such significant investment into the RPG underpinned by heritage-lead
principles and design. Further, without investment, Officers consider it is likely that
important retained elements that contribute to the significance of the RPG would
deteriorate e.g. the lake and veteran trees. Officers therefore consider the proposed
development would represent an optimum viable use of the site which would secure
longer-term conservation and enhancement of the RPG, albeit whilst causing some
harm to the significance of the RPG.

Conclusion

6.4.128 The proposed development would result in less than substantial harm to a number
of designated assets as summarised in Table 6.5 above. This includes a judgment of
less than substantial harm (upper half of range) for the Grade II* Registered Park and
Garden.

6.4.129 In accordance with NPPF para 202, Officers are therefore required to balance the
harms to designated heritage assets against the public benefits of the proposal,
including where appropriate, securing their optimum viable use.

6.4.130 Officers are also mindful of NPPF para 197 (a) which favours securing viable uses of
the land consistent with their conservation, and NPPF para 208 which decision makers
to assess whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would
otherwise conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future
conservation of a heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those
policies.

6.4.131 In accordance with NPPF para 203, Officers are required to assess acceptability of
impacts on non-designated heritage assets by making a balanced judgement with
regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.

6.4.132 The above NPPF requirements are supported by Merton SPP policy DMDA4 (a, i)
which requires development proposals affecting heritage assets to be in accordance
with the principles set out in the NPPF.

6.4.133 Officers acknowledge, however, the wording of London Plan policy HC1 and Merton
SPP DMD4 does not explicitly outline that harm to heritage assets may balanced
against public benefits. HC1 (c) outlines development proposals should avoid harm
and identify enhancement opportunities by integrating heritage considerations early in
the design process. DMD4 (b) outlines all development proposals associated with the
borough’s heritage assets or their setting will be expected to demonstrate, within a
Heritage Statement, how the proposal conserves and where appropriate enhances the
significance of the asset in terms of its individual architectural or historic interest and
its setting. One can conclude therefore that these policies consider any harm to be a
breach in policy. Notwithstanding, given the NPPF forms a highly material
consideration, Officers consider it appropriate to balance the harm to designated and
non-designated heritage assets identified in this sub-section against the public benefits
of the proposed development. The weight to be attached to conflict with development
plan heritage policies should therefore be considered having regard to the balance to
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be carried out in accordance with the NPPF.

6.4.134 This balancing exercise is reserved for sub-section 6.17 of this report where Officers
consider whether the public benefits of the proposals outweigh the harm to heritage
assets identified, in addition to any other harm identified in this planning assessment.
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Supporting Information

Merton Council Conservation Officer (CO) Response

6.4.135 A response was received from the Council’s Conservation Officer dated 22nd
September 2022 — link.

6.4.136 The CO concludes:

6.4.137 “There is potential for heritage gain in the proposal; however, it is felt that the

proposals will significantly change the character of the park through the addition of the
manicured and closely mown courts, concrete surrounds, the proposed show court,
reprofiling of the landscape to achieve level playing surfaces, the construction of the
associated path network, addition of artificial lighting, new hardstanding, and
alterations to the lake.

6.4.138 Whilst there will be a degree of public benefit arising from increased access to the
southern part of the park (outside of tournament periods), the harm is considered to be
more extensive that less than substantial and falls more within the substantial harm
category. The impact of the proposed show court is a particular concern, and | would
question whether it’s use over the tournament period justifies the long-term harm of the
structure.

6.4.139 The character and significance of this part of the Grade II* listed registered park and
garden will be harmed, and at this time it is felt that further information is required to
accurately assess the level of harm, and to evidence sufficient mitigation to overcome
the heritage concerns. In its current form, the application is considered to conflict with
paragraphs 194, 199 and 200 of the NPPF, and local policy CS — 14 of the Merton
Core Strategy.

