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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This report has been prepared by RPS on behalf of the Wimbledon Park Residents Association & 

Hume Consulting Ltd (the client), to assess two development proposals for Wimbledon Greyhound 

Stadium, London. The two schemes are:  

• AFC Wimbledon and Galliard Homes – football stadium, 600 dwellings and ancillary facilities

• Greyhound Stadium Redevelopment – new greyhound stadium, 550 dwellings and ancillary
facilities.

1.2 The former proposal is being promoted by AFC Wimbledon and Galliard Homes; the latter is 

promoted by the client. 

1.3 This report provides a comparative assessment of the two proposals against the following criteria: 

• Flood issues

• Transport issues

• Cultural heritage issues

• Relevant Planning Policy

1.4 A comparative assessment will reveal the relative merits and constraints of each proposal as 

currently envisaged / planned, and as a result will allow the client to better understand which is more 

likely to succeed if pursued through the planning process. Whilst the relative planning merits of each 

are important, RPS and the client are also aware that without control over the land deliverability of 

the proposals may be brought into question. This could affect the planning outcome as the authority 

will only want to approve a development if it has a reasonably likelihood that it will be built. At present 

the site is controlled by the National Asset Management Agency (NAMA) of Ireland and so RPS has 

encouraged the client to ensure that the NAMA will treat with them, perhaps on the basis that if they 

can secure a reasonable planning permission, NAMA will sell on that basis, and for the client to try to 

secure any such agreement in writing to protect their position going forward. 

1.5 Depending on the view taken on the contents and conclusion of this report, a planning application for 

the greyhound stadium and associated development would be prepared and submitted to Merton 

Borough Council.  

• Section 2 includes a description of the site use at present, planning history, and development
history;

• Section 3 will summarise the planning policy context for the site proposals;



5 rpsgroup.com 

• Section 4 will introduce the two development schemes and the most recent proposals which
each developer team has put forward thus far;

• Section 5 will analyse the proposals focusing on: planning policy, cultural heritage, flood risk
and transport;

• Section 6 forms the summary and conclusion to the report.
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2 THE DEVELOPMENT SITE 

Site Description 

2.1 Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium (‘the site’) is located at Plough Lane, Wimbledon, London. The 

site, of approximately 5.1ha, is dominated by the existing Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium, 

with the remainder of the site being a car park with some commercial and industrial uses. A site 

location plan is attached at Appendix 1. 

2.2 The site currently operates as a Greyhound Stadium, with capacity for 8,000. The stadium also 

hosts special events such as: 

• Major Race Finals (eg Puppy Derby and Greyhound Derby);

• Markets;

• Car Boot Sales; and

• Stock Car Racing.

2.3 Ancillary uses at the site include a squash club, fitness club, sports injury clinic, commercial vehicle 

hire facility, motorcycle training school and a café. The Volante flooring company occupy buildings in 

separate ownership on the eastern boundary. This land is not included in either of the proposals. A 

large hard standing occupies the majority of the site to the north and west, currently used as a car 

park.  

2.4 The site is bounded by Plough Lane and Copper Mill Lane to the south/south east, Summerstown 

B235 to the east/north East, and Riverside Road to the north. The site is surrounded on all sides by 

‘strategic industrial locations.’ To the north and east is Summerstown Road strategic industrial 

location which includes a waste management site to the northwest. To the south and west is part of 

Durnsford Road/Plough Lane strategic industrial location. The operational National Grid substation 

also lies adjacent to the western boundary of the site.  

2.5 Residential development lies to the east of the site and approximately 350m South West. The River 

Wandle is located to the west of the site and the subject site and surroundings are in the functional 

floodplain of the river (Flood Zone 3a and 3b). The majority of the site is within a critical drainage 

area for surface water flooding. The site also lies within an archaeology priority zone.  

2.6 The site is considered to have poor/moderate accessibility to public transport; PTAL 2/3 (Passenger 

Transport Accessibility Level). The road network railway lines, river and utilities infrastructure in the 

wider area, limit opportunities for improving access to and around the site. The nearest local train 

station is Haydons Road, located c800m walking distance from the site. The nearest underground 
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tube stations are Wimbledon Park (1.8km), Tooting Broadway (2km) and Wimbledon (2.1km). A bus 

service runs along Plough Lane and Garratt Lane. 

Planning History 

2.7 A planning history search of the site was carried out using Merton Council’s online planning history 

facility. There has been little development on the site or to the stadia in the past 10 years. The most 

recent applications were to renew the permission to hold car boot sales on the site which was 

approved in 2008 under reference 08/P1280, and an application to retain 2 portakabins on site in 

2010. 

Sporting History 

Greyhound Racing   

2.8 As a breed, greyhounds have a long and distinguished history that can be traced back to ancient 

Egypt and Persia, where they were greatly revered as hunting dogs for their speed and excellent 

eyesight, as they were in ancient Greece and Rome. The modern breed has its roots in Celtic 

Europe, first imported into Britain c.600B.C.  

2.9 As a mass sport, modern greyhound racing has its origins in Hendon in 1876, when a mechanical 

device was used to persuade six hounds to race at top speeds down a predetermined straightaway. 

The operators of the racing track reverted to the use of a live jackrabbit as incentive for the hounds 

to race at top speed and before long working class men were regularly betting on courses alongside 

the aristocrats and captains of industry.  

2.10 In 1926 the sport was introduced to Britain by an American, Charles Munn, who established, with 

Brigadier-General Critchley, the (U.K.) Greyhound Racing Association. The G.R.A. built the very first 

purpose-built greyhound racing stadium in Britain, at Belle Vue, Manchester.  

2.11 Greyhound racing enjoyed its highest overall attendances just after the Second World War, when 

Britain boasted 77 licensed greyhound racing tracks and upwards of 50 million punters would pass 

through the turnstiles each year. London alone had 33 tracks. The industry experienced a decline 

following the 1960 Betting and Gaming Act, which permitted off-course cash betting, although 

sponsorship, limited television coverage, and the later abolition of on-course betting tax have 

partially offset this decline in more recent times. The period since the 1960s has nevertheless 

witnessed significant consolidation and rationalisation of dog tracks, with many once great stadia 

being closed and redeveloped, including Wembley Stadium (racing ended 1998), Catford (closed 

2003), White City (demolished in 2005), Walthamstow (closed in 2008), Portsmouth (closed 2010) 

and Oxford (closed 2012). There are now 26 licensed greyhound stadia in Britain (25 in England and 

one in Scotland). Wimbledon is the last in Greater London.  
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2.12 Despite a decrease in number, the quality of both the racing and the facilities at each track remains 

high, with many of the remaining tracks seeing significant investment, including those at Towcester, 

Sunderland, Nottingham, Kinsley, Great Yarmouth, Peterborough, Sheffield and Wolverhampton. As 

a betting product, greyhound racing has never been more popular. Some £2.5bn is staked on the 

outcome of greyhound races each year. Total attendance figures in 2006 slipped to 3.32m from 

3.52m in 2005, but there is little doubt that with the loss of so many 'regulars' to the off-course betting 

industry there are actually more different people experiencing greyhound racing today than at any 

time in the past decade. According to research conducted for the horse racing industry, greyhound 

racing remains Britain's third most attended spectator sport. 

2.13 The Wimbledon Stadium was one of the most substantial of the first flush of greyhound stadia built, 

the first race being held on 19 May 1928. The stadium, promoted by South London Greyhound 

Racecourses Ltd., was built on a grand scale, being built as a continuous circuit of covered concrete 

terraces, accommodating between 30,000 and 40,000 people. The track was home turf to many of 

the country’s top trainers and in the early 1930s the track was home to arguably the most famous 

greyhound ever, Mick the Miller. The stadium became one of the major tracks of Britain after the 

Second World War, following the construction of a large new grandstand (current capacity of 8,000), 

constructed on the east side, to replace a war-damaged section of the original stadium. The 1956 

grandstand ceased to be used in 2009, because of its poor condition, replacement facilities having 

been provided in 2001 on the opposite side, in a refurbished stand named The Mick the Miller 

Enclosure.   

2.14 Following the demise of the Wembley, White City and Walthamstow stadia, the Wimbledon stadium 

is now generally regarded as the premier greyhound racing stadium not just in London, but in 

England. Including races moved to Wimbledon from other, closed venues, the stadium now annually 

hosts: 

• The English Greyhound Derby (May - 480m),

• The prestigious race for puppies, The Puppy Derby (August – 480m) and

• The original classic race for stayers, the St Leger (October – 687m)

2.15 The track has also held other original classic races, The Laurels (until 1997 when GRA switched the 

event to Belle Vue, Manchester), the classic race for hurdlers, the Grand National (moved to 

Sittingbourne in 2012) and the original classic race for bitches, the Oaks (moved to Belle Vue in 

2013). 

Motorcycle Speedway 

2.16 During the inter-war period in Britain there were three principal mass spectator sports: football, 

greyhound racing and motorcycle speedway. Like Wembley and White City, Wimbledon Stadium 

was built as a multi-purpose stadium, although unlike Wembley and White City, both of which also 
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had football pitches, Wimbledon was built for dog racing and speedway only, as the town already 

had a football stadium nearby.  

2.17 Whilst ‘proto-speedway’ meeting took place in the U.K. in 1927, it is generally accepted that the sport 

arrived in the United Kingdom in 1928 when Australians Billy Galloway and Keith McKay arrived with 

the intention of introducing speedway to the Northern Hemisphere. The meeting at High Beech on 18 

February 1928, which attracted an estimated 30,000 spectators, is often described as the first British 

speedway meeting. The first fully professional meeting was staged at Celtic Park, Glasgow, on April 

28, 1928. The forerunner of the World Championship, the Star Riders’ Championship, was 

inaugurated in Great Britain in 1929.  

2.18 The new sport boomed in the United Kingdom, with new tracks opening in England, Scotland, and 

Wales. Notable pioneer venues of 1928 were Belle Vue (Manchester), Stamford Bridge, Celtic Park 

and Wimbledon. The sport contracted in the early 1930s but revived just before the war largely 

ended competitive racing. A post war boom came to an end in the early 1950s thanks to television 

and Entertainment Tax but a revival with the advent of the Provincial League in 1960 has been 

largely sustained ever since. 

2.19 Speedway arrived at the brand-new Wimbledon in the 1928 pioneer season, the stadium being home 

to the famous Wimbledon Dons speedway team for over 50 years. It was World renowned for 

hosting the speedway ‘Internationale’ meeting every season and also hosted scores of international 

Tests. Despite the departure of ‘The Dons’, the Wimbledon Stadium still carries great speedway 

heritage. Following the relocation of Belle Vue Stadium to a new site in the later 1980s, Wimbledon 

is the now the UK's oldest surviving speedway arena. 

2.20 Obviously, whilst motorcycle speedway is a key element of the Wimbledon Stadium's rich sporting 

heritage and deserves to be commemorated by a 21st–century Wimbledon Stadium, the sport’s 

return to the Stadium is not desired or anticipated.   

Stock Car Racing 

2.21 The Wimbledon Stadium was also famous for stock car racing from 1962 top 2008, a purpose-built 

figure-of-eight track having been built for Spedeworth International in the under-used centre of the 

stadium. The stadium then hosted numerous racing events, including Supertox, Stock Cars, Hot 

Rods and Bangers. The first stock car meeting at Wimbledon was on 29 September 1962 (the 

Supertox World Championship) and the circuit quickly became Spedeworth's flagship venue with the 

World Final being held there every year up to and including 1974. The World Championship, along 

with other key race meetings such as Carnival Night became very popular and were often 'ticket only' 

events with the Stadium filled to its 40,000 capacity. The stadium also boasted its own stock car 

racing teams in 1966 (London Sparrows) and 1971-1972 (Canaries / Dons). The Unlimited engine 

capacity Banger Racing World Championship also used to take place at Wimbledon until the event 

moved to Ipswich Stadium in 2008. This loss of motor racing from Wimbledon was blamed on the 
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introduction of the London Low Emission Zone, which was said to make it too expensive for the 

transporters to travel to the venue. 

2.22 Doubtless many local residents were highly relieved when two and four-wheeled motor sports 

ceased to be a part of Wimbledon Stadium’s sporting offer. Both sports had certainly become 

increasingly untenable in a built-up area in the later 20th Century. Again, it needs to be stressed that, 

like Speedway, car racing is part of the Stadium’s 20th-century sporting heritage, not part of its future. 

The return of the sport would be impossible, due to environmental constraints. 

Wimbledon AFC 

2.23 Wimbledon F.C. (now the Milton Keynes Dons) was founded in 1889, as Wimbledon Old Central 

Football Club. Until 1912 they played on Wimbledon Common, using the Fox and Grapes public 

house in Camp Road as the team's headquarters and changing room. The club moved to a new 

ground at Plough Lane in September 1912. 

2.24 The club spent most of its life in amateur and semi-professional non-League football. During the 

1930s and 1940s, crowds of between 7,000 and 10,000 were not uncommon at the Plough Lane 

ground. Wimbledon's highest attendance was on 2 March 1935, when 18,080 people were attracted 

to an FA Amateur Cup tie against HMS Victory. The club’s high point as an amateur club was the 

1962-3 season, when it finally won the FA Amateur Cup.  

2.25 In 1977 the club was elected to the Football League, rising to the First Division, and then the FA 

Premier League, remaining in the top flight from 1986 to 2000. The club’s moment of glory was in 

1988, when Wimbledon beat the then-champions Liverpool 1–0 in the FA Cup final. With 

Wimbledon’s rise from amateur football, its Plough Lane ground (to the west of the Greyhound 

Stadium) was increasingly an embarrassing anachronism, having changed very little since the 

1920s. Its south stand, purchased second-hand in the 1920s, dated to 1906. Plans to build a new 

20,000-seat stadium in the London Borough of Merton had been approved by the local council in 

1988, but the stadium was never built. Following the publication of the Taylor Report in 1990, the 

club’s Board claimed that the Plough Lane ground was not large enough to build a new all-seater 

football stadia of a size the club aspired to, a fact disputed by many fans. A supposedly temporary 

groundshare with Crystal Palace at Selhurst Park was announced the same year and Wimbledon's 

final first team match at Plough Lane came suddenly on 4 May 1991, against Crystal Palace. In 

1992, the Greyhound Racing Association offered to redevelop Wimbledon Stadium into a 15,000-

seater dog racing and football ground, but the club turned down this offer as well as other options on 

a number of other local sites. Crystal Palace’s and Wimbledon’s reserve teams used Plough Lane as 

their home ground until 1998. 

2.26 In May 2000 Wimbledon was relegated from the Premier League and in August 2001, the club 

announced its intention to relocate to Milton Keynes, causing the foundation of a new club by 

supporters against the move, AFC Wimbledon, to which most fans switched their allegiance. 
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Wimbledon F.C., by now in administration, played their first match in Milton Keynes in September 

2003, subsequently being rebranded as the Milton Keynes Dons.  

2.27 AFC Wimbledon is currently in League Two of the Football League, the fourth tier of the English 

football league system. They play at a modern and well equipped 5,000-capacity ground at 

Kingsmeadow, in Kingston upon Thames, built as recently as 1989, and which AFC Wimbledon have 

owned since 2003, sharing with semi-professionals Kinstonian F.C. A new Kingston Road End Stand 

was completed in 2012. 

2.28 The story of Wimbledon’s 1912 Plough Lane ground is an unfortunate one. The freehold was 

originally held by Merton Borough Council, but was purchased in 1959 for £8,250 by Wimbledon’s 

then chairman Sydney Black, who donated the ground to the club. One of the conditions of the sale 

of the ground was a clause stating that if the site was ever to be used for any purpose other than 

sport, the Council would have the right to buy the ground back for the same price it had been paid, 

regardless of inflation.  

2.29 In 1990, before Wimbledon had moved out of the Plough Lane ground and before the publication of 

the Taylor Report, Lebanese businessman and majority shareholder Sam Hammam bought out this 

covenant for a substantial sum, claiming that it restricted the sale of the land, which he needed to 

finance a new stadium to be built nearby. In 1994 the club sold the ground to Mr Hammam for 

£3 million. Hamman’s company subsequently sold the ground to Safeway for an alleged £8.5 million 

for a proposed new supermarket. Hamman subsequently sold his shareholding in Wimbledon for 

nearly £30 million.  

2.30 Following local residents' opposition and local authority objections, Safeway gave the site up in 

2002, demolishing the stadium and selling the vacant site to David Wilson Homes. In 2005 planning 

permission was granted for a development of 570 flats, completed in 2008, the development being 

named "Reynolds Gate" after former player Eddie Reynolds. The six individual blocks that comprise 

the development were also named after former Wimbledon F.C. players, managers and a chairman: 

Bassett House, Batsford House, Cork House, Lawrie House, Reed House and Stannard House. 
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3 PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 The Local Planning Authority (LPA) is the London Borough of Merton (LBM). The following section 

outlines the relevant planning policy for the redevelopment of the subject site.  

National Planning Policy 

The National Planning Policy Framework  

3.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in March 2012 is a significant 
consideration, particularly in the determination of any future application(s) for the site. The NPPF 
seeks to accelerate the delivery of new homes and jobs and promotes sustainable development, 
high quality design and place-making. 

3.3 In general terms the NPPF is supportive of development in locations such as this in the context of 

the government’s overall growth agenda. A key principle underpinning the NPPF is the presumption 

in favour of sustainable development ‘which should be a golden thread running through both plan 

making and decision taking’ (paragraph 14). The Wimbledon site can be reasonably described as in 

a sustainable location in this regard given its proximity to public transport and other services and 

facilities. 

3.4 The NPPF also includes policy and guidance on a variety of detailed issues including flooding, 

ecology and transport that to a large extent are also covered in the more local policies. However 

paragraph 100 details requirements relating to areas of flood risk stating that: 

‘Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing 

development away from areas at highest risk but where development is necessary, 

making it safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere.’ 

3.5 Local authorities are required to apply a sequential risk based approach to development to steer new 

development towards areas with a lower risk of flooding. If following application of this test it is not 

possible or consistent with wider sustainability objectives for development to be located in zones with 

a lower probability of flooding, the Exception Test can be applied. This requires:  

‘● it must be demonstrated that the development provides wider sustainability benefits to the 

community that outweigh flood risk, informed by a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment where one has 

been prepared; and 

● a site-specific flood risk assessment must demonstrate that the development will be safe for its

lifetime taking account of the vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, 

where possible, will reduce flood risk overall.’ 
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Planning Policy Guidance  

3.6 On 6th March 2014 the Government introduced finalised online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

which followed a review of all previous guidance documents. This online resource cancels a raft of 

previous guidance documents and has been produced as part of the commitment to reform the 

planning system to make it simpler, clearer and easier for people to use. This PPG supports the 

NPPF. 

3.7 As with the guidance in the NPPF, specific sections of the PPG will be of relevance to the future of 

the Wimbledon site, particularly when specific development proposals are being considered. 

However, in relation to matters of principle they are of limited relevance given the clear guidance 

provided in local policy. 

3.8 Chapter 07, Table 3 of (see Appendix 2) however, details the development that would be 

appropriate in different Flood Zone classifications. Zone 3b (functional floodplain) is for essential 

infrastructure that has passed the Exception Test and water-compatible uses should be designed 

and constructed to: 

• remain operational and safe for users in times of flood;

• result in no net loss of floodplain storage;

• not impede water flows and not increase flood risk elsewhere.

The Development Plan 

3.9 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and section 70(2) of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990 require development proposals to be determined in accordance with the 

Development Plan. For the purposes of this assessment this is the: 

• London Plan 2011

• Core Strategy 2011

• Saved Policies of the Unitary Development Plan 2003

London Plan 2011 

3.10 The London Plan includes a range of policies and consideration of the proposals. London’s Places 

includes a range of relevant policies relating to Outer London (including LB Merton). For example 

policy 2.7 relates to enhancing the economy of Outer London, including: 

• giving appropriate weight to wider economic as well as more local environmental objectives

when considering development proposals;

• realising the opportunities for higher density mixed use development including housing;
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• supporting leisure, tourism and tourism – the WandleValley is specifically identified for this use in 

Table 2.1. 

 

3.11 The London Plan seeks to increase the capital’s housing supply and optimise the development 

potential of sites. Table 3.2 of the London Plan provides a density matrix for new residential 

development and identifies residential density range of 200 – 450 habitable rooms per hectare for 

urban sites in areas with a PTAL rating of 2-3. 

 

3.12 The plan policies seek to secure high quality housing (policy 3.5), mixed and balanced communities 

policy 3.9) and the maximum reasonable proportion of affordable housing as part of larger residential 

development schemes (policy 3.12). 

 

3.13 Policy 3.19 relates to sports facilities. The policy states that proposals seeking to enhance or 

increase such uses should be supported. 

 

3.14 In relation to the Economy the London Plan seeks to promote and support London’s economy, 

including Outer London as set out in policy 4.1. Specific policy support for sport and entertainment 

provision is set out in policy 4.6 which includes promoting the continued success of London’s diverse 

rage of cultural, professional sporting and entertainment enterprises and the cultural, social and 

economic benefits that they offer to its residents, workers and visitors. This includes making the most 

of the rich heritage and cultural resources in London.  

3.15 In relation to retail and town centre development policy 4.7 states that out-of centre retail proposals 

should be subject to an impact assessment, reflecting the position set out in the NPPF. 

 

3.16 The London Plan seeks an overall reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of 60 percent by 2025 

(policy 5.1). This objective is reflected in policy 5.2 where the need for new development to adhere to 

the Mayor’s energy hierarchy is set out i.e. first to use less energy, secondly to supply energy 

efficiently and thirdly to use renewable energy. The plan also requires high standards of sustainable 

design and construction in new development as set out in policy 5.3. 

 

3.17 The London Plan seeks an integrated approach to transport and development. In relation to new 

developments the effect of development on transport capacity needs to be assessed (policy 6.3). 

Development should include measures to support cycling and walking (policies 6.9 and 6.10). Policy 

6.13 relates to parking. It states that maximum parking standards should be applied to new 

developments and that 1 in 5 spaces should provide electrical charging points. Car free development 

is appropriate in areas of high public transport accessibility. 

 

3.18 The London Plan includes a range of policies that seek to encourage high standards of urban 

design, including policy 7.2 relating to the creation of inclusive environments, policy 7.3 relating to 
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designing out crime, policy 7.5 relating to local character and policy 7.5 relating to public realm. 

Policy 7.6 relates to the requirement for high quality architecture. Policy 7.8 details the plan’s 

requirements relating to heritage assets. Although the stadium is not listed paragraph 7.23 

references the contribution which assets make to the city’s culture by providing easy access to the 

history of the city and its places.  

 
Core Strategy Development Plan Document 2011 

3.19 The Core Strategy was adopted in July 2011 and sets out strategic objectives for the Borough for the 

15 year plan period to 2026. Policy CS6 focuses on proposals for Wimbledon Town Centre 

developing shopping, business and cultural facilities. Development is encouraged which attracts 

visitors to the area all year round including high quality hotels, conference facilities and cultural 

activities.  

3.20 Policies CS8 and CS9 focus on the provision of housing in the area. 4,800 new homes are required 

across the Borough over the plan period, with an indicative range of 500-600 in Wimbledon. 

Proposals are required to be well designed and located to create socially mixed and sustainable 

neighbourhoods. A mix of housing types, sizes and tenures is required including family housing. 40% 

affordable housing on site is required for schemes over 10units. 

3.21 Policy CS11 requires proposals to support the provision and improvement of infrastructure to 

accommodate population growth. This includes education facilities (particularly within walking 

distance), health and emergency services, and social and community facilities. 

3.22 Policy CS13 requires development to incorporate and maintain appropriate elements of open space, 

play areas and landscape features. Where this is not feasible, planning contributions will be sought 

to do so. The council will also work with partners to facilitate and enable the delivery of culture, sport, 

recreational and play facilities. Shared use of sites and open space is also encouraged.  

3.23 Policy CS14 sets out design criteria to respect, reinforce and enhance the character of the area. 

Proposals should promote high quality sustainable design and residential development should 

comply with the most appropriate minimum space standards. The development of tall buildings is 

resisted by this policy, where they will have a detrimental impact on character. The narrative 

accompanying this policy advises that tall buildings are generally not appropriate due to its 

predominately suburban low rise character. Tall buildings may be suitable where the following factors 

are present: 

• Regeneration or change is envisaged 

• Good public transport accessibility 

• Existing higher building precedent 
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3.24 Policy CS16 details the councils Flood Risk Management strategy which requires proposals to apply 

the sequential and exception tests and implement Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS). 

 

3.25 Policy CS18 relates to transport and promoting active transport by prioritising access and safety for 

pedestrians and cycles, including the support of schemes which reduce conflict between these 

modes and other transport modes. Cycle storage and parking is also supported.  

 

3.26 Policy CS19 relates to supporting and enhancing the public transport network through:  

 

a. Encouraging developers to demonstrate that their proposals are adequately served by a variety of 

modes of transport and that the proposals do not have an adverse effect on transport within the 

vicinity of the site; 

b. Ensuring all major development demonstrates the public transport impact through Transport 

Assessments; 

c. Prioritising development that demonstrates innovative and intelligent design which promotes public 

transport travel and/or reduces the need for private vehicle travel; 

d. Seeking sustainable transport contributions towards the improvement of transport infrastructure 

through planning obligations; 

 

Saved Policies of the Unitary Development Plan 2003 
 

3.27 The Unitary Development Plan was adopted in October 2003 and will be replaced by the Sites and 

Policies Development Plan. Due to the short lifespan of the UDP and the weight to be given to the 

emerging DPD having been through the examination process, it has not been considered necessary 

to review these policies in this assessment, as they are significantly time expired.  

Material Considerations/Emerging Policy 

Sites and Policies Development Plan 

3.28 LBM have been preparing their emerging Sites and Policies Development Plan Documents, which 

are due to replace part of the Unitary Development Plan once adopted. The plan is currently in draft 

form, and has recently undergone examination. 

3.29 The plan is expected to be review by Cabinet and Council shortly and is timetabled for adoption on 

9th July.  

3.30 An extract from the emerging DPD is included at Appendix 3. The site proposals for Wimbledon 

Stadium (site 37) states that the Council’s preferred use is for:  
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 ‘Intensification of sporting activity (D2 class use) with supporting enabling development. 

Developments that facilitate more sporting activity may be enabled by more viable uses subject to 

meeting planning policy, evidence and consultation.’ 

3.31 The council also expects applicants to engage with the local community and public and private 

consultees before submitting an application. The draft Sites and Policies DPD recognises the 

following main impacts and issues for a proposal to address:  

• Suitable mitigation measures to address the issues of the functional floodplain. The 
accompanying Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) should consider the treatment of non main rivers 
through the site and incorporate SUDS; 

• Consider the electricity substation to the west and waste management site to the north west to 
minimise amenity impact.  

• Improved infrastructure for bus, walking and cycling. Resolving road network capacity and 
movement and safety concerns.  

• Enhanced squash and fitness facilities.  

• Investigate potential impact on any archaeological heritage.  

• Identified need for school places in south London. Residential development should deliver the 
necessary school places, healthcare and associated infrastructure.  

• May be insufficient water supply and wastewater capacity to service new development. 
Applicants should discuss with Thames Water, how this capacity will be provided 

3.32 The plan and the allocation of site 37 was examined by an Inspector in January 2014. The 

Inspectors’ report (dated June 2014) see Appendix 4, concluded that it was not the role of the 

Examination to hear detailed evidence about, or come to a conclusion on which of the two schemes 

being promoted were more suitable or viable and the inspector saw no compelling planning reason 

at the time why the plan should seek to favour one scheme or the other.  

3.33 The plan also contains detailed planning policies with regard to development in the Borough. Policies 

DM R5 and DM R6 detail the councils’ requirements for leisure and entertainment and tourism uses. 

Proposals should not have an unacceptable impact on local amenity and the general environment, 

car parking, traffic congestion, and road safety. This should take into account: 

‘i. Size of unit; 

ii. Characteristics and type of use proposed; 

iii. The nature of the area; 

iv. The number and size of other food and drink (Use Class A3, A4 and A5) and leisure and 

entertainment uses (Use Class D2) in the area; 

v. The likely cumulative effect of these uses, including combined and cumulative effects at different 

times of the day and night; and, 
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vi. Whether the location is well served by public transport.’ 

3.34 The following criteria should also be met:  

‘b) Adequate noise containment measures are included and sound insulation is provided, where 

appropriate, to safeguard the amenity of adjoining residential and business uses; 

c) They would not have an unacceptable effect on local amenity through noise, disturbance or 

fumes; 

d) The proposed opening hours would be acceptable and; 

e) Adequate ventilation, waste disposal, litter management and crime prevention arrangements 

appropriate to the use and location can be provided.’ 

 

3.35 With regard to housing policies, Policy DM H2 requires development proposals to provide residential 

development to meet the needs of different households taking into account the Borough level 

indicative proportions concerning housing mix. This should be in the proportions of 1bed 33%, 2bed 

32%, 3+ bed 35%. 

3.36 Policy DM D1 details the council’s design criteria to create high quality places in the Borough. The 

following principles should be followed: 

‘a) The creation of urban layouts based on a permeable and easily navigable network of 

recognisable streets and spaces that link in seamlessly with surrounding development and facilitate 

walking, cycling and use of public transport. 

b) The creation of urban environments which are easy to understand and navigate through, by 

provision of legible routes, spaces and landmarks and clearly defined buildings and spaces. 

c) The creation of buildings and spaces which are economically and socially sustainable, by offering 

variety and choice, and by being able to adapt to changing social, technological and economic 

conditions without the need for future remedial intervention. 

d) The maintenance and enhancement of identified important local views, panoramas and prospects 

and their settings and where appropriate, create new views. 

e) New development should provide and reinforce a clearly identifiable network of public streets and 

spaces that constitute the public realm, based on the creation of ‘defensible space’, and a clear 

distinction and appropriate gradation between public and private space. 

j) As part of larger developments and enhancements, the council will seek to achieve innovative and 

interesting provision of public art in the public realm.’ 

 

3.37 In accordance with design policy DM D2 proposals should also meet the following criteria to achieve 

high quality design and protect amenity: 

i. Relate positively and appropriately to the siting, rhythm, scale, density, proportions, height, 

materials and massing of surrounding buildings and existing street patterns, historic context, 

urban layout and landscape features of the surrounding area; 
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ii. Use appropriate architectural forms, language, detailing and materials which complement 

and enhance the character of the wider setting; 

iii. Provide layouts that are safe, secure and take account of crime prevention and are 

developed in accordance with Secured by Design principles; 

iv. Ensure appropriate provision of outdoor amenity space, whether public, private or 

communal which accords with appropriate minimum standards and is compatible with the 

character of surrounding areas; 

v. 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; 

vi. 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; 

vii. Ensure provision of appropriate energy efficient external lighting that provides safe and 

secure environments while not causing light pollution that adversely affects neighbouring 

occupiers or biodiversity; 

x. Ensure that landscaping forms an integral part of any new development where appropriate; 

xi. Ensure the highest practical standards of access and inclusion and be accessible to people 

with disabilities’ 

 

3.38 Policy DM EP2 requires proposals which would have a significant impact on amenity of existing or 

future occupiers to be mitigated with suitable measures. 

3.39 Policies DM F1 and F2 details the Councils’ requirements relating to flooding and drainage. Policy 

encourages development in areas of lower risk by applying the Sequential Test, and proposals 

should ensure the flood resilient measures incorporated into the design of proposals to manage the 

risk of flooding. In Flood Zone 3b the following is detailed by the policy:  

‘The council will only support redevelopment of existing developed sites if there is no greater flood 

risk than currently exists to the re-development or wider community. 

In accordance with the NPPF if, following the application of the Sequential Test, it is not possible, 

consistent with the wider sustainability objectives, for development to be located in flood zones with 

lower probability of flooding: 

• The developer must demonstrate that the development provides a wider social, environment, and 

economical benefit to the wider community that outweighs the flood risk, as informed by the SFRA 

and, 

• Submit a site specific flood risk assessment which must demonstrate that the development will be 

safe for the life time of the build taking into account vulnerability of it users, without increasing the 

risk to the development and surrounding area; and where possible will reduce flood risk overall. 

 

Basements, basement extensions and conversion of basements to a ‘higher vulnerability’ 

classification or self-contained units will not be permitted by the council.’ 
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3.40 All new developments should also consider SUDS and a long-term SUDS management plan and 

demonstrate sustainable approaches to the management of surface water. Where feasible soft 

landscaping, appropriate planting and permeable surfaces should be considered. 

3.41 Policy DM TM1 and TM2 promote the use of sustainable transport modes including public transport, 

walking and cycling. Through development the council seek to secure improved public transport 

facilities through obligations and should not adversely impact the road or public transport networks. 

Proposals should include cycle parking facilities as set out in the London Plan and be accompanied 

by a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan.  

3.42 Policy DM TM3 requires proposals to only provide the level of car parking required to serve the site, 

taking into account its accessibility by public transport (PTAL). Residential permit free development 

will only be approved where the council is satisfied that there will not be an adverse effect on the 

level of off street parking, road safety or local amenity (ideally PTAL 4 or above). Parking for retail 

and leisure development should be allocated towards short stay parking and for mixed use 

development spaces should be allocated to each specific use.  
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4 THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 

4.1 The following section outlines the main principals of the two development proposals. It is 

acknowledged that this information can, and probably will change as both schemes go forward and 

further refinement and mitigation measure evolve.  

AFC Wimbledon and Galliard Homes Development  

Based on June 2014 consultation proposals (see masterplan Appendix 5) 

 Stadium 

4.2 The key focus of the development proposal is a new stadium for AFC Wimbledon. The stadium is 

located to the west of the site, and orientated on a North South axis. The target capacity is 20,000, 

although the stadium will initially open with a capacity of 11,000 with opportunities to expand in 

phases. The pitch will also cater for rugby with the main use being football. Hospitality provision is 

included for 1,200 people with potential adaptation for non match day uses and private hire. 

4.3 Parking for the stadium has been kept to a minimum, with provision only for broadcasting vehicles on 

match days. Spaces can be used by visitors on non-match days.  