6.4.140 Further to the above, below notes the key points of concern raised by the Council’s
Conservation Officer.

e Concern that in order to fully assess the impact (on the RPG) of the proposals, the
proposals should be submitted in full, rather than outline, with all specifications
including appearance, scale, access and landscaping clearly set out.

e The CO notes the golf-course area is perhaps the area of the park that is of highest
significance in the sense that the historic character of the park is most easily and
readily interpreted. The CO considers this would be heavily compromised by the
addition of the formal paths, closely mown courts each with a concrete perimeter,
and levelling of the site to facilitate the flat playing surface would be detrimental.

e The CO notes concern they have been unable to locate sufficient illustrative views
(existing and proposed) along Church Road, or Wimbledon Park Road, on the
approach north and south past the site, and especially where the new show court
is proposed.

e Concerns that the potential impact of the form, scale and massing set out in the
application (and supporting ‘Design Guidelines (Codes) document) of the Parkland
Show Court would have a substantial effect on the character, appearance, and
one’s experience of, the historic Grade II* registered park and garden. They note, it
would be preferable for the Show Court to be on the neighbouring existing site
where it will respond more closely with the existing courts. They note whilst
information has been provided discussing alternative sites, it is felt that the
information does not set out sufficient clear and convincing justification for the
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position of the court, or why it cannot be accommodated on the neighbouring
site.

e The CO raises concern that formal manicured nature of the 38 no. tennis courts
conflict with the open, naturalistic character of “Capability” Brown’s initial concept.
The CO raises concern that the courts would have a detrimental impact on view
within and looking into the park by reason of the levelling of the terrain, closely
mown courts, copious pathways and concrete surrounds to each court,
notwithstanding the additional impact of the show court. The CO notes whilst it is
acknowledged there would be some benefit in removing some features detrimental
to “Capability” Brown’s landscape design, the need to create a suitably flat surface
for each of the courts will further compromise the naturalistic character of the
terrain, causing further detriment to the significance of the grade I1* listed heritage
asset.

e The CO notes the retention of the ‘veteran’ trees and proposed replanting is
supported in principle, whilst there may be scope to further enhance planting
around the lake in order to provide a more robust buffer between the retained
parkland and the proposed developed area of courts (and potentially the show
court). The CO notes it seems counter-intuitive to remove trees in the current
climate of sustainability and biodiversity.

e The CO notes with regards to the proposed ancillary hub buildings, it is felt that
these could be accommodated discreetly and, in the form, and materials proposed,
whilst preserving the overall character and significance of the registered park.

e The CO notes concern regarding the loss of clear boundary and differentiation
‘between the existing 'English Garden' complex on the west of Church Road and
the parkland on the east. They consider the transition would be best managed with
a parkland entrance marking the entry to the registered park and garden and
reinforcing the character of this area. At present, this would appear overly
formal, which would conflict with the naturalistic character ‘f the parkland’ and
‘blur the lines' between the character of the two areas.

e The CO notes concerns regarding the proposed hardstanding to the entrances to
the north and south of-the site. They note - given that they will be in use only for a
short period each year, it is felt that a temporary surfacing solution would be
preferable here, rather than permanent hardstanding.

Case Officer response to CO concerns above

Officers acknowledge concerns regarding hybrid nature of the planning application.
Merton SPP policy DMD4 notes that “Outline applications will not be acceptable for
developments that include heritage assets.” Officers consider the basis of this policy is
the inherent need to provide an acceptable level of detail to allow Local Planning
Authorities to make an informed assessment of impacts to the heritage assets. The
outline proposals include the Parkland Show Court, Central Grounds Maintenance
Hub, Northern and Southern Player Hubs. The Applicant has submitted a set of
parameter plans which must be adhered to and fix the height and footprint and by
extension general scale of these building. Further, the design code sets principles
which must be adhered to under future Reserved Matters application (secured by
condition). Having reviewed these parameter plans and design codes, Officers
consider these provide a suitable level of detail to allow for an assessment of impacts
to heritage assets for this stage. The impact of detailed design of the buildings e.g.
materials in relation heritage assets would also be reviewed again under Reserved
Matters applications.
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With regard to the CO request for additional views, Officers consider the Applicant has
submitted a range of information to demonstrate a Townscape Visual Impact
Assessment (TVIA) which assesses the impact of views from the site surroundings.
The Applicant’s Historic Environment Assessment (HEA) also provides an analysis of
views with supporting photographs. Officers consider there is proportionate and
sufficient level of detail within the Applicant’s submission to understand how views
would be impacted by the proposed development and accordingly assess impacts
relating to this.