 Residential  

4.4 600 new dwellings are proposed in the masterplan comprising a mix of 1, 2, and 3 apartments 

located in 3 buildings.  A main building of 6 to 10 storeys to the east of the site, a smaller building of 

6 to 10 storeys to the north-west of the site, and provision above the retail unit and squash club.  

4.5 Courtyard gardens and communal green spaces are also proposed. 330 parking spaces, for the 

residential units only, are included at basement level. 

 Ancillary Development  

4.6 A retail unit of 1,000sqm is proposed at groundfloor level to the south of the site. No parking is 

provided for this facility with the exception of disabled parking. A leisure and squash club of 800sqm 

is also proposed in this location.  

 Access and Infrastructure 

4.7 A north south through route divides the residential development from the stadium. This is proposed 

as a main access for pedestrians only through the site. A service vehicle access is also proposed 

from Copper Mill Lane to the south, to the rear of the stadium and adjacent to the western boundary. 

Two further accesses are proposed to the east, directly off Summerstown B235 for the residential 

units. 
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 Greyhound Stadium Development 

 Based on Masterplan received by RPS in June 2014 (see masterplan attached at Appendix 6) 

 Stadium  

4.8 The focus of the scheme is for the redevelopment of the site with a new greyhound racing track and 

a 4,500 capacity international greyhound racing track. This includes a corporate / hospitality areas 

and a restaurant. 

4.9 This will include 140 car parking spaces proposed for trainers and an additional 450 parking spaces 

in a multi storey unit, dedicated for use by the Greyhound Stadium in the evenings and St George’s 

hospital during the day.  

 Residential  

4.10 Current development proposals provide for 550 residential dwellings in 4 no. seven storey buildings. 

This will include 1, 2 and 3 bed apartments. Private and shared amenity spaces are also included, 

such as balconies, communal gardens and informal play spaces.  

 Ancillary Development  

4.11 A squash club and fitness centre is proposed on the ground floors of the south building. This 

includes a retail facility (10,000sqm) and greyhound heritage centre. This will be two storeys high 

with a further five storeys of residential accommodation to bring the building height to seven storeys.   

 Access and Infrastructure 

4.12 The main vehicular access to the site is proposed off Plough Lane, serving the majority of the 

residential development, stadium, and multi-storey parking. A secondary access is proposed off 

Riverside Road to serve residential block C and a second off Copper Mill Lane to serve the trainers 

and kennels area to the west of the site.  
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5 ANALYSIS  

 Flood Risk 
 

Key Issues 

5.1 The subject site is located with a modelled floodplain for the River Wandle, which itself has placed on 

flood alert twice in the recent past. The depth and frequency of potential flooding on the site has 

been established through a detailed modelling exercise undertaken for the Environment Agency.  

This information is considered to be the starting point for assessing flood risk on the site.  It should 

be noted that strategic modelling projects such as this are not always considered to be sufficiently 

detailed to support site specific planning applications and in fact it is often necessary to undertake 

site specific modelling to support such applications.  Such site specific exercises can often refine 

details of flooding such as the extent and likely frequency and provide a robust evidence base to 

support planning applications. 

5.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) classifies the flood zones, which describe the risk 

of flooding to an area, as follows: 

• Flood Zone 1: Low probability of flooding (less than 1 in 1000 annual probability of river or sea 

flooding in any year); 

 

• Flood Zone 2: Medium probability of flooding (between a 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 annual 

probability of river flooding and between a 1 in 200 and 1 in 1000 annual probability of sea 

flooding in any year); 

 

• Flood Zone 3a: High probability (1 in 100 or greater annual probability of river flooding or 1 in 

200 or greater annual probability of sea flooding in any year); 

 

• Flood Zone 3b: the functional floodplain, where water is stored in times of flood, including water 

conveyance routes (annual probability of 1 in 20 or greater in any given year or designed to flood 

in a 1 in 1000 flood). 

 
5.3 The NPPF also describes the suitability of different development types (classified by perceived 

vulnerability) within each of these zones. 

Fluvial Flooding 

5.4 Large areas of the site are currently classified as Flood Zone 3b with the remainder of the site 

located with Flood Zone 3a.  It should be noted that the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) defines 
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Flood Zone 3b and excludes ‘solid buildings’ from the zone (Paragraph 015 reference ID: 7-015-

20140306). 

5.5 The Environment Agency’s Strategic FRA flood map indicates that the site is mainly located in Flood 

Zone 3b, with the eastern boundary of the site shown to be located in Flood Zone 3a.  The 

Environment Agency published Floodplain map is presented as Appendix 8. 

5.6 The Environment Agency has provided modelled water levels for the following events: 

• 1 in 20 year event – Flood Zone 3b (functional floodplain) 

• 1 in 50 year event 

• 1 in 100 year event – Flood Zone 3a 

• 1 in 100 year plus climate change event 

• 1 in 1000 year event – Flood Zone 2 

Mechanisms of Fluvial Flooding 

5.7 The River Wandle flows in a north-westerly and northerly direction to the west of the site. The 

Environment Agency modelled water levels indicate that during the 1 in 20 year event (and the 1 in 

50 year event), the river flows out of channel at a low point in the bank to the north-west of the site. 

Consequently, floodwaters are shown to flow onto the site from a northerly direction during this 

event.  

5.8 During the 1 in 100 year, 1 in 100 year plus climate change, and 1 in 1000 year event, the river is 

shown to flow out of bank upstream adjacent to the substation with floodwaters flowing onto the site 

from both a westerly and southerly direction.  

5.9 The maximum depths of inundation for these events are at the centre of the stadium, ranging from 

1348mm in the 1 in 100 year event, rising to 1569mm in the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event 

and 1841mm in the 1 in 1000 year event.  

5.10 Appendix 7 identifies the extent of the site which is located at or below the modelled 1 in 20 year 

flood level (9.11 m AOD – Zone 3b, coloured brown on plan). It also shows areas above this level as 

well as existing buildings on site (both coloured blue) which would be considered outside Flood Zone 

3b, and within Flood Zone 3a. As can be seen a considerable area of the site is located within Flood 

Zone 3a (equivalent area coloured green on plan). This Zone 3a area is considered to be the 

maximum area where residential development would be permitted under the NPPF (subject to 

detailed modelling work). 

5.11 Consultation with the Environment Agency has identified that the model for the River Wandle has 

been recently updated.  Whilst the updated flood outlines have not been made publically available it 
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is understood that the process has added further confidence to the accuracy of the model, albeit 

potentially with some minor alterations to flood depths and extents on the site and surrounding area.  

It is understand that the updated data is likely to be publically available in autumn 2014. 

5.12 The extent of the site located with the floodplain, and in particular Flood Zone 3b provides a 

significant constraint to site development.  This constraint has two elements; policy and technical. 

Policy Issues 

5.13 In terms of policy the NPPF identifies that certain types of development are not suited to Flood Zone 

3b or 3a.  This information is presented in full in Table 2 and 3 of the NPPF Technical Guidance (see 

Appendix 2).  These tables classify developments by vulnerability.  For example public open space 

is classified as ‘Water Compatible’ and would therefore but suitable for Flood Zone 3b.  Residential 

development is classified as ‘More Vulnerable’ and would not be permitted in Flood Zone 3b but may 

be permitted in Flood Zone 3a subject to passing the Sequential and Exception test as described 

below. 

5.14 In addition the NPPF requires that a sequential approach is taken to site allocations and 

development (the Sequential Test).  That is more vulnerable development types, as defined in Table 

3 above, should not be located within an identified floodplain unless there are insufficient sites 

available outside the floodplain.  The search area is also a key consideration for the sequential test.  

For residential development is standard practice to consider sites within the Borough however the 

PPG now also notes that a more regional approach can be used.  This is particularly relevant for less 

common development features such as a football stadium.  It is also of note that masterplans for 

each site should also be developed sequentially with higher vulnerability development types being 

located in areas at lower risk.  A further level of precaution is added to the procedures with the 

requirement for the Exception Test.  This ensures that should developments be permitted in the 

floodplain that they do not increase the flood risk elsewhere and are safe from flooding and also that 

the development is considered to provide a wider sustainability benefit.   

Technical issues 

5.15 If the policy issues identified above can be overcome then the development still needs to be 

designed in a way such that it is safe from flooding.  This mitigation can comprise various measures 

from land raising to flood resistant and resilient design measures. 

5.16 The principal technical constraints that need to be overcome include: 

• The development cannot increase the risk of flooding off site.  This is the fundamental 

requirement of the NPPF. 

• All aspects of the development will need to be safe from flooding.  This will include design 

measures to ensure vulnerable aspects are raised above the flood levels and other measures; 
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• Loss of floodplain- the site current provides capacity for significant flood water storage - this 

capacity will need to be maintained post development.  The denser the development proposal 

the more difficult this is to achieve; 

• Altering flood flow routes – flood water currently flow through the site.  Increasing development 

density or moving build development around on the site may alter these flow routes.  This can 

often have the impact of making flooding off site worse – this would be contrary to the NPPF as 

such any development proposal would need to provide supporting information to demonstrated 

that this is not; 

• Provision of surface water storage for site itself.  The London Plan requires a reduction in 

surface water run-off from the site.  The minimum level of reduction is 50% in flow rates; and 

• Managing surface water flood risk associated with off-site sources.  It is understood that some of 

the flooding on site may be may be caused by inadequate capacity in the local surface water 

sewers.  The development will as a minimum need to be designed to be defended against such 

flooding and ideally used to alleviate a known local issue (as per the requirements of the NPPF). 

5.17 In order that the more vulnerable elements of development can be protected Land raising measures 

would be required.  This would include ensuring that residential properties are located above the 

modelled 1 in 100 year (including climate change allowance) level.  This needs to be undertaken with 

supporting calculations or modelling to demonstrate that there is no loss of floodwater storage on the 

site. 

5.18 Flood resilient design measures would be more appropriate for uses that were permitted to flood.  

These measures are intended to ensure that, if flooded, the property can be returned to it designated 

use quickly and efficiently.  These measures involve avoiding materials which are easily damaged by 

floodwater (such as plasterboard) and replacing it with alternatives such as painted block work.   

5.19 In addition to these issues surface water management needs consideration.  For a development of 

this size considerable attenuation volume will be required to meet the London Plan minimum 

requirement for a 50% reduction in run-off rates.  The site is also known to already be prone to 

surface water flooding due to local sewer capacity issues. 

5.20 Site access and egress is also constrained in the event of flooding as the surrounding area is also 

subject to flooding.  Developments would therefore need to be subject to Flood Management Plans 

which would require approval by local authority emergency planners. 

5.21 On the basis of the above policy and technical requirements (which are by no means exhaustive) the 

site is significantly constrained by flooding issues.  Any successful development will be required to 

provide robust supporting information in the form of detailed calculations and/or revised hydraulic 

modelling and proposed drainage measures.   
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Flood Analysis of AFC / Galliard Development  

5.22 Key features of the development include: 

• New football stadium with associated hospitality facilities.  The football stadium comprises a full 

enclosed sporting arena; 

• Retail provision; and 

• Large proportion of site to be developed for residential use.  This includes the residential blocks 

being built on a podium with ground level and basement level car parking. 

 

5.23 Peter Brett Associates have provided a brief summary document of the key flooding issues to 

overcome.  The report identifies that the main issues can be dealt with and that calculation’s have 

been undertaken to support this view.  This report, however, provides no technical information to 

support this position.  The Environment Agency were consulted as part of the design process and 

clearly do not support the proposals.  

5.24 The scoping document provided by AFC identifies they did not need to consider the fluvial flood 

issues and that just surface water flooding issues need to be resolved on the site.  This position is 

clearly incorrect and is not supported by LB Merton policies, the London Plan or national policy 

(NPPF/PPG).  It is also not the position of the Environment Agency.  It is noted that all the 

requirements of the NPPF and PPG will need to be meet by any application on the site and this 

includes addressing the risk posed by all forms of flooding. 

5.25 RPS would consider that the key issues needed to be overcome are as follows: 

• The presence of the basement car park provides an area which will be highly vulnerable to both 

fluvial and surface water flooding.  It would form the low point for the wider area and may 

effectively act as a sump which could relative frequently be impacted by flooding.  

 

• The proposed development footprint is considerably larger than that currently present on site.  

This would create a loss of flood storage volume that would need to be compensated for by 

provisions of an equivalent volume elsewhere.  There does not appear to be such a provision 

with the plans submitted.  This is likely to lead to an increase risk of flooding off site. 

 

• The extensive nature of the basement car park will significantly constrain the potential locations 

for surface water attenuation provision.  The London Plan requires the use of Sustainable 

Drainage systems (SuDS) to provide this attenuation.  It is also of note that the requirement for 

provision of such systems is likely to be significantly enhanced when SuDS Approval Bodies 

(SABS) come into being (No date is confirmed yet but should be assumed to be in the time frame 

for this development). 
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• The overall density of development may impact flood flows through and around the site 

potentially exacerbating flood risk off site in the surrounding areas. 

 

• The sequential test argument for the extent of residential development and the location of the 

football stadium within the Borough (with particular ref to PPG reference to regional use of 

sequential tests) will need to be met. 

 
Flood Analysis of the Greyhound Stadium Development 

5.26 Key features of the development include: 

• New greyhound stadium with associated stands.  This is a completely open feature, limited built 

development and provision for 10,000 m3 of surface water area attenuation with the in-track area; 

 

• Retail provision with associated service yard;  

 

• Sports/leisure facilities including squash club; and 

 

• Residential blocks. 

 

5.27 The scheme layout has been developed to minimise any increase in built area and to allow free 

movement of floodwater through the site.  Residential aspects have been focused on the north 

western part of the site, that is towards the edge of the floodplain.   

5.28 The relatively limited extent of built development will allow ground re-profiling to occur to deliver 

appropriate flood storage volume compensation, albeit not necessarily in the same location as at 

present.  By using ground re-profiling/raising the scheme avoids the need for significant areas of 

development built on stilts which is often viewed as inappropriate by the Environment Agency. 

5.29 The greyhound stadium and surrounding area has been designed to limit any impact on flood flows 

so not to increase flood risk off site. 

5.30 The greyhound stadium provides significant surface water attenuation provision with the in-track 

area.  When combined with other attenuation around the development this would make a significant 

contribution to mitigating the surface water flooding issues which are known to affect the site and 

surrounding area. 

5.31 It is acknowledged that detailed modelling would be required to test and refine the design to ensure 

there is no off site flood impact. 
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Conclusions 

5.32 Any development proposal on this site, whatever the proposed use be it sports, residential, industrial 

or education, will have to overcome significant technical and policy constraints with regards to 

flooding.  Of the two development options considered in this report the Greyhound Stadium option 

provides the solution which is considered to have the most realistic chance of evolving to meet the 

site constraints.  This is due to the lower density of the development, hence having a lower impact on 

fluvial flood risk, and the ability to provide significant surface water attenuation provision thereby 

dealing with the two biggest technical constraints.   It is considered that the position taken by the 

AFC Wimbledon development is unrealistic with regard to the known requirements of the 

Environment Agency and is incorrect in the assertion that fluvial flood risks will not need to be 

addressed. 

 
Transport 
 

Highway Network 

5.33 The road network, railway lines, river and National Grid infrastructure surrounding the site restrict 

opportunities for improving access to and around the site.  Access into the site is limited to Copper 

Mill Lane, Plough Lane, Summerstown and Riversbank Road. 

5.34 The alignment of Copper Mill Lane is dictated by the position of the adjacent car sales outlet and the 

National Grid infrastructure.  There is on street parking along it which can narrow the available 

carriageway and cause difficulty for two-way vehicle movement along it.  Its junction onto Plough 

Lane is less than ideal and an intensification of use of this road and / or junction in its current form 

may not be welcomed by the Highway Authority. 

5.35 Riversbank Road is constrained to the north by the location of the industrial units and the Corner Pin 

public house.  It is a narrow road with on street parking which reduces the available carriageway to 

one-way vehicle movement.  The geometry of its junction onto Summerstown is only really suitable 

for small vehicles, whilst the visibility does not appear to meet current design standards. 

5.36 Summerstown provides access to a number of industrial units with associated HGV movements 

along it.  There does not appear to be any parking restrictions along Summerstown and subsequent 

on-street parking at its southern end reduces the available carriageway to one-way vehicle 

movement.  Furthermore, there are a number of accesses adjacent to the on-street parking and this 

results in a number of vehicle movements conflicting with one another and competing for road space.  

As a result of vehicles giving way to one another, it appears that queuing develops on Summerstown 

which blocks back onto its mini-roundabout junction with Plough Lane.  Any proposals that were to 

worsen any such conflict and any such queuing would be unlikely to be welcomed by the Highway 

Authority. 
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5.37 Plough Lane forms the only east-west route across the River Wandle between the Wimbledon 

mainline railway and the A24.  It is extensively developed with industrial units, retail units and 

residential units along both sides.  As a result vehicles undertake turning movements along the 

majority of its length and there are a number of associated right turning lanes along it.  Given the 

proximity of the accesses, not all of these right turn lanes appear to be fully in accordance with 

current design standards. 