With regard to the CO’s suggestion that the Parkland Show Court should be
accommodated on the AELTC Main Grounds, Officers acknowledge that whilst in
principle locating the Show Court could have a reduced impact on the setting of the
RPG, there are constraints and disadvantages to this approach. Officers note
alternative locations for the Parkland Show Court were considered by the applicant but
discounted for several reasons including:

e Proximity and overlooking to neighbouring properties along Bathgate Road, which
are within the Bathgate Road Conservation Area

e Elevated position and steep topography

e 4,080sgm of facilities are still required in the parkland for the guest facilities,
Qualifying Players’ Hub and the management of the parkland site.

¢ Adjacency to the Hill and No.1 Court exacerbates already existing crowd flow
issues.

e Displacement of facilities for Main Draw players; the Aorangi Pavilion and dynamic
warm-up area.

¢ Displacement of 14 tennis courts which would need to be relocated in the
Parkland.

Officers consider the Applicant has provided acceptable justification as to why locating
the Parkland Show Court on the main grounds would not be viable.

Officers acknowledge the CQO’s concerns regarding biodiversity and trees. This is
considered in further detail in other relevant sub-sections of this report, notably sub-
sections 6.6 and 6.7 which specifically cover these topics

Regarding the CO’s concern in relation to the manicured nature of tennis courts and
the formal character of the Tea Lawn (English Garden Complex), the impact of these
areas are accounted for in Officers’ assessment of impact on significance to the RPG.

It is acknowledged the provision of mown courts would result more formalised
landscape which contributes to less than substantial harm. It is acknowledged Tea
Lawn area departs from the more sympathetic parkland character of the rest of the
site. However, there are wider design benefits to this area as discussed in sub-section
6.3. Itis considered the Tea Lawn through is mix of plazas, courts and planting would
create a vibrant focal point whilst functioning as an effective transition space between
the AELTC main site and the wider parkland.

Regarding the CO’s suggestion of replacing hardstanding with a temporary surfaces
around entrances to the north and south of the site, Officers consider that whilst a
temporary surface could have a reduced impact on the setting of the RPG,
hardstanding would be a more robust and resilient surface to cater for the overlay
infrastructure (e.g. security tents) and flow of spectators. Hardstanding is also likely to
appear more aesthetically appealing than a temporary surface during the tournament.
A condition is also secured to ensure the southern gateway is the subject of temporary
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interventions which activate this space outside of the tournament period (see condition
12).

Historic England (HE) consultation response

Response dated 24™ September 2021 - link

6.4.149 HE summarise the significance of Wimbledon Park RPG and consider the impact of
the proposed development on designated heritage. The following key paragraphs are
extracted from their response:

6.4.150 There would also be extensive earthmoving to remove golf course features and
recontour the site to create the 39 new grass tennis courts concentrated to the west
and south west of the lake, and to reprofile natural contours in the re-created parkland
south of the lake. Considerable earthmoving would also be required to excavate the
basement and build-out the platform for the Parkland Show Court, create the linked
access tunnel under Church Road, bury the new maintenance hub, de-culvert the
historic watercourses and restore the south west arm of the lake, dig the new ha-ha,
install irrigation/drainage, etc. De-silting of the lake will also be a major operation with
physical and visual impacts during construction — the method and details of which are
not yet proposed. Modified landform would be intensified in some areas, but, on
balance, this would not be overly harmful given the reprofiling that has already taken
place for the golf course.

6.4.151 Much of the infrastructure required for the period of The Championships — such as
ticketing and security structures at the two entrances zones, court fencing and tennis
paraphernalia, etc. — would be demountable, and would therefore have only temporary
impacts on the landscape. Many features, however, would become permanent fixtures
within the Registered landscape — modified landform, large new areas of hard
surfacing, new site furniture and lighting, the new maintenance building and hubs, the
new player hub buildings, and, in particular, the proposed Parkland Show Court.

6.4.152 The Parkland Show Court represents a new feature of considerable size within an
undeveloped part of Wimbledon Park, and will affect both fixed and kinetic viewpoints
within the Registered landscape and its immediate surroundings, including the
experience while travelling along Church Road.

6.4.153 HE note the proposal would result in “both direct physical and visual impacts, some
temporary or seasonal, but equating to the permanent loss of open areas to
development within a highly graded and sensitive Registered landscape that also
forms a key component of the Wimbledon North Conservation Areas. This would
cause harm to the significance of the Registered landscape and to the special
character and interest of the conservation areas.”

6.4.154 HE notes ‘that at the same time as causing harm, the proposed development provides
an opportunity to deliver public benefits, including meaningful heritage-related benefits,
by implementing a landscape strategy that recognises and responds to the
significance of the Registered landscape as a whole.”

6.4.155 “The proposed benefits include elements that aim to undo some past harm by
opening-up views, celebrating the historic open grown parkland trees, enhancing the
condition and appearance of the lake, restoring lost landscape features, improving
boundaries, removing inappropriate or poorly placed trees, and using new planting to
restore and enhance the golf course as parkland. These also provide for production of
a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for the whole Registered landscape. These
would help to address issues that have contributed to the Registered landscape’s
inclusion on the HAR Register. Mareover, it involves permissive public access for most
of the year (save for the time around The Championships) to the c9.2ha area of private
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land south of the lake restored as parkland, enabling public access around the edges
of lake (save for partial closure around The Championships), and de-silting the lake to
improve its condition.”

“Historic England welcomes AELTC’s work to understand and recognise the
significance of the Registered landscape as part of its masterplanning process.
Nevertheless, we have concerns about the overall scale and extent of the proposed
new structures and associated infrastructure the masterplan is placing within the
Registered landscape.”

“The proposed development represents considerable change within the part of the
Registered landscape containing the Wimbledon Park golf course, introducing major
new structures, extensive surfaced paths, enclosures and other hard-landscape
elements with associated drainage, services and modification of landform. This large
net increase in built form and intensification of activity over and above what exists at
present would result in the permanent loss of existing areas of open ‘parkland’ and
associated visual impacts. This would harm the Registered landscape’s significance
and the special character of the conservation areas. For the purposes of the NPPF, we
consider that this harm would be situated in the lower half of the range of less than
substantial harm.”

“Opportunities for reducing —although not entirely avoiding — harm may be possible
through a sensitive approach to the detailed design of the buildings. HE would expect
to be consulted on any Reserved Matters applications covering their external
treatment. There may also be opportunities to reduce harm by further softening the
large areas of hard surfacing at the proposed north and south gateways, and/or to
deliver additional benefits by programming uses for these areas during the long
periods of the year when they are not in use.”

“If the planning authority is minded to accept the current application, it is essential to
secure public benefits — including a clear implementation strategy with measurable and
enforceable timeframes for their early delivery -- through a s106 agreement or similar.”

“The planning authority should weigh this harm against such benefits as the proposals
would procure, as required under NPPF para 202.”

Responses received 8" July 2022 and 15" November 2022 — link 1 and link 2

No further comments. HE advises to refer to comment received 24" September 2021

Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) consultation
response

Response dated 13™ September 2021 - link
GLAAS note the following in their response:

“The site is located within an Archaeological Priority Area (APA) marking the location
of grounds of Wimbledon Park House. This APA is classified as Tier 2 because it
covers the site of a heritage asset archaeological and historic interest and a Grade II*
Registered Park and Garden with archaeological interest.”