5.38 Given the above, an access strategy will have to be developed for any proposal that seeks to provide 

suitable vehicular access to the site that accords with current design standards and addresses the 

existing issues on the adjacent roads. 

5.39 In terms of the surrounding road network, it is understood that there are capacity issues at key 

junctions.  These existing capacity issues will have to be considered in the context of any 

development proposals and any impact addressed. 

5.40 In particular, the Plough Lane / Gap Road / A218 Durnsford Road / A218 Haydons Road signalised 

junction suffers from congestion during peak times with extensive queuing especially prominent on 

its northbound and southbound approaches.  The junction is relatively compact and measures that 

could offer notable capacity improvements appear difficult to implement.  Any additional traffic 

demand through this junction from development proposals will have to be addressed accordingly. 

5.41 Sommerstown forms a roundabout junction with the A217 Garrett Lane, whilst Plough Lane routes 

east becoming Wimbledon Road and also forms a roundabout junction with the A217 Garrett Lane.  

The A217 Garrett Lane forms part of the London Strategic Road Network (SRN).  Transport for 

London (TfL) operates and maintains the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) throughout 

London, however, they also have a strategic responsibility for coordinating works and ensuring the 

free flow of traffic (including pedestrians) on the wider SRN.  Therefore, the Local Highway Authority 

will refer any development proposals that could affect the free flow or operation of the A217 Garrett 

Lane to TfL for their review.  

5.42 It is understood that the St Georges NHS Hospital uses the site for car parking.  Any displacement of 

this car parking as a result of development proposals will have to be considered and its effects 

addressed. 

Public Transport 

5.43 The site has a poor / moderate accessibility to public transport.  Accessibility to public transport 

within London is measured by a PTAL (Passenger Transport Accessibility Level) rating, which 

primarily measures the location and frequency of public transport services from a specific point (for 

example, a proposed development site).   The PTAL rating ranges in scale from 1a (very poor) to 6b 

(excellent).  The site has a PTAL of 2 / 3, which equates to ‘poor’ / ‘moderate’ accessibility to public 

transport.   
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5.44 Although PTAL ratings are useful and are the standard methodology for establishing public transport 

accessibility within London, there are elements that need to be further considered.  For example, the 

location of public transport services is based upon a maximum walking distance from a specific point.  

The Transport for London publication ‘Measuring Public Transport Accessibility Levels’ (April 2010) 

specifies maximum walking distance thresholds of 640m and 960m for bus stops and railway / 

underground stations respectively.  If the walking distance to a bus stop or railway / underground 

station exceeds the maximum thresholds (even by a matter of a few metres), then those services are 

not included.  Furthermore, there is no allowance for interchange to be factored into the calculation. 

Therefore, for example, in a scenario where a short bus journey is available to a major public 

transport interchange that is marginally outside of the walking threshold but journey time wise is 

equivalent to the walking time, the services would not be included. 

5.45 The nearest railway station to the site is located at Haydons Road, approximately 800m walking 

distance from the site.  Wimbledon Railway / Underground Station and Earlsfield Railway Station are 

located approximately 2.1km and 1.4km walking distance from the site respectively.  Further London 

Underground stations are located at Tooting Broadway (Northern Line) and Wimbledon Park (District 

Line), located approximately 1.4km and 1.7km walking distance from the site respectively.  Of the 

surrounding rail services, only Haydons Road Railway Station is within the PTAL walking distance 

thresholds and this offers a fixed travel route with fixed origins/destinations along it. 

5.46 There is one bus service (493) that operates along Plough Lane and three bus services (44, 77 and 

270) that operate along the A217 Garrett Lane, all of which are within the PTAL walking distance 

threshold. 

5.47 A key issue with the redevelopment of the site will be the promotion of a public transport accessibility 

strategy.  A report prepared by RPS in 1996 on behalf of the London Borough of Merton and the 

Greyhound Racing Association Ltd (‘Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium Feasibility Study’) considered 

in detail the redevelopment of the stadium for a number of options.  In simple terms, these were a 

30,000 capacity stadium, a 20,000 capacity stadium, a 15,500 capacity stadium and a 9,000 capacity 

stadium. 

5.48 The report concluded that the three options with capacities of 30,000, 20,000 and 15,500 would 

require some form of fixed public transport link from Wimbledon Station to the site.  This would 

require an associated public transport terminal provided on site to accommodate the fixed public 

transport link and buses from other surrounding areas. 

5.49 The report concluded the fixed public transport link would be an extension of the then proposed 

Croydon Tramlink and could link to Haydons Road Station as well as Wimbledon Station.  It 

estimated costs of £6.6M to £6.8M (at 1996 prices) to extend the Tramlink from Haydons Road 

Station to the site.  Given inflation and given that the constructed Tramlink did not actually link to 

Haydons Road Station, such costs are assumed to be far more at today’s prices. 
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Pedestrians and Cyclists 

5.50 Given the location of the utility infrastructure and the River Wandle, pedestrian and cyclist movement 

to the west is limited to the facilities along Plough Lane.   

5.51 The Wandle Trail provides an off road north-south pedestrian and cycle route along the banks of the 

River Wandle.  There is a combined pedestrian and cyclist crossing (Toucan crossing) on Plough 

Lane on its bridge over the River Wandle where the trail crosses over from the east to the west bank.   

5.52 There are two other forms of cycle route in the area; those ‘signed for cyclists that may be on busier 

roads’ or those ‘on quieter roads recommended by cyclists’. 

5.53 There appears to be footways along both sides of the majority of the surrounding road network, 

however, their standard, width and street lighting varies.  These footways, in particular their widths 

and capacities, would have to be considered in the context of pedestrian demand along them from 

any development proposals.   

5.54 The footway environments and other users will also have to be considered if any development 

proposals are likely to create large footway demand to determine if any significant environmental 

effects on its surroundings or other users could result. 

5.55 A key issue with the redevelopment of the site will be the promotion of a pedestrian and cyclist 

accessibility strategy, particularly between the site and the public transport interchanges / services. 

Transport Analysis of Greyhound Stadium Development 

5.56 The greyhound scheme proposals are set out in section 4.  From a transport perspective, the 

following is relevant: 

• Multi storey car park, 450 car parking spaces, used by St Georges NHS Hospital during the day 

and used by the greyhound stadium during the evening; 

• Car park, Shaded between the retail and Christophers Squash Club;  

• 140 space car park, used for trainers associated with the stadium; 

• ‘Car free’ residential units; 

• Service yard for the retail and sports centre; 

• Service yard for the greyhound stadium;  

• Coach / vehicle drop off area for the greyhound stadium; and 

• Service access road for residential blocks ‘B’ and ‘C’. 

5.57 The main access to the site will be taken from Plough Lane.  This will serve the 450 space multi 

storey car park, the 338 space retail / Christophers Squash Club car park, the service yard for the 

retail / sports centre, the service yard for the greyhound stadium and the coach / vehicle drop off 

area for the greyhound stadium.  In total, 788 car parking spaces will be served from this access. 
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5.58 This single access will replace the existing two accesses on Plough Lane and therefore offers an 

improvement over the existing situation by rationalising access into the site.  However, a single point 

of access can result in larger volumes of traffic travelling through it and so its capacity would have to 

be checked to ensure its creation would not result in any highway capacity issues.  Its proximity in 

relation to other surrounding accesses will also need to be considered to ensure accordance with 

current highway design standards and that highway safety would not be compromised. 

5.59 A coach / vehicle drop off is proposed within the site and directly in front of the stadium.  The ability 

of a coach to enter this area from the internal roundabout looks very tight and will need to be 

checked via a Swept Path Analysis. 

5.60 There are likely to be bays within the retail service area for HGVs to reverse onto.  This movement 

will need to be checked to ensure they can enter, reverse onto the bay and then exit the yard, all in 

forward gear. 

5.61 An access will also be provided on Copper Mill Lane to serve the 140 space car park, used for 

trainers associated with the stadium.  The adoption status of Copper Mill Lane will have to be 

established to determine if it forms part of the public highway.  It appears that it is under private 

ownership, in which case the necessary permissions to use the road will have to be checked.  There 

is existing on-street parking along Copper Mill Lane and this could impact upon the free flow of 

vehicles to and from the car park and would need to be assessed as part of a later, more detailed 

analysis. 

5.62 Copper Mill Lane joins with Plough Lane at an angle of approximately 45 degrees.  Although current 

design guidance does not preclude such layouts, it does suggest that junctions should ideally form at 

90 degrees to each other for safety reasons.  Ideally, it should be realigned to meet at 90 degrees.  

The ability to achieve such a layout that accords with current design guidance should be checked as 

the introduction of additional vehicle movement could result in a safety issue. 

5.63 It is unclear if the trainers car park will be used by towing vehicles or vans.  Given their nature, it 

maybe reasonable to assume they would.  If this is the case, then spaces suitable for the vehicle 

sizes will be required plus a suitable turning area will also be required. On initial inspection, it 

appears that this may be possible but it would likely reduce the number of parking spaces. 

5.64 A new access will be formed on Riverside Road to provide service access for residential blocks B 

and C.  The adoption status of Riverside Road will have to be established to determine if it forms part 

of the public highway.  Given the road signs and markings, it appears that it is adopted, however, if it 

is not, then the necessary permissions to use the road will have to be checked.  There is existing on-

street parking along the southern side of Riverside Road which reduces vehicle movements to one-

way.  Any proposals would need to ensure there are no safety issues and that access to existing 

industrial units are not blocked.  The safety of service vehicles using the Riverside Road / 

Summerstown junction will also have to be assessed as part of a Transport Assessment. 
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5.65 Although service access is provided for residential blocks B and C, there does not appear to be a 

similar arrangement for block A.  This would need to be provided. 

5.66 The residential units would be ‘car free’ and would not have any dedicated car parking.  It is 

understood that the newly constructed residential development on Plough Lane and the western 

bank of the River Wandle has a very low provision of car parking spaces and yet the parking demand 

leaves a significant number of spaces empty.  Furthermore, it is envisaged that some of the units will 

accommodate staff from the St Georges NHS Hospital which, due to its location, would reduce any 

car requirements and parking demand. 

5.67 The London Plan permits car free developments, although it does suggest this in the context of sites 

with a PTAL of 4 or above.  It will be necessary to convince the Local Highway Authority and TfL that 

a ‘car free’ residential development in this location would not result in any overspill onto the public 

highway or result in any other off site transport issues. 

5.68 In this context, there is no provision for residential parking for disabled users, to accommodate 

parking for a car club or for electric car points.  Provision for such users would likely assist in 

achieving a ‘car free’ development for the residential development. 

5.69 The multi storey car park will provide 450 car parking spaces to accommodate parking demand for 

the greyhound stadium during the evening and St Georges NHS Hospital during the day.  St 

Georges NHS Hospital currently uses the site for parking and the loss of such a facility would result 

in this demand having to be accommodated elsewhere.  Given it is currently accommodated on this 

site suggests that there may not be any other suitable locations and therefore its displacement may 

result in on-street car parking impacts elsewhere.  In this regard the retention of parking for St 

Georges NHS Hospital on this site may be welcomed by Highway Officers. 

5.70 The amount of spaces provided in the multi storey car park would have to be demonstrated as being 

suitable for accommodating these uses via a parking demand assessment. 

5.71 The retail and the squash court will share car park.  Both of these uses will create a parking demand 

and so a provision for parking should be welcomed by Highway Officers.  The amount of spaces 

provided for these two shared uses would have to be demonstrated as suitable for accommodating 

these uses via a parking demand assessment. 

5.72 The retail element will have a high turnover of car parking and this could result in a large number of 

vehicle movements generated onto Plough Lane, particularly during the weekday PM peak hour 

(17:00 to 18:00).  The capacity of key junctions on the surrounding road network would need to be 

assessed. 

5.73 Given the formalisation of parking on site for St Georges NHS Hospital, pedestrian links between the 

site and the hospital will have to be assessed to ensure suitable provision is provided, that they are 
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safe for use and are not discouraging.  It may be necessary to provide additional pedestrian facilities 

depending upon the existing provision. 

5.74 The layout currently lacks any pedestrian and cyclist permeability through it to enable the promotion 

of these uses and in particular to help justify the ‘car free’ residential element.  Safe pedestrian and 

cyclist provisions should be made within and through the site to enable links to be provided to 

destinations outside the site in their most direct form.  Such provision would also allow visitors to the 

greyhound stadium to travel safely within the site between the stadium and off site areas. 

5.75 Although car parking is provided for the greyhound stadium, there will be a significant number of 

visitors arriving by public transport.  A significant Travel Plan which details a public transport strategy 

to accommodate such demand will be required.  The demand is likely to be in surges before and 

after racing and this will need to be reflected in the strategy.   

5.76 It is understood that the existing greyhound stadium attracts around 1,500 spectators on average per 

event and that this number is expected to continue following any redevelopment.  The maximum 

number of 4,500 spectators is only expected a small number of occasions per annum.  

Notwithstanding this, the Travel Plan will have to consider both the average and maximum number of 

spectators accordingly. 

5.77 Of the surrounding rail stations, only Haydons Road is within the PTAL walking distance thresholds 

and this offers a fixed travel route with fixed origins/destinations along it.  These origins/destinations 

would have to be analysed within the context of the passenger demand origins/destinations to 

enable matchings and identify any shortfalls as part of such a strategy. 

5.78 In reference to the 1996 report that considered redevelopment options for the stadium, the likely 

passenger numbers associated with the proposed capacity of the greyhound stadium would not 

require a fixed public transport link from Wimbledon Stadium. 

Transport Analysis of the AFC / Galliard Development 

5.79 The AFC scheme proposals are set out in section 4.  From a transport perspective, the following is 

relevant: 

• 20,000 capacity football stadium.  11,000 to be constructed initially and phased; 

• Parking at the stadium for VIP and coaches; 

• Pedestrian route through the site; 

• Provision of a vehicular route between Copper Mill Road and Riverside Road; 

• 300-400 car parking spaces for residential uses; 

• Service yard for the retail use;  

• ‘Car free’ retail and commercial uses; and 

• Limited parking for Christophers Squash Club. 
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5.80 The residential car parking spaces will be provided at basement level and access will be taken from 

two locations on Summerstown.  The location of these accesses will need to be assessed in the 

context of other surrounding accesses to ensure current highway design standards and that highway 

safety would not be compromised.   

5.81 It will also need to be demonstrated that the number of car parking spaces proposed is suitable for 

the residential units proposed.  An over provision of spaces would likely result in an increased car 

dependence, which is contrary to current transport policies. 

5.82 The traffic generation from the residential element could result in capacity issues at key junctions on 

the surrounding road network during the weekday AM and PM peak hours and would need to be 

assessed. 

5.83 As set out above, there is on street parking on Summerstown which restricts its effective width to 

one-way vehicle movements only.  The addition of vehicle movements to and from the residential car 

park could impact upon this.  This will need to be addressed and an appropriate solution found.  If 

the on-street car parking is suspended then it will be displaced somewhere else and suitable 

capacity elsewhere would need to be demonstrated.  If the carriageway is widened then this will 

require the Volante site to enable this. 

5.84 The service yard for the retail use appears to be taken from Plough Lane at its junction with Copper 

Mill Road.  This could create an access within or immediately adjacent to a junction which could 

result in highway safety issues.  It is not clear if HGVs could access and egress the service yard in 

forward gear.  If HGVs have to reverse on the public highway then this will result in highway safety 

issues. 

5.85 It is proposed that the 1,000 sqm retail and commercial use is car free.  This could result in users of 

these uses parking in inappropriate locations which could result in highway safety or highway 

operational issues.  The provision of some spaces could alleviate this, however, does not appear to 

be proposed. 

5.86 It is proposed that there would be limited parking provided for Christophers Squash Club.  This 

suggests that there would be fewer car parking spaces than would be required or is currently 

provided for the club.  It will need to be demonstrated that the number of car parking spaces 

proposed is suitable for the squash club.  An under provision of spaces would likely result in a 

demand for off-site car parking spaces or parking in other areas of the site not allocated for its use. 

5.87 It appears that a vehicular through route is proposed between Copper Mill Lane and Riverside Road 

which would provide all vehicular access for the stadium.  The car park for VIP is accessed from this 

route, however, the parking for coaches does not appear to be shown.  It will need to be 

demonstrated that coaches can access the route and a suitable number of spaces are provided in 

suitable locations.   
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5.88 It appears that coaches are unable to turn between Copper Mill Lane and the western side of Plough 

Lane (i.e. from the eastbound direction of Plough Lane onto Copper Mill Lane or from Copper Mill 

onto the westbound direction of Plough Lane).  It appears that significant highway works would be 

required to enable this.  On that basis all coaches arriving from /departing to Plough Lane would be 

limited to and from the east. 

5.89 The 1996 RPS report set out that a stadium of 20,000 capacity would generate a parking demand of 

over 100 coaches.  There does not appear to be any coach parking provided on site. 

5.90 In terms of car parking for spectators, the 1996 report sets out a likely parking demand for over 1,600 

cars.  This demand would have to be met on-street on the roads surrounding the stadium.  Since the 

preparation of the 1996 report, a Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) has been implemented on the 

surrounding roads. 