“‘Wimbledon Park is the only part of the former grounds of Wimbledon Park House
which is still open and the lake retains much of its original shape. Remains of a tunnel
were found during a watching brief in 2004, which demonstrates how remains
associated with Wimbledon Park House may still be present, remains of garden
features may survive in the park. There is also potential for survival of remains pre-
dating the parkland; prehistoric find sports and present in the area surrounding the
park and possibly survive on a site of this size it has not been subjected to intensive
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modern development. “

“The proposed development involves extensive areas of topsoil stripping and areas of
deeper excavation, which will remove any surviving archaeological remains*

GLAAS advise that the development could cause harm to archaeological remains and
field evaluation is needed to determine appropriate mitigation.

GLAAS recommends a two-stage condition for a stage 2 written stage of investigation.
GLAAS also recommends a programme of public engagement by condition.
Response dated 25™ July 2022 - link

No further comment received. GLAAS refers to comment received 13" September
2021

The Gardens Trust (GT) consultation response

Response dated 30" September 2021 - link
The following key extracts are lifted from GT’s response:

GT note ‘“there is currently no visual cohesion to the park which does not read as a
seamless whole, as it should. The AELTC’s proposals go some way towards
considering the entire park as an artistic whole and reimposing a visual and physical
integrity to the site.”

‘the creation and opening of a new 9.4ha parkland with permissive general access out
of season when the two major tournaments are not taking place, is a substantial public
amenity gain.”

“Remodelling the golf course landform, removal of its fairways, bunkers etc and
restoration of many acres of land previously inaccessible to the public to something
approaching its original parkland aspect, separated from the Parkland Tennis South by
a new Brownian ha-ha, is another heritage gain.”

“We are also very supportive of the de-culverting of the two brooks and the dredging
and putting back to the close approximation of its original form, the extremely large
lake, with significant improvements to its biodiversity value by de-silting.”

“The new proposed boardwalk, although not following the original contours of the
borders, does reinstate the opportunity to resume walks around the lake and will,
without doubt, also be a very popular new public benefit.”

“Additional heritage gains would be the opening-up as far as possible of some historic
views, assessment of each of the 41 veteran trees with their own individual
management plans, and the planting of many historically appropriate new trees within
the parkland setting. (NB This area of “Capability” Brown’s plan is traditional oak wood
pasture.)”

“We also welcome the long-term landscape management plan which reunites currently
disparate areas and makes future management and protection of Wimbledon Park as
an historic landscape more likely.”

“We assume that the current proposals represent the ‘earliest date’ for public access to
the lake circuit as Merton Council has not complied with this undertaking in the
intervening years. The current golf course with its historically inaccurate and
insensitive landform and tree planting (since 1958 accessible only to members of the
golf club), hinders any clear appreciation of the historic layout and “Capability” Brown’s
original design intent.”
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“Whilst this application does not change that land ownership arrangement it does
‘unite’ the public park with a sizeable section of parkland south of the lake (subject to
permissive access) via the lake walk and other new footpath connections which we
consider to be both a heritage benefit and a public amenity gain.”

GT consider the provision of the permissive access parkland “represents a substantial
increase of accessible greenspace for Londoners and would be a significant benefit.”

“When considering the heritage, remodelling the golf course landform, removal of its
fairways, bunkers etc and restoration of many acres of land previously inaccessible to
the public to something approaching its original parkland aspect, separated from the
Parkland Tennis South by a new Brownian ha-ha, is considered beneficial too.
Additional heritage gains would be the opening-up as far as possible some historic
views, assessment of each of the 41 veteran trees with their own individual
management plans, and the planting of many historically appropriate new trees within
the parkland setting. The Gardens Trust also welcomes the de-culverting of the two
brooks and the dredging and putting back to the close approximation of its original
form, the extremely large lake, with significant improvements to its biodiversity value
by de-silting.”

“The new proposed boardwalk does reinstate the opportunity to resume walks around
the lake and will, without doubt, be a very popular new public benefit, but it does not
follow the original contours of the borders and we believe could be pushed back to
something closer to the original form.”

“Our biggest concern is the erection of the new Parkland Stadium whose direct public
benefit is open to question as this is a commercial development with commercial
benefits. The GT has looked at the options appraisal for the siting of this structure and
agrees that the site chosen is the most suitable of the three possible options.”

“The design, with its tree grove inspiration and external green-wall cladding minimises
the impact as far as possible. The Trust concurs that its placement means that it will
be read as part of the core group of large buildings with Centre Court and No 2 Court.”

“In an ideal world there would be no need for another stadium and the creation of 38
new courts would suffice. The new grass courts are surrounded by an extensive
network of hard pathways, grouped with several discreet maintenance hubs and two
player hubs. Whilst the extensive paths detract from the parkland appearance, it is
apparent that these have been kept to the minimum necessary for the maintenance of
the 38 new grass courts and access by players and the public. We feel that the siting
of the maintenance hubs, especially the main one to the south of the site, has been
very carefully considered and designed.”

“Should the local authority approve the application the GT would recommend that the
planning conditions include:

o Clarity on dates of public access in perpetuity
o Guarantees of permanent maintenance funding

¢ A covenant to ensure the public are never charged for access during the permitted
season as set out in the application documents. Without this we would be
concerned that over the years, public access could be gradually diminished as
competition requirements increase, or fundraising opportunities, which would
require occasional closures of part of the parkland, become more frequent.”

“We would also suggest that if the opportunity should ever arise in future, it would be
hugely beneficial if the areas of Wimbledon Park RPG not included within the
application site (i.e. the athletics track and Wimbledon Club), be brought back into a
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Masterplan to enable them to be amalgamated into a more parkland-type setting and
included within a long term, unified management plan for the site.”

Response dated 4™ November 2021 - link

GT refer to a comment received from John Phibbs, author of “Capability” Brown:
Designing the English Landscape’ which they consider making a valid point. This
concerns the assumption that when the golf course was created the ground levels
were irredeemably changed and therefore that nothing of the topography as it was in
“Capability” Brown’s day survives. John Phibbs considers this is not the case and
suggests it would be sensible to ask AELTC to commission an earthwork survey to
establish what earth working was done by the golf course and how much of the original
Brownian levels can be re-established which would be a heritage gain if achievable.

Response dated 14™ July 2022 - link

GT’s response dated 14" July raised further the comment on the application as
follows:

“Comments relating to Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) remain unchanged, and our
greatest concern remains the erection of the new Parkland Stadium.”

“We concur that the site chosen is the most suitable of the three possible options and
its placement means that it will be read as part of the core group of large buildings with
Centre Court and No 2 Court. The design, with its tree grove inspiration and external
green-wall cladding will minimize the impact but is still from an environmental
viewpoint, a detraction from the historic landscape which cannot be regained. “

“We did not know that the Roehampton site is scheduled ultimately for development
and had not fully appreciated the fragility of the condition of the grass court surfaces,
hence the requirement for so many more courts to ensure they are of a suitable
standard for Grand Slam tournaments and to maintain the pre-eminence of Wimbledon
Championships internationally.”

“We have concerns over the eventual redevelopment of the Roehampton site and
would expect to see a commitment from Wandsworth to maintain and enhance public
greenspace on the area being vacated to offset the carbon impacts of constructing a
new stadium and enhance the public benefits.”

“We remain concerned about the proposals, now expanded, relating to free public
access in perpetuity.”

“The Planning Statement Addendum (PSA) mentions in para 4.5.32 that ‘Providing a
facility within the parkland will allow opportunities for year-round use in ways the
existing facilities cannot, for example : hosting local and regional tournaments,
supporting Wimbledon Junior Tennis Initiative ... events’. This is a step back from
AELTC’s commitment to providing public amenity access during the non-Wimbledon
championship months. We would lik