5.91 The adoption status of Copper Mill Lane will have to be established to determine if it forms part of the 

public highway.  If it does not, then the necessary permissions to use the road will have to be 

checked.  There is existing on-street parking along Copper Mill Lane and this could impact upon the 

free flow of coaches and VIP to the car park and would need to be assessed. 

5.92 Copper Mill Lane joins with Plough Lane at an angle of approximately 45 degrees.  Although current 

design guidance does not preclude such layouts, it does suggest that junctions should ideally form at 

90 degrees to each other for safety reasons.  Ideally, it should be realigned to meet at 90 degrees as 

the introduction of additional vehicle movement could result in a safety issue.  However, it would 

need to be done so whilst being able to accommodate the movement of coaches, this could be 

difficult given the surrounding land constraints. 

5.93 Furthermore, the movement of coaches between Copper Mill Lane and the through route appears 

tight and narrow and would need to be checked. 

5.94 The through route extends onto Riverside Road.  There does not appear to be any areas for coaches 

to turn at the stadium and so it is assumed they would arrive at one end and depart from the other.  

This means that coaches would use Riverside Road.   

5.95 The adoption status of Riverside Road will have to be established to determine if it forms part of the 

public highway.  Given the road signs and markings, it appears that it is adopted, however, if it is not, 

then the necessary permissions to use the road will have to be checked.   

5.96 There is existing on-street parking along the southern side of Riverside Road which reduces vehicle 

movements to one-way.  The movement of coaches along its currently available one-way 

carriageway does not appear possible and this would need to be addressed.  Any proposals would 

need to ensure there are no safety issues and that access to existing industrial units are not blocked.  

Given the industrial units, the on-street parking is likely to be associated with these and so any 

parking suspensions would have to consider the displacement of these.   
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5.97 It appears that coaches are unable to turn through the Riverside Road / Summerstown junction.  This 

movement would have to be addressed. 

5.98 It is proposed that the 20,000 capacity football stadium will have no parking, other than for VIPs and 

coaches.  It is therefore likely that a significant proportion of spectators would be reliant upon public 

transport to travel to and from the stadium.  There is likely to be a significant demand for public 

transport and this will lead to surges in demand before and after games. 

5.99 The movement and management of such numbers of spectators will require a significant Travel Plan 

which details a public transport strategy to accommodate such demand together with a movement 

strategy that directs spectators between the stadium and relevant public transport facilities.  Such 

movement would have to be sympathetic to the surrounding built up areas.   

5.100 From a policing perspective, the movement and management strategies will have to ensure the legal 

obligation of opposing supporters being segregated have been fully considered and are detailed 

such that the Police could manage and control the movement of spectators both upon entering and 

exiting the stadium and upon the journey to and from the stadium. 

5.101 In this regard, there are a number of relevant policies set out in the London Borough of Merton’s 

Local Development Framework and their Sustainable Transport Strategy and Local Implementation 

Plan.  The Travel Plan and its associated movement strategies will have to fully consider the 

movement and the management of spectators to such an extent that they satisfy these various 

policies. 

5.102 Of the surrounding rail stations, only Haydons Road is within the PTAL walking distance thresholds 

and this offers a fixed travel route with fixed origins/destinations along it.  These origins/destinations 

would have to be analysed within the context of the passenger demand origins/destinations to 

enable matchings and identify any shortfalls as part of such a strategy. 

5.103 In reference to the 1996 report that considered redevelopment options for the stadium, the likely 

passenger numbers associated with the proposed 20,000 capacity football stadium would require a 

fixed public transport link from Wimbledon Stadium with an associated public transport terminal 

located on site and significant capital investment.  There is no evidence to suggest that such a fixed 

public transport link or public transport terminal is proposed.  Given the masterplan, it appears that it 

would not be possible to provide a public transport terminal on site at a later date. 

5.104 In term of public transport, the capacity of the public transport stations, such as Wimbledon 

Underground Station and Haydons Road Railway Station, will have to be assessed for their ability to 

accommodate these surges in demand. 

5.105 A great emphasis was put on the pedestrian and cyclist routes through the site that would link to the 

strategic pedestrian and cycle routes by PBA in their representations for Site 37.  However, National 

Cycle Route 20 (NCR 20), the Wandle Valley, is located further west on Plough Lane and to the 
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north of the site it routes along the western bank of the River Wandle.  Hence, in terms of 

connection, such a provision may be no different to any other cyclist facilities that could be provided. 

5.106 A comment was also made by PBA that the highway impacts of the scheme will be quite modest 

since the amount of on-site parking will represent a considerable reduction from the existing car park 

numbers on the site.  There is a reliance here on there being 900 spaces on the existing site and 

them being used on a like-for-like basis.  However, Merton Council consider there are only 590 

spaces on the existing site; furthermore they will not be like-for-like, since there is likely to be an 

increase in vehicle trips during the peak highway network periods (weekdays 08:00 to 09:00 and 

17:00 to 18:00). 

5.107 With the site being developed as a football stadium, this would displace the existing parking on site 

associated with St Georges NHS Hospital during the day.  St Georges NHS Hospital currently uses 

the site for parking and the loss of such a facility would result in this demand having to be 

accommodated elsewhere.  Given it is currently accommodated on this site suggests that there may 

not be any other suitable locations and therefore its displacement may result in on-street car parking 

impacts elsewhere.  This may be considered as an indirect impact, however, would have to be 

considered by highway officers. 

Conclusion 

5.108 There are some restrictions to improving access to the site, there are a number of highway 
considerations on the roads that would be used to access the site, there are highway capacity issues 
on key junctions that surround the site, the site has a poor / moderate PTAL rating (public transport 
accessibility) and there are only limited cyclist facilities surrounding the site. 

5.109 A summary of the comparison of the greyhound stadium proposal and the AFC proposal in transport 

terms is set out below.  By their very nature, development proposals that generate traffic and person 

movements have a number of difficulties that need to be overcome as part of the design proposed.  

Therefore, there are inevitably more negatives than positives when weighing up proposals in this 

regard.  The comparison below is based upon the masterplan layouts before any such issues have 

been addressed. It is the negatives that will be overcome in both schemes in order to prove that they 

are acceptable from a planning point of view.  

5.110 The biggest hurdles for the AFC scheme is considered to be reaching agreement with Highway 

Officers on the car free retail / commercial elements and defining and agreeing suitable Travel Plan / 

spectator management measures for a capacity of up to 20,000.  The biggest hurdles for the 

greyhound stadium scheme appears to be reaching agreement with Highway Officers on the car free 

residential element and defining suitable Travel Plan measures that will be required for a 4,500 

person capacity.  
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Greyhound Stadium Proposal 
 

 
AFC Proposal 

Positives: 
• Rationalisation of accesses on Plough 

Lane 
• Car free residential site is sustainable 
• Retention of St Georges NHS Hospital 

car parking would not result in a 
displacement and possible impact off-
site 

• In reference to the 1996 RPS report, 
no requirement for a fixed public 
transport link from Wimbledon Station 
or a public transport terminal on site 

• Retention of parking for Christophers 
Squash Club 

 

Positives: 
• Residential car parking could be 

provided to current parking 
standards whilst still being 
sustainable 

• Good pedestrian and cyclist 
permeability through the site 

 

Negatives: 
• Potential for highway capacity issues 

on the access on Plough Lane 
• May be difficult to introduce towing 

vehicles / vans onto Copper Mill Road 
• Potential safety issue by introducing 

new vehicle movements onto the 
Copper Mill Road / Plough Lane 
junction 

• Introduction of servicing vehicles onto 
Riverside Road may be difficult 

• May be difficult to persuade Highway 
Officers that development is suitable 
for a car free residential site 

• no disabled / car club or electric car 
charging points for residential site 

• Potential for the operation of key 
junctions on the surrounding highway 
network to be impacted on during the 
weekday PM peak hour 

• Lack of pedestrian and cyclist 
permeability through the site 

• Poor cyclist linkages from the site onto 
off-site facilities 

• Large surges in demand for public 
transport – 4,500 capacity 

 

Negatives: 
• Residential car parking accesses 

could cause issues on the 
operation and safety on 
Summerstown 

• Potential for the operation of key 
junctions on the surrounding 
highway network to be impacted on 
during the weekday AM and PM 
peak hours 

• Access into retail service yard looks 
unsafe 

• Car free retail / commercial might 
result in inappropriate parking 
elsewhere 

• Car free retail / commercial may be 
difficult to persuade Highway 
Officers 

• Limited car parking for Christophers 
Squash Club – may be less than 
required 

• Does not appear that parking for 
over 100 coaches is provided  

• On-street parking for over 1,600 
cars would have to be found on the 
surrounding roads 

• Coaches only able to travel along 
Plough Lane to / from the east 

• Appears difficult for coaches to 
enter, travel through and exit the 
site 

• Potential issues for coaches at the 
Plough Lane / Copper Mill Road 
junction and the Riverside Road / 
Summerstown junction 

• Large surges in demand for public 
transport – 20,000 capacity 

• Large surges in movement 
between the stadium and public 
transport services and potential 
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requirement for segregation 
• Loss and subsequent displacement 

of St Georges NHS Hospital car 
parking could result in a possible 
impact off-site 

• Poor cyclist linkages from the site 
onto off-site facilities 

• In reference to the 1996 RPS 
report, there was a clear 
expectation that if the proposals 
were to be acceptable the scheme 
would be required to provide a 
fixed public transport link from 
Wimbledon Station and a public 
transport terminal on site, neither of 
which appears to be proposed or 
could be accommodated at a later 
stage 

  
 

 Cultural Heritage  
 

 Key Issues 
 
5.111 With regard to the effects of the two schemes on Cultural Heritage, there are no listed buildings, or 

scheduled monuments on the site or nearby. The site is nevertheless adjacent to the Copper Mill 

Lane Conservation Area. The relatively small scale of the greyhound proposal and the relatively 

massive scale of the football proposal and the effects on the setting of the nearby conservation area 

will be a significant consideration. 

5.112 Whilst the River Wandle flood plain and its river terraces are, like all the Thames tributaries, a locally 

designated Archaeological Priority Area on account of the potential for water-based industry and 

palaeo-environmental deposits, the site itself appears to have a comparatively low archaeological 

potential for substantial remains of high importance. This is because it is not on the river itself (thus 

limited potential for a water-powered site) and due to its location within the flood plain itself (thus low 

potential for settlement activity). Apart from some Iron Age and Roman pottery shards found nearby, 

the only nearby site noted on the Historic Environment Record is the site of a 16th Century 

gunpowder works once located on the nearby river. This did not extend on to the site itself. The site 

was used as a (sun) bleaching field for a nearby calico works in the 18th Century, but this activity will 

have left only the most ephemeral archaeological traces and these are likely to have been destroyed 

during the construction of the present Stadium. Buried archaeology is unlikely to be a significant 

constraint to either redevelopment scheme, both of which will entail below-ground intrusion across 

much of the site.   
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5.113 Whilst the present Wimbledon Stadium is not statutorily listed, locally listed, nor even recorded on 

the Historic Environment Record, the key heritage issues pertinent to the site’s redevelopment 

revolve around the cultural and social heritage values of the Stadium itself and its sporting heritage. 

 

Cultural Heritage Analysis of the AFC / Galliard Development 

 
5.114 The A.F.C. scheme seeks to end greyhound racing in Wimbledon (and in London), in order that 

A.F.C. Wimbledon (created in 2001) can relocate from Kingston to a site close to the former Plough 

Lane ground of Wimbledon F.C., itself sold by the club in 1994 and subsequently redeveloped as 

housing. To finance a 20,000 seater stadium of a scale more appropriate to a second-tier Premier 

League club, it is highly likely that a very significant enabling residential development would be 

required.  Development of this scale and intensity is likely to be out of keeping with the site’s 

surroundings and would adversely affect the setting of the adjacent Copper Mill Lane Conservation 

Area.    

5.115 Whilst one can understand the desire of A.F.C. Wimbledon to return to a site close to Wimbledon 

F.C.s former home, it needs to be understood that A.F.C. Wimbledon is a modern creation. 

Wimbledon F.C. survives and thrives in Milton Keynes, together with all the club’s official archives, 

trophies, medals and heritage values. Were A.F.C. Wimbledon to move to the site, they would not be 

‘returning to Plough Lane;  they would be moving to Plough Lane and airbrushing from history the 

Stadium’s real sporting heritage in the process. Further, it is unclear whether A.F.C. Wimbledon 

could sustain the running and maintenance costs of a large new stadium. It is thus equally unclear 

whether A.F.C. Wimbledon and their fans can sustain in the long term the cultural heritage values of 

Wimbledon F.C.. Certainly the football scheme would entail the loss of the rich sporting heritage of 

the Wimbledon Stadium. Whether the football scheme could replace this genuine heritage with a 

meaningful heritage of its own that could be sustained in the long term remains a matter of 

conjecture. 

 

Cultural Heritage Analysis of the Greyhound Stadium Development  
 

5.116 The greyhound scheme seeks to regenerate the site as the premier greyhound stadium for London 

and southern England. It builds on and therefore retains the site’s proud heritage of hosting not only 

greyhound racing, but also to a lesser extent, the Stadium’s importance as a former venue of 

national and international motorcycle speedway and stock car racing. The proposed new stadium is 

of an appropriate and sustainable scale for the modern sport and thus requires less enabling 

development than the football proposal, with consequent beneficial effects on the site’s 

surroundings, including the adjacent Copper Mill Lane Conservation Area.    
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5.117 Because of the continuity of use, the greyhound scheme would both preserve the site’s proud 

heritage and give greyhound racing a sustainable future in the capital. It would confirm and enhance 

Wimbledon and London’s role as the natural home of premier sporting events.  

5.118 The greyhound scheme would give Wimbledon a new stadium that is of a sustainable size for the 

modern sport, with all the sporting and social facilities needed to remain a world class stadium 

capable of hosting both routine racing and the most prestigious national fixtures. The greyhound 

scheme would result in Wimbledon, and London, remaining at the centre of this important national 

sport. 

 Conclusion 
 
5.119 Wimbledon clearly has a proud sporting heritage. The All England club is obviously internationally 

famous today for its tennis championship, one of the World’s premier tennis events. The famous 

‘Cinderella’ story of Wimbledon F.C.s brief meteoric rise, from obscure non-Leagers to the 

Premiership and F.A. Cup victory, remains the stuff of legend. Equally famous is the fight that was 

put up by the fans following the contentious business dealings that led to the club’s desertion of its 

home turf and reformation as the Milton Keynes Dons, resulting in the fan-led formation of the rival 

A.F.C. Wimbledon and the eventual purchase of the Kingsmeadow ground, Kingston upon Thames, 

as a new home ground. Whether A.F.C. Wimbledon will ever regain the success and 10,000+ 

attendances that Wimbledon F.C. attained in the 1980s and 90s, only time will tell. Until such time as 

an investor emerges with the willingness and capability to fill the team with international superstars, 

A.F.C. Wimbledon’s modern ground remains secure, sustainable and capable of expansion for the 

club’s foreseeable future. 

5.120 Wimbledon’s third sporting venue, the Wimbledon Stadium, is its true Colosseum. Built in 1928 as a 

world-class venue for the great mid-20th-century mass spectator sports of dog racing and motorcycle 

speedway, it has a history and heritage every bit as thrilling and every bit as important as its 

neighbouring sporting venues, both of which could only ever dream of the 30,000 to 40,000 

spectators that regularly filled the Stadium for national and international sporting events for decade 

upon decade. With its one-time mass attendances, its history of hosting national and international 

tournaments and its pedigree of success, the Stadium is a key element of Wimbledon’s renowned 

sporting heritage at local, regional, national and international levels.   

5.121 Whilst the legalisation of off-course betting dog racing has affected racing attendances and whilst 

motorcycle speedway and stock car racing have moved on to other venues in less built up, non-

residential areas, Wimbledon Stadium remains a venue of national importance for the dog-racing 

fraternity, hosting many of the key national races. Its importance has indeed been enhanced by the 

rationalisation of tracks nationally, leaving Wimbledon as London’s last dog track. 

5.122 Change at Plough Lane seems inevitable, with two competing schemes that both propose the 

redevelopment of the existing stadium.  One seeks to recreate a lost heritage, under a new name at 
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a new site. The other seeks to continue a proud and unbroken tradition that stretches back nearly 90 

years. The post-Taylor redevelopment of football stadia and recent reconstructions of many cricket 

grounds demonstrates that it is ‘the hallowed turf’ that carries a club’s heritage, rather than the built 

fabric itself. In terms of cultural heritage, the extinction of dog racing in Wimbledon and in Greater 

London would be a severe loss, both to Wimbledon and the capital. A great part of the capital’s 

social-history and sporting heritage would have been lost forever.  

5.123 The historical context does have some planning policy support and to the extent that it does, it will 

influence the relative importance of the two competing schemes.  Such support is likely to be in 

evidence for the Greyhound scheme, but not for the AFC/Galliard scheme. 

 

  Planning   
   

  Key Issues 
 

5.124 Both proposals are, in principle, compliant with the requirements of the emerging Sites and 

Allocations DPD for the intensification of sporting use on the site, with a residential element enabling 

the redevelopment of the site. The delivery of sporting and leisure uses is also supported by the 

London Plan.  

 

5.125 A large amount of residential development is also proposed by each scheme. This could contribute 

towards the requirements of policy CS8 for 500-600 new homes in Wimbledon over the plan period 

to 2026 although it is unlikely that these sites are required to deliver housing need in the Borough. 

Both proposals are likely to be able to meet the requirements of 40% affordable housing (CS9) and 

the preferred housing mix (DM H2) Minimum floor space requirements as set by the London Plan 

(Table 3.3) are also met by the schemes.  

 

5.126 The main issues facing each scheme are the sustainability of each proposal and the relevant 

transport and flood risk policies in relation to the site. As highlighted in the analysis of flood risk and 

transport, the site is within the highest flood zones 3a and 3b and does not have particularly good 

public transport access. Both proposals will need to demonstrate how they will address these issues 

to be considered sustainable and compliant with the relevant development plan policies.  

 

5.127 Neither scheme is at a particularly advanced stage of preparation, detailed proposals regarding the 

noise mitigation, amenity and design have not been fully developed. Detailed comparisons of the 

scheme design have not been made in this instance however broad assumptions have been made 

based on the consultation material produced by both proposals.  
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Planning Analysis of the AFC / Galliard Development 
 

5.128 The football stadium proposals indicate a capacity of 20,000 spectators with no parking provided on 

site for match day uses. Given the relatively poor public transport access currently to the site, a 

detailed strategy of intensive improvement works will need to be brought forward by AFC. 

Sustainable public transport modes are encouraged by the transport policy CS18 and emerging 

policies DM TM1 and TM2, although it is unclear how such a significant demand can be incorporated 

into the network. The residential parking proposed is below the maximum requirements as required 

by DM TM3 relying again on the accessibility to public transport. Amenity and noise mitigation 

measures do not appear to have been addressed at this stage of the proposal. 

5.129 As currently presented the AFC scheme contains little detail of the flood management and mitigation 

measures proposed.  Bearing in mind the likely requirement for their proposals to go through a 

sequential test, it is difficult to see how they could justify a new location at the greyhound Stadium, 

when their existing site is perfectly adequate. 

5.130 The site proposes a comparatively large development footprint of 31,800sqm with a basement level 

including parking and plant, 2m below the current site levels of 9m AOD. Basement uses are 

contrary to policy DM F2 of the emerging DPD.  The AFC scheme is a very intensive use of space, 

with limited open space areas. The massing and density of the site, together with its large footprint 

can be seen from the 3D images produced by AFC. The scheme proposes very tall buildings up to 

10 storeys which appear not to be supported by policy CS14 as there are few tall buildings within the 

surrounding locality.  

5.131 From an initial assessment of the proposals it appears likely that this scheme due to its size, 

intensity, and scope for adverse impact on amenity, flooding and cultural heritage issues, is likely to 

be considered contrary to the principles of the NPPF and the development plan policy. 

 
Planning Analysis of the Greyhound Stadium Development 
 

5.132 The proposal provides sufficient parking facilities for both the stadium and the residential units on 

site. Some improvement would be required to the public transport infrastructure, to meet the 

requirements of policy CS19.  

5.133 As currently presented the scheme contains little detail on the proposed flood mitigation measures; 

this is to be expected at this stage of design.  The scheme has addressed the issue of flood risk in 

principle, by proposing attenuation features in the centre of the stadium. The footprint of the 

development scheme is considerably less than the AFC scheme at 17,600sqm and this small 

increase over the existing footprint has been minimised to allow free movement of floodwater 

throughout the site. Whilst further data modelling will be required, it appears that the proposal would 

be able to achieve compliance with the relevant policy requirements.  
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5.134 The greyhound scheme provides a less intensive use of space compared to the AFC scheme, 

however there are limited open space areas. The scheme proposes tall buildings up to 7 storeys 

which again is unlikely to be supported by policy CS14 as there are few tall buildings within the 

surrounding locality. This is however less than the overall height proposed by Galliard Homes. 

Amenity and noise mitigation measures have not been addressed at this stage of the proposal. 

5.135 In planning terms however, this development is in effect seeking the retention of an existing 

established use. Enabling development will help realise that ambition and this is supported in policy. 

Proving detailed design and layout respects the significant flooding and transport constraints, this 

proposal is likely to be considered acceptable in planning and environmental terms. 

 
  Conclusion  
 

5.136 The principle of development for leisure uses in this location is supported by the London Plan and 

the Development Plan, including the emerging site allocations DPD.  

5.137 An extensive suite of mitigation measures for both proposals will be necessary to prove the 

acceptability and sustainability of the site. This includes addressing all the criteria of Site Allocation 

37, (see Appendix 3), including waste water capacity, amenity impact and infrastructure delivery.  

As currently presented the less intensive development of the greyhound stadium scheme would 

appear to have greater propensity to comply with policy, due to the lesser impact that the proposal 

would have on the surrounding transport infrastructure and on site drainage/flooding issues.  

5.138 Briefly assessing the height of the development proposals against context of the surrounding locality, 

it would appear that there is little development over 2 or 3 storeys. The most recent residential 

development approved on Plough Lane in 2004 (03/P2407), permitted building heights ranging from 

3 to 7 storeys, with the majority of buildings fronting Plough Lane being 3 and 4 storeys. It is worth 

noting however that this proposal would have been determined under the requirements of the Unitary 

Development Plan, which no longer forms part of the policy guidance. It is doubtful that the 10storey 

development proposed by Galliard would be in keeping with the context of the locality and lower 

building heights may also need to be considered by the Greyhound scheme. Further details 

regarding the height and design of the residential buildings will need to be discussed with planning 

officers and through appropriate Visual Assessments.  

5.139 The existing Greyhound Stadium is not listed as a heritage asset, therefore policies relating to the 

conservation and restoration of heritage assets not apply, particularly as neither scheme plans to 

retain the original stadium. The London Plan supports the creation of a diverse cultural heritage in 

London. The Greyhound stadium scheme would ensure that this current historic use of the site is 

continued retaining and enhancing the historic social and cultural usage of the site.  
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5.140 Both schemes will also need to be accompanied by significant transport, road network and drainage 

improvement proposals and requirements of CS16, CS19 and the NPPF sustainable development 

principles. The above assessments of transport and flood risk highlight shortfalls in the AFC 

proposals, particularly relating to the capacity of the public transport network and by not considering 

the fluvial flooding issues on the site. The greyhound scheme is therefore considered a more 

sustainable and robust proposal at this stage of development.  
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6 OVERALL CONCLUSION 

6.1 In planning terms the acceptability of the schemes will be judged against their ability to comply with 

relevant planning policy. An objective assessment of the proposals, in their current design stage, and 

based on the information available to RPS in June 2014, reveal that neither are completely free from 

policy difficulty, but the Greyhound Stadium Development proposals seem much more able to deal 

with the policy constraints.  

6.2 If presented at different times to the planning authority both schemes have the potential of being 

approved, but not in their current state. Both schemes will need to develop flood mitigation measures 

enough to convince the Environment Agency to remove their objection. Both will need to develop 

transport plans, sufficient to convince the highway authorities that they are acceptable and can 

overcome highway and safety concerns. However, crucially, the Greyhound scheme is likely to have 

to apply less effort than the AFC scheme to achieve acceptability.  

6.3 If both schemes are before the planning authority at the same time, the relative strengths and 

weaknesses will be brought into much sharper focus and, in the opinion of RPS, would increase 

mardkedly the chances of the AFC scheme being refused and the Greyhound scheme being 

approved. 

6.4 The risk of presenting the greyhound stadium scheme to the planning authority, and it failing, will be 

much reduced if: 

a) It is considered and determined at the same time as any AFC scheme 

b) It refines its flood/drainage mitigation measures 

c) It provides a comprehensive Transport Assessment and Travel Plan 

d) Reduces or Removes the residential component in favour of a non-residential land use, and/or 

confines such uses to areas at less risk of flooding. 

6.5 RPS would recommend that the client proceeds with the application if a), b) and c) can be achieved.  

Point d) is very desirable to achieve, but if not possible for reasons of viability then a reduction in the 

amount of residential accommodation should to be considered. 
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APPENDIX 1: SITE LOCATION PLAN 
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APPENDIX 2: PLANNING POLICY GUIDANCE, CHAPTER 7, 
PARAGRAPH 067, TABLE 3 
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APPENDIX 3: EXTRACT FROM EMERGING SITE 
ALLOCATIONS DPD 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Site Proposal 37 
 
 
 

  
Site area 5.29 ha 

 
Site description Approximately two thirds of the site is dominated by the 

Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium, the remainder of the site is a car 
park with some commercial and industrial uses. The buildings on 
the eastern boundary are in separate ownership and contain a light 
industrial use (Volante) and Elite motorcycle training fronting 
Summerstown. The building in the southeast corner contains a 
food establishment. The site also accommodates Christopher’s 
Squash and Fitness Club within the stadium buildings and a hand 
car wash accessed from adjacent Copper Mill Lane. Weekly car 
boot sales are also operated from the car park. 
 
The site adjoins an industrial estate along the northern and eastern 
boundary. To the south of the site in Merton on the other side of 
Plough Lane is an industrial estate. Running along the western 
boundary of the site is a large operational electricity substation 
owned by National Grid. 
 

Strategic planning factors The site and its surrounds are within the functional floodplain of 
the River Wandle (Flood Zone 3b). The majority of the site is within 
a critical drainage area for surface water flooding. 

Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium 
Plough Lane, Tooting, SW17 0BL and 46-76 Summerstown, London SW17 0BH 
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The site is surrounded on all sides by strategic industrial locations. 
To the north and east of the site is Summerstown Road strategic 
industrial location (London Borough of Wandsworth), which 
includes a waste management site to the northwest. To the south 
and west is part of Durnsford Road/Plough Lane strategic industrial 
location (London Borough of Merton).  
 
The site has poor/moderate accessibility to public transport (PTAL 
2/3). The road network, railway lines, river and utilities 
infrastructure in the wider area limit opportunities for improving 
access to and around the site. 
 
The entire site lies within an archaeological priority zone. 
 
National Grid has identified that the operational substation 
adjacent to the west of the site may need to have further utility 
development beyond 2012 to maintain essential electricity 
transmission to homes and businesses. National Grid has also 
advised that this is unlikely to extend into the boundary of this site.  
 

Current use Greyhound stadium (D2 Use Class) and car park (Sui Generis Use 
Class). 
 

Use suggested / 
organisation 

Stage 2 (January 2012):  
• Residential-led mixed use scheme - Savills L&P ltd on behalf 

of Greyhound Racing Association Ltd  
 
Stage 2a (June 2012) 

• Retain greyhound use of site with enabling large foodstore 
-  Drivers Jonas Deloitte on behalf of Hume Consulting Ltd 

 
• Football stadium with associated leisure and retail activities  

- AFC Wimbledon 
 
Stage 3  (January 2013)  

• 10,000-15,000 seat football stadium and associated 
community / leisure facilities, circa 450-500 residential 
units and a substantial retail store - Greyhound Racing 
Association Ltd in discussions with AFC Wimbledon. 

• An enhanced greyhound stadium, enhanced squash/leisure 
facility, with enabling retail and residential development -  
Hume Consulting Ltd 

• New light industrial and warehousing development,  
relocation of development from other sites including 
existing industry and warehousing, leisure facilities, school 
use – Wimbledon Park Residents Association 
 

Stage 4  (August 2013)  
• 11,000 seat football stadium capable of being expanded to 

20,000, approximately 600 residential units, 1,000m2 retail 
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store, 1,000m2 squash and fitness club, car parking (circa 
350 space) and cycle parking, functional servicing 
arrangement and landscaping - Greyhound Racing 
Authority Acquisition Ltd and AFC Wimbledon. 

• An enhanced greyhound stadium, enhanced squash/leisure 
facility, a circa 450 space car park for St George’s hospital, 
with enabling retail and residential development (circa 400 
units) -  Hume Consulting Ltd 
 

Allocated use Intensification of sporting activity (D2 Use Class) with supporting 
enabling development. Developments that facilitate more sporting 
activity may be enabled by more viable uses, subject to meeting 
planning policy, evidence and consultation.  
 
The council expects applicants to engage with the local community 
before submitting their applications. Good quality pre-application 
discussion enables better coordination between public and private 
resources and improved outcomes for the community. 
 

Delivery timescale 2015 – 2024.  
 

Issues Development proposals will need to incorporate suitable mitigation 
measures to address the issues associated with the functional 
floodplain and with the critical drainage area to minimise flood risk 
for future occupiers and the potential for water pollution from the 
site. A flood risk assessment should also consider the treatment of 
the non-main rivers that pass through the site and incorporate 
sustainable drainage systems into development proposals.  
 
Redevelopment proposals should take account of the electricity 
substation to the west of the site to minimise the effects on 
amenity of future occupiers. 
 
Investigating the potential impact of any proposed development on 
archaeological heritage. 
 
Facilitating improved accessibility including improving bus 
infrastructure, walking and cycling facilities. Resolving road 
network capacity, movement and safety concerns. Site access 
arrangements require careful scrutiny/improvement. 
 
The proximity of the waste management site to the north west. 
 
A squash and fitness club exists on the site. Proposals should 
include the provision for an equivalent or enhanced squash and 
fitness club as part of sporting intensification.  
 
There is currently identified need for school places across south 
London.  Residential development would be expected to deliver the 
necessary school places, healthcare and other associated 
infrastructure. 
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Thames Water have assessed the water/wastewater capacity 
locally and has identified that there may be insufficient water 
supply and/or wastewater capacity to service new development on 
this site. In accordance with Policy DM F2, applicants should discuss 
with Thames Water how capacity will be provided. 
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APPENIDX 4: INSPECTORS REPORT TO SITE ALLOCATIONS 
EXAMINATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Report to Merton Council

by Robert Yuille MSc Dip TP MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Date 4 June 2014

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 (AS AMENDED)

SECTION 20

REPORT ON THE EXAMINATION INTO MERTON SITES AND POLICIES

LOCAL PLAN

Document submitted for examination on 2 October 2013

Examination Hearings held between 21 and 29 January 2014

File Ref: PINS/T5720/429/6
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Non-Technical Summary

This report concludes that the Merton Sites and Policies Local Plan provides an
appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough over the next 15 years
providing a number of modifications are made to it. The Council has specifically
requested that I recommend any modifications necessary to enable them to adopt
the Plan.

All of the modifications set out below were proposed by the Council and I have
recommended their inclusion after considering representations from other parties
on these issues.

The main Modifications can be summarised as follows:

 Make clear that the amalgamation of shopping frontages in Wimbledon
Village will be resisted (MM1 to MM4);

 Confirm that the next Borough wide assessment of the need for Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation will take place in 2016 and should this reveal a
further requirement for pitches over and above that already identified the
Council will consider reviewing the Plan to support such provision (MM5);

 Make clear what must be done in flood prevention and flood protection
terms when considering the development of previously developed sites in
the functional floodplain (MM6  and MM7);

 Delete reference to a 65% rent cap (MM8);
 Delete reference to schools and the shared use of open space (MM9);
 Delete the proposal that Wimbledon Library be retained and improved with

residential development taking place on part of the site (MM10); and
 Make clear that the decisions as to what enabling development will be

acceptable on the Greyhound Stadium site will not be delegated to a
Supplementary Planning Document (MM11).
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Introduction
1. This report contains my assessment of the Merton Sites and Policies Local Plan

(the Plan) in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004 (as amended). It considers first whether the Plan’s preparation has
complied with the duty to co-operate, in recognition that there is no scope to
remedy any failure in this regard. It then considers whether the Plan is sound
and whether it is compliant with the legal requirements. The National Planning
Policy Framework (paragraph 182) makes clear that to be sound, a Local Plan
should be positively prepared; justified; effective and consistent with national
policy.

2. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local
authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan.  The basis for
my examination is the Submission Draft of the Plan which is the same as the
document published for consultation between July and August 2013.

3. My report deals with the main modifications that are needed to make the Plan
sound and legally compliant and they are identified in bold in the report (MM).
In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that I
should make any modifications needed to rectify matters that make the Plan
unsound and thus incapable of being adopted.  These main modifications are
set out in the Appendix.

4. The Main Modifications that are necessary for soundness and all relate to
matters that were discussed at the Examination Hearings. Following these
discussions, the Council prepared a schedule of proposed main modifications
and carried out sustainability appraisal and this schedule has been subject to
public consultation. I have taken account of the consultation responses in
coming to my conclusions in this report.

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate
5. Section 20(5)(c) of the  2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council

complied with any duty imposed on them by section 33A  of the 2004 Act  in
relation to the Plan’s preparation.

6. The Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement1 sets out the steps taken by the
Council to discharge its duty in this respect.  The only challenge to whether
the Council has discharged this duty relates to planning for Gypsies and
Travellers.

7. The London Plan makes clear that the needs of Gypsies and Travellers are best
assessed and provided for at a borough level in coordination with neighbouring
boroughs and districts as appropriate2.  The Council considered the possibility
of working with its neighbours on this matter but, following a meeting with

1 SP4.11. Duty To Cooperate Statement.
2 SP2.1. The London Plan.  Policy 3.8 i) and paragraphs 3.56 and 3.57.
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other South London boroughs, decided to plan for Gypsy and Traveller sites at
a local (borough wide) level while sharing best practice and research findings3.
The principal reasons for this were that information gathering and plan
preparation were at different stages in different boroughs and the make up of
the Gypsy and Traveller communities varied across the boroughs.

8. None of the neighbouring boroughs have indicated that they require the
Council to provide for their unmet needs for Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation and the Council is not asking them to provide for any of its
unmet needs for such accommodation.

9. The situation is, therefore, is that the Council acknowledges that the provision
of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation has cross boundary implications but
having met with and corresponded with neighbouring boroughs it has decided
to deal with this matter locally, an approach that is consistent with the
approach advocated in the London Plan. I am satisfied, therefore, that the
Council has cooperated constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis and
has thus discharged its duty in this respect.

Assessment of Soundness
Main Issues

10. Taking account of all the representations, written evidence and the discussions
that took place at the Hearings I have identified a number of main issues on
which the soundness of the Plan depends. These are dealt with below.

Issue 1 – Relevant policies in the London Borough of Merton Core Planning
Strategy (the Core Strategy) require the provision of a minimum of 4,800
houses in the Borough up to 2026 (Policy CS 9), support the provision and
improvement of infrastructure (Policy CS 11), encourage the increased
provision of the overall number and range of jobs (Policy CS 12), seek to
protect and enhance the Borough’s public and private open space network
(Policy CS 13) and seek to ensure that development is designed to
respect, reinforce and enhance the local character of the area (Policy CS
14).  To what extent does the Plan assist in achieving these aims?

Housing

11. While the Core Strategy sets a target of 4,800 houses at a rate of 320
dwellings per annum (dpa) in the Borough that target is likely to rise – with
the emerging London Plan Further Alterations setting a target of 411 dpa from
2015 onwards. If the 320 dpa figure is applied up to 2015 and the 411 dpa
figure is applied beyond, this gives a target of 5,801 dwellings.  Given that
931 dwellings have already been built up to 2013 this gives a residual figure of
between 3,869 dwellings (4,800 – 931) and 4,870 dwellings (5,801 – 931) up
to 2026.

3 SP4.11. Duty To Cooperate Statement. Paragraphs 4.6 & 4.7.
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12. The most obvious way in which the Plan helps deliver this housing target is by
allocating sites, in whole or in part, for residential development.  Of the 46
sites allocated in the Plan, 44 would include some residential development.
These allocated sites are expected to contribute some 1,400 homes. The
deliverability and developability of these sites has not been seriously
challenged. While this figure would make a significant contribution to meeting
the existing and emerging housing targets, it amounts to approximately one
third of those targets, leaving the question of how the remaining two thirds of
the dwellings required would be provided.

13. The undisputed evidence is that there is a realistic prospect of these being
provided on windfall sites.  Historically Merton has a good record of meeting
its housing targets4 and over the period 2001-2009 some 60% of residential
completions were on windfall sites.  The latest projections indicate that the
Council will meet its annual target (existing and emerging) over the next 5
years.

14. The evidence is, therefore, that the Council will meet its existing and emerging
housing targets with the sites allocated in the Plan playing a significant role in
this.

Infrastructure

15. Development in Merton is not reliant on the delivery of any single major piece
of infrastructure such as a hospital or a road.  The allocated sites will
nonetheless place demands on transport and utility providers such as Thames
Water and the National Grid but where particular problems or issues are
anticipated these are highlighted in the Plan.

16. Furthermore the Plan allocates a number of sites which are themselves
capable of providing infrastructure.  Examples of this are Site 20 Wilson
Hospital and Site 21 Birches Close, both of which are allocated for community
use including healthcare and education.

17. While the Council considers that its need for primary school places can be met
through the expansion of existing premises its latest assessments5 indicate
that the need for secondary school places will require both the expansion of
existing schools and the provision of new ones.  To that end three sites are
identified in the Plan (Site 08 Leyton Road, Site 17 Worsfold House and site 36
Chaucer Centre) each of which could deliver educational facilities.

18. The Plan also contains a range of policies intended to support infrastructure
provision such as policies DM R1, DM R2, DM R4, DM C1 and DM C2.  I am
satisfied, therefore, that the Plan does support and encourage the provision of
infrastructure.

4 SP 5.64 Authority’s Monitoring Report 2012-2013.  Table 4.3, page 22.
5 SP 5.9  Merton Draft School Places Strategy Report 2013 and SP5.9a Merton Draft School
Places Strategy Report 2013 and Merton Draft School Places Strategy Report – Appendix.
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Jobs

19. While the Plan proposes the retention of a number of existing employment
sites it does not allocate new ones.  The reason for this is that while the latest
evidence supports the improvement in the quality of existing employment
sites it indicates that the quantity of industrial floorspace is likely to fall over
the Plan period6.   However, the Plan contains a range of policies to guide and
inform development in town centres (Policies DM R1 to DM R7) and to guide
and support business and job opportunities across the Borough (Policies DM E1
to DM E4). In this manner I am satisfied that the Plan encourages the
increased provision of the overall number and range of jobs.

Public and Private Open Space

20. The Plan contains a range of policies aimed at protecting and enhancing public
and private open space in the Borough such as Policies DM D1, DM D2, DM
O1, DM O2 and DM T1.  The Policies Map also includes a number of open
space designations.

21. The suggestion was made that Policy DM O2a, which aims to protect the
integrity of green corridors, should explicitly refer to the rear gardens of
residential properties.  However, rear gardens are subject to permitted
development rights and development in them is already covered by Policies
CS13 e and DM D2 a8 which, amongst other things, seeks to conserve and
enhance the biodiversity of gardens. While it is undoubtedly the case that,
when considered en masse, rear gardens form a substantial network of open
space it is unclear how effective or necessary an additional reference to them
as part of the green space network would be.

22. It was also suggested that rather than requiring replacement planting of a
similar or greater value, Policy DM O2e should require any replacements to
match the combined age of the trees lost.  I do not think this would be
justified.  I consider that the policy as worded is an adequate way of securing
suitable replacement or mitigation and, where possible, net gains in
biodiversity.  It thus meets the aims of the Core Strategy and the Framework7.

23. I am satisfied, therefore, that the Plan will help assist in the protection and
enhancement of public and private open spaces in the Borough.

Design and Character

24. The Plan includes a number of policies dealing with design and character, such
as Policies DM D1, DM D2 DM D3, DM D5 and DM D6. The suggestion was
made that these policies, particularly Policy DM D2a, lay too much emphasis
on design respecting rather than enhancing the existing character of the area
and thus encourage pastiche rather than innovation.  I do not agree.  I see

6 SP 5.20.  Merton Economic and Employment Land Study 2011.  Paragraph 11.8.
7 SP3.2 Merton Core Planning Strategy. Policy CS13g8.  National Planning Policy
Framework, paragraph 109.
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nothing in the wording of the policy, with its references to appropriate
architectural forms, languages, detailing and materials and to complementing
and enhancing the character of the wider setting, which would necessarily
stifle innovation, attempt to impose particular architectural styles or frustrate
high quality design.

25. Other Policies, while not dealing directly with design and character, have
implications for these matters insofar as they apply to particular parts of the
Borough. For example Policy DM R1aii and DM R1c make, amongst other
things, provision for development with a floorspace of up to 1,000sqm in
Wimbledon Village. However, Wimbledon Village is characterised by the
narrowness of its shop frontages and a unit with a floorspace of 1,000sqm
could lead to the amalgamation of frontages creating broad, bland units.

26. This was not the Council’s intention but it accepted that the Plan was open to
such an interpretation. The Plan was thus ineffective and hence unsound.  It
proposes, therefore, to remedy this unsoundness by way of Main
Modifications (MM1 to MM4) specifying that the amalgamation of frontages in
Wimbledon Village would be would be resisted. With this in mind I am
satisfied that the Plan will help respect, reinforce and enhance the local
character of the Borough.

Issue 2 – Is the Council’s assessment of the accommodation needs of
Gypsies and Travellers, its judgement that there is no need to identify new
sites to make provision for public pitches and its judgement that none of
the sites allocated in the Plan are deliverable or developable as sites for
private pitches, based on robust evidence?

Background

27. The Core Strategy states that the Council will carry out a local assessment of
needs for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation and that any additional pitches
required will be delivered either through this plan (the Plan), through an
Action Area Plan, through the Council’s asset management or through windfall
sites.8

28. The Council has carried out its local assessment of such need9 and concluded
that there is a requirement for 4 public pitches and 2 private pitches.  Given
the number of people currently living on pitches who have expressed a wish to
move to ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation and the number of pitches that
historically become available for re-letting, the Council concludes that the re-
letting of vacant pitches will provide for the requirement for public pitches
without the need for additional sites. In other words, it can meet the assessed
need for public pitches through the management of its existing assets.  The
soundness of this approach depends on the robustness of the Council’s
assessment of need, something that will now be considered.

8 SP3.2. Merton Core Planning Strategy.  Paragraphs 18.51 and 18.53
9 SP5.61. Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies and Travellers in Merton.
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Assessment of Need

29. It should be said at the outset that the concern here is with the assessment of
need for residential pitches.  The undisputed evidence is that there is no need
for additional transit pitches or plots for Travelling Showpeople10.

30. There are Gypsies and Travellers who live in ‘bricks and mortar’
accommodation in the Borough and those who live on the Brickfields Road
site, the only Gypsy and Traveller site in the Borough.  In order to contact
members of the gypsy and traveller community the Council arranged a
Research Event (a cultural variety show) in conjunction with a local Gypsy and
Traveller group.  At this event a questionnaire survey was carried out to
assess the accommodation needs of the settled Gypsy and Traveller
population.  In order to contact the latter group, consultations were carried
out with the Brickfield Road residents to assess their accommodation needs.
Account was also taken of other information including the Council’s Waiting
List for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation.

31. It was suggested that this approach lacked rigour, that it did not pay sufficient
heed to the concept of ‘psychological aversion’, that it underestimated the
number of people moving out of ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation, that it
overestimated the number of people wanting to move in to ‘bricks and mortar’
accommodation and that the Council’s Waiting List was not accurate.

32. Dealing with these points in turn, it is undoubtedly the case that a more
formal venue than a cultural variety show event could have been used to carry
out the questionnaire, that the questionnaire could have contained more and
different questions and that the interviews with the Brickfield Road Residents
could have been carried out in a more structured manner. But in devising its
approach the Council had to strike a balance between obtaining information
and maximising participation from a community which is unwilling to engage
directly with ‘officials’ let alone answer lengthy questionnaires.

33. I consider that the approach used - with an informal event, a short
questionnaire and, insofar as the Brickfield Road residents were concerned, a
reliance on the results of interviews rather than questionnaires when residents
refused to answer questionnaires – struck a sensible balance between the
requirement to obtain sufficient information and the need to ensure that a
wary group of people actually took part in the survey. The questions asked
are all relevant to assessing the need for accommodation, the response rate
obtained is comparable with that achieved in other surveys of this type and
there is no evidence to indicate that this information was not collected in a
professional manner.  I consider, therefore, that the Council’s assessment of
the need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation is reasonably rigorous.

34. Turning to the question of ‘psychological aversion to bricks and mortar

10 SP5.61. Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies and Travellers in Merton.
Appendix III.
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accommodation’, this concept is recognised in Government Guidance11 and
supported by research12 although its applicability in London has been
questioned13.  There is, however, no guidance as to how it can be proven in
strategic research.  Consequently the Council did not include any questions
relating directly to it but relied on the answers to an open ended question
about the problems of living in ‘bricks and mortar’ to deal with this point. This
is a pragmatic approach and the Council has not, therefore, ignored or paid
insufficient heed to the concept of psychological aversion.

35. As to the suggestion that the Council has underestimated the numbers
wanting to move out of - and overestimated the numbers wanting to move
into - ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation, this is based, broadly speaking on
concerns that the Council ignored or filtered out a number of responses and
that the data it obtained was ambiguous and open to interpretation. Dealing
firstly with the ‘filtering out’ point, the principal reason for such filtering as did
take place was to exclude respondents who did not provide a verifiable
address in the Borough.  This is reasonable, in a survey designed to establish
the accommodation needs of Merton residents.

36. Turning to the question of interpretation - the data obtained from the
questionnaire14 is clearly open to interpretation.  In arriving at its assessment
of need, the Council relied principally on those who gave the lack of pitch
provision as the answer to a question asking people to specify why they were
not currently living on a site. Less weight was given to the response to a
‘rating’ question asking people to rate the importance of living on a site. So,
for example, it would be possible for a respondent to rate living on a site as
essential but because he or she had not given any reason for not actually
doing so at present, they were not treated as being in need of a pitch.

37. In a number of instances the Council was able to point to particular reasons,
such as ill health, as to why particular respondents were not considered to be
in need of a pitch.  More generally, however, it made the point that there is a
difference between an opinion as expressed in a response to the ‘rating’
question referred to above and a need as expressed in response to the more
specific question.  In its view the latter response provides a firmer basis for
assessing accommodation requirements.  This is an approach the Council is
entitled to take and I do not consider that it results in a systematic
underestimation of the numbers who wish to move out of ‘bricks and mortar,
accommodation.

11 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments: October 2007, paragraph 15.
12 HD9.  Working with Housed Gypsies and Travellers: A Good Practice Guide, page 13 and
HD10 We Are Londoners Too, page 8.
13 SP5.61. Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies and Travellers in Merton.
Paragraphs 3.4 and 3.16.
14 SP5.61. Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies and Travellers in Merton.
Appendix I & HD6, Main Matter 3, Tables H.61 and H.62.
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38. The data obtained from the survey of Brickfield Road residents15 is similarly
open to interpretation but in this instance that information is heavily redacted
because only fifteen households are involved and to protect their privacy
information about personal circumstances cannot be revealed.  However, the
Council confirmed at the Hearings that this necessarily confidential
information, such as ill health and an inability to pay heating bills, was an
important part of its assessment of the number of people who would be willing
to move into ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation.

39. Although the Council’s assessment on this matter is disputed there is no
evidence, beyond the anecdotal, to gainsay it.  Moreover, the relatively high
figure the Council has arrived at is consistent with the fact that most of the
people on Brickfield Road are elderly and most of them live alone.  In such
circumstances it is credible that a significant proportion should be considering
a move to ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation and I do not consider that the
Council has overestimated this.

40. Dealing now with the Council’s Waiting List, while the point was made that this
list could be compiled in a more open and transparent manner –a point
disputed by the Council - no substantial evidence was brought forward to
support the claim that it was inaccurate.

41. I consider, therefore, that the Council has carried out a reasonably robust
assessment of the need for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation and there is
no need, as was suggested at the Hearings, to prepare a fresh assessment
using as its starting point the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs
Assessments: October 2007, a document the Council now regards as being out
of date.

Public Pitch Provision

42. As has already been established, the results of the Council’s assessment of
accommodation needs has led it to conclude that, as far as public pitch
provision is concerned, the need over the next 10 years can be met through
re-lets with vacancies being generated by current residents at Brickfield Road
moving into ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation.  I see nothing unbalanced in
this approach.  It was common ground at the Hearings that ‘bricks and mortar’
accommodation has a role to play in providing for the needs of Gypsies and
Travellers.  If, as it does, the evidence indicates that the need can be met on
existing pitches then there is no requirement for new pitches to be provided.

43. There are of course many demands on the ‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation
in the Borough. The Council confirmed at the Hearings that it is moving
towards the adoption of a revised housing allocation scheme under which it
would create a special quota for the re-housing of Gypsies and Travellers into
‘bricks and mortar’ accommodation.  In this way the Council proposes to
ensure that priority is given to moving residents at Brickfield Road off the site

15 SP5.61. Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies and Travellers in Merton
Appendix II & HD6, Main Matter 3, pages 4 – 6.
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while ensuring an equitable approach to others in priority housing need. I
consider, therefore, that the Council’s conclusion that there is no need to
identify new sites in order to make provision for public pitches over the next
10 years is well founded.

Private Pitch Provision

44. As has already been established the Council has identified a need for two
privately owned pitches over the next 10 years from people who currently own
‘bricks and mortar’ homes. The Plan is required to identify specific deliverable
and developable sites to meet this requirement16.  However, the Council has
concluded that none of the sites allocated in the Plan are deliverable or
developable for private pitches17 and is working with the people in question to
see how their requirements can be met.  This raises the questions of how
robust the Council’s assessment of these sites is and what precisely the
Council is doing to meet this acknowledged need?

45. There was some discussion at the Hearings about the suitability of the criteria
used by the Council in assessing these sites, were they right, for example, in
saying that a number of these sites were too small? However, for the most
part, the Council’s assessment was not that these sites were unsuitable but
that, unlike developments such as affordable housing, care homes and student
accommodation, the provision of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation on them
was not financially viable and hence the sites were neither deliverable nor
developable for that purpose.  This conclusion was not seriously disputed.

46. While it was suggested that a number of these sites should be allocated as
‘possible’ Gypsy and Traveller sites this option is not open to the Council as in
order to be allocated such sites must be, or have a reasonable prospect of
becoming, viable. I consider, therefore, that the Council’s assessment of
these sites is reasonably robust.

47. As to the question of what the Council is doing to meet this acknowledged
requirement for private pitches, it confirmed at the Hearings that because
only two families are involved and because it is in touch with each of them, it
is able to take an approach that is tailored to their particular needs.
Discussions indicate that these families have no immediate need for pitches,
that they are looking at sites outside Merton as well as within it and that they
would favour a site which, unlike the allocated sites, is not in the built up area.
The Council is also discussing issues relating to how such provision could be
financed with the households concerned.

48. There is no guarantee that such an approach will be successful but in my view
it has a greater chance of success than allocating sites for Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation when the evidence is that this is not a viable proposition and
that the potential sites that have been identified would not necessarily meet

16 Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. Paragraph 9 and footnotes 7 and 8..
17 SP5.61 Assessment of Site Allocations for the Potential to Provide Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation.
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the particular needs of the people involved. In these particular circumstances
I, like the Council, consider that the specific needs of the people involved
would best be met through a collaborative working, something the Council
confirmed it is willing to continue to devote resources to.

49. However, while the Plan takes a reasonable approach to the provision for
currently identified needs for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation this only
covers the next 10 years. Where possible the Plan should identify sites or
broad locations for beyond that period18. Moreover, the current assessment of
need for such accommodation is only a snapshot at a point in time and while
the Plan makes clear that this assessment will be reviewed on a five year
rolling basis it does not say when the next assessment will occur or what will
happen if the need for further pitches is identified.  In this respect the Plan is
not justified or effective and hence is unsound.

50. The Council proposes to remedy this by way of MM5 which confirms that the
next Borough wide assessment will take place in 2016 and should this reveal a
further requirement for pitches over and above that already identified the
Council will consider reviewing the Plan to support such provision. I consider
that this would provide sufficient assurance that if the need for more pitches is
established in the future then it will be dealt with.

Conclusion

51. From the evidence before me I consider that the Council has gone to
considerable lengths to collect data on the accommodation needs of Gypsies
and Travellers and has tailored its approach to ensure that as far as possible it
has made contact with a section of the community that can be hard to reach.
It has carried out this process in a diligent and professional manner and it has
interpreted the data collected in an even handed way with no evidence of bias
or discrimination.

52. I am satisfied that this evidence provides a robust basis for the assessment of
the need for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation for the next ten years, for
the conclusion that none of the sites identified in the Plan are deliverable or
developable for private Gypsy and Traveller accommodation and, subject to
the Main Modification referred to above, for the approach to meeting the need
for public and private pitches set out in the Plan.

Issue 3 – Is Policy DM F1, which indicates that ‘more vulnerable
development’ may be acceptable in the functional floodplain, consistent
with national policy and guidance as set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework and in associated guidance?

53. Preserving the functional floodplain is a key aspect of the National Planning
Policy Framework and associated guidance.   That being so the inclusion within
Policy DM F1 of a general statement to the effect that on previously developed
sites other matters could outweigh need to preserve the functional floodplain,

18 Planning Policy for Traveller Sites.  Paragraph 9b.
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is at odds with this aspect of national policy and hence unsound.

54. Clearly there are complex decisions to be made in the Borough where there
are a number of previously developed sites within the functional floodplain and
where the availability of sites in areas with a lower risk of flooding is limited.
In such a situation the Council wishes to ensure that the appropriate
redevelopment of such sites is not ruled out.

55. To that end the Council, in agreement with the Environment Agency, has
proposed Main Modifications (MM6 and MM7) which set out firstly, that a
developer of such a site must show that the development could not be located
on land at less of a risk of flooding, secondly, that the benefits of the
development outweigh flood risk and thirdly, that it can be demonstrated that
the development itself will be safe from flooding and that the risk of flooding
elsewhere will either not be increased or will be reduced.

56. While these modifications do not rule out the possibility of development in
floodplain they are in line with the National Planning Policy Framework and
indeed confirm that the contents of that document and of relevant guidance
will be taken into account. They would, therefore, remedy this element of
unsoundness in the Plan.

Issue 4 - Paragraph 2.42 of the justification to Policy DM H3 sets rent caps
on affordable rents.  Is this generally consistent with the approach taken
in the London Plan?

57. Paragraph 2.42 of the justification to Policy DM H3 includes reference to
specifying that average rent levels across all bed sizes should not exceed 65%
of market rent. The London Plan19 on the other hand, emphasises that the
priority for affordable housing is maximising supply and increasing delivery
and states that affordable rent should be no more than 80% of market rent –
a definition that it takes from the glossary to the National Planning Policy
Framework. The Plan is, therefore, out of step with the London Plan and with
the National Planning Policy Framework and hence unsound.

58. The Council proposes to remedy this element of unsoundness by way of a
main Modification (MM8) deleting reference not only to  a 65% rent cap but
also to any suggestion that in dealing with individual planning applications it
might require affordable rents to be below 80% of market rent.

Issue 5 - Paragraph 3.22 of the justification to Policy DM C2 deals with the
situation in which it is deemed necessary and acceptable for a school to
have shared use of a nearby open space.  Is this paragraph justified?

59. Recent changes in legislation mean that services such as parks and schools
which were previously owned and run by the Local Authority could in the
future be owned and run by other parties.  The intended purpose of
paragraph 3.22 was to ensure that if this happened, existing arrangements

19 As altered through the Revised Minor Early Alterations.  Document SP2.2.
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under which, say, a school made use of a park, would be safeguarded.  It has,
however, been pointed out that this paragraph could be interpreted as
meaning that a school’s rights to make use of an open space are placed above
the rights of any other parts of the community.

60. The Council now accepts that while this paragraph was well intentioned and
intended to bring clarity it has failed to do this.  Moreover, it seeks to deal
with a matter better dealt with in a legal agreement than a planning
document.   It is therefore unjustified and hence unsound.  This unsoundness
would be remedied by deleting the paragraph in question as proposed by the
Council in MM9.

Issue 6 - The Council’s Call for Sites Consultation (SP4.20) yielded a
number of sites which, together with additional sites that emerged, were
assessed by the Council. Most of these sites were ultimately allocated in
the Plan as suitable for various uses but a number of them were excluded.
This prompts two questions. Why have certain sites been excluded from
the Plan and are the sites allocated in the Plan suitable for their allocated
uses?

Excluded Sites

61. For the most part the decision to exclude sites has not been challenged.
Indeed only one excluded site (Site 38 Byegrove Road, Colliers Wood) has
been suggested for designation in the Plan.  However, the Council’s
undisputed evidence is that the site is and will remain an operational pumping
station for the lifetime of the Plan; that its development potential is
constrained by its position in the flood plain and the presence of high voltage
transmission lines; that the site is designated as Metropolitan Open Land and
Green Corridor; and that the proposal to designate it as a Major Developed
Site within the Metropolitan Open Land has no support in the National Planning
Policy Framework or in the London Plan.  For these reasons I conclude that the
decision not to designate this site in the Plan is justified.

Site 1.  Hartfield Road Car Park

62. This site is allocated for a variety of uses including community use (Use Class
D1), culture, leisure and entertainment (Use Class D2) and hotel use (Use
Class C1).  While such a range of uses would permit the replacement of the
Civic Hall in Wimbledon Town Centre it does not actively promote it.  It was
suggested that in this respect the Plan failed to take a lead, to plan positively,
to support the provision of community and leisure facilities and to encourage
cultural activities.

63. However, while plans should be aspirational they should also be realistic and in
this instance there is no firm evidence of a demand for a Civic Hall.  Moreover,
if such evidence is produced in the future such a facility could be provided
under the terms of the existing policy.  There is, therefore, no need for the
Plan to refer specifically to the suitability of this site for a significant public
community hall and cultural facility.

Site 16.  Wimbledon Library
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64. In the Plan it is proposed that the Library be retained and improved with
residential development taking place on part of the site. This provoked
widespread local opposition on the basis that this was seen as opening up the
possibility of the substantial commercial redevelopment of the site and the
loss of the library.   Although this was not the Council’s intention it accepts
that this proposal does not have the clarity required of it 20 and is hence
unsound. This unsoundness would be overcome by removing this allocation as
proposed in MM10.

Site 35. Mitcham Fire Station

65. The Fire Station consists of an appliance hall at ground floor level where the
fire engine, or fire appliance as it is more correctly called, would have been
stored and some ancillary rooms.  At first floor level is what would have been
dormitory or residential accommodation with a separate access.

66. The site is allocated in the Plan for various community uses including a theatre
together with a range of other uses including residential use.  In other words
the Plan takes a flexible approach to the development of this site. It has been
suggested on the one hand that the building as a whole should be allocated for
theatre led development while on the other hand it is suggested that it be
allocated as a whole for residential development.

67. Dealing with the ‘theatre led’ approach first, evidence was put forward to
indicate that the building was suitable for this purpose with the appliance hall
providing space for the auditorium; that it was well located for such a use
being reasonably close to bus and tram routes; that the lack of on site parking
was not a drawback; that outside London, Fire Stations have been converted
to such uses; and that individuals associated with the proposal to convert
Mitcham Fire Station to such uses have a successful track record on similar
schemes elsewhere in London.

68. There is no reason to dispute this evidence though it is relevant to note that
joint guidance produced by English Heritage and the London Fire Brigade on
London’s Historic Fire Stations favours the retention of upper floors of such
buildings in residential use.

69. Similarly, insofar as the residential use of this site is concerned, it is not
disputed that the site is in a suitable location, there is a demand for such a
use and the building is suitable for conversion to such a use.  Once again,
however, it is relevant to note that the joint guidance referred to above
favours retaining the form of the appliance bay and its associated rooms –
something that would not typically be associated with residential development.

70. The question was raised as to whether the London Fire Brigade, the building’s
owner, was obliged to get full market value when disposing of the site or
whether it could dispose of it for a lesser value.  The London Fire Brigade was

20 National Planning Policy Framework.  Paragraph 154 refers to Local Plans providing
“…clear policies on what will be provided and where.”
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firmly of the former view21.  This is not a matter for me to decide particularly
as the promoters of the ‘theatre led’ approach confirmed that such a use
would be able to compete with open market prices for the site.

71. None of these various arguments amount, however, to a compelling reason
why the Council should alter the flexible approach taken in the Plan to the
future development of this site.  It does not require all of the allocated uses to
be delivered and accepts that in practice it is likely that only one or two of
them will be. However, I see no reason why the Plan should close down the
options for the site by specifying that it either be developed solely for a
theatre led development or solely for housing.

72. On a different point it was suggested that the Plan should look not just at
Mitcham Fire Station in the isolation but also at the wider ‘island site’ within
which it sits. Clearly the wider area has its merits, it is in a conservation area,
the Fire Station itself is locally listed as is the adjacent Vestry Hall, it is
situated opposite the Grade II listed Mitcham Parish Rooms and adjoins the
Cricketers public house where planning permission has recently been granted,
subject to a s.106 agreement, for residential use22.

73. I accept that in such areas the whole is greater than the sum of the parts but
the Plan is principally concerned with allocating uses to buildings and sites
whose futures are undecided.  For the most part the future of these other
buildings, unlike that of the Fire Station, are not in doubt and, therefore, have
no need of an allocation.  Consequently I see little to be gained by
consideration being given in the Plan to the wider area in which the Fire
Station sits.  That said, the Council confirmed at the Hearings that any
planning application on the Fire Station site would be considered in its wider
context.

Site 37.  Wimbledon Greyhound Stadium

Background

74. This site is allocated in the Plan for the intensification of sporting activity (D2
Use Class) with supporting enabling development.  Developments that
facilitate more sporting activity may be enabled by more viable uses. In other
words the Plan takes a flexible approach to this site and allows for a wide
variety of alternative uses.

75. Two particular uses, a scheme for a football stadium plus enabling
development and a scheme for the retention of a greyhound stadium plus
enabling development, were pressed with particular vigour at the Hearings.
However, it was made clear to all parties at those Hearings that it is not the
role of the Examination to hear detailed evidence about, or come to a
conclusion on, which of these schemes was the more suitable or viable. Nor

21 HD5.  London Fire Brigade’s interpretation of Circular 06/03 and the Local Government
Act 1972.
22 HD15.  Planning reference 13/P1077.
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would it be appropriate for me to assess any documents submitted in support
of particular schemes on the site or comment on the approach the Council will
take to determining any planning applications of the site. Rather the purpose
of the examination was to establish whether the Plan in general, and the
proposals for this site in particular, are sound.

76. It was common ground at the Hearings that the site is suitable for the
intensification of some form of sporting activity.  It has operated as a sports
and leisure venue for almost 100 years; there are no more suitable or
deliverable sites in the Borough; there is a will to develop the site for such a
purpose as evidenced by the two schemes mentioned above, one of which is
being promoted by the current owner of the site; and such a proposal would
be in keeping with the general character of the area.

Constraints

77. It is acknowledged in the Plan that the site has constraints with flooding and
transportation being given particular mention at the Hearings. However, I see
no reason why each and every policy in the Plan, the Core Strategy, the
London Plan and in the National Planning Policy Framework which deal with
such matters need be referred to in the section of the Plan dealing with the
Greyhound Stadium. Such documents are intended to be read as a whole and
in conjunction.  As to the suggestion that the Plan should give more detail as
to how these constraints should be overcome,  it is sufficient for it to state
that they must be managed and met rather than specifying how they be
managed and met.

Retention of Greyhound Stadium

78. One of the principal points of contention between the promoters of the
alternative schemes for the site was whether or not the Plan, which at present
would allow for either option, should specify that a greyhound stadium be
retained so as not to harm the site’s function as a cultural and sporting facility
– functions which Policy 4.6 of the London Plan seeks to support and enhance.

79. The Mayor’s position on this point has evolved as the Plan has progressed. In
2012, initial responses from the Mayor’s office supported the Council’s
preferred use23.  Then in 2013 the Mayor supported the retention of a
greyhound stadium where feasible24. However, subsequently and shortly
before the Hearings he modified his position to say that “…while the retention
of a greyhound stadium use at the site would be ideal, the intensification of a
sporting use at the site in the form of other financially viable stadia uses,
where feasible, would ultimately be acceptable in strategic planning terms.”25

At the Hearings correspondence was produced in which it was stated that “The
Mayor has always been of the opinion that Wimbledon Stadium should remain

23 SP4.6.  Statement of Consultation Submission.  Page 2-233.
24 SP4.12.  Mayor’s letter of 27 September to Merton Council.  Matters 5&7/RO27 GLA
Mayor’s Letter to the Programme Officer dated 13 December 2013.
25 Letter from the Mayor to Merton Council.  8 January 2014.  Site 37/RO27 GLA
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a greyhound racing venue.  However, if this is not viable, he would accept the
site being used for other stadia-based sport, as long as it is in line with
strategic planning policy.” 26

80. The situation is, therefore, that while the Mayor is variously saying that the
retention of a greyhound stadium would be ideal or even that such a stadium
should be retained if it is viable, he is not saying that the Plan must specify
this.  He is acknowledging that other financially viable stadia-uses could be
acceptable in strategic planning terms – in other words they could, amongst
other things, be consistent with Policy 4.6 of the London Plan.

81. The situation is that the Council is faced with two competing schemes on this
site each of which has its supporters in the local community.  Time will tell
whether either of these schemes is viable or suitable on this site.  I see no
compelling planning reason at this time why the Plan, which at present allows
for either, should seek, in effect, to favour one rather than the other.  I do
not, therefore, consider it necessary for the Plan to specify that a Greyhound
Stadium should be retained on the site.

Enabling Uses

82. Although the Plan refers to sporting activity on the site being enabled by more
viable uses it does not specify their type or scale.  This is understandable.
While, in the current market, the most likely enabling uses are residential and
retail, this could change over time.  Moreover, while the Council is clear that it
would not support substantial out of centre retail uses on the site it is not
possible, without having carried out sequential tests and impact assessments,
to establish the precise nature of the retail development that would be
acceptable. Similarly for residential development, the amount that would be
acceptable will vary according to the design and layout of particular proposals.

83. It was suggested that industry and warehousing would be suitable forms of
enabling development on the site.  While the Council acknowledged at the
Hearings that such uses would be suitable, it questioned whether they would
be viable.  The demand for such uses in the Borough has been low for a
number of years, particularly for large sites such as the Greyhound Stadium.
While there is a demand for better quality small units the Council considers
this would best be met by improving existing sites rather than allocating new
ones.  Against this background there would be little justification for specifying
that the site be allocated for employment uses.

84. As currently worded, the Plan could be interpreted as delegating the decision
on what enabling development will be acceptable to a Supplementary Planning
Document.  This is not the Council’s intention as the allocation of sites and
policies for their development cannot be delegated to such documents. To
that extent the plan is unjustified and thus unsound. The Council, therefore,
proposes a Main Modification (MM11) which removes this element of

26 HD1.  E mail from the Mayor’s Press Officer to the Racing Post.
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ambiguity and hence unsoundness.

Site 41.  Kingston Road opposite Lower Downs.

85. There is no dispute that this site, which is in a primarily residential area, is
suitable for the residential use for which it is allocated in the Plan and that it is
deliverable as such – indeed a planning application for residential use has
been submitted to the Council27.  It is, however, suggested that the Plan
should refer to the possibility of widening the footway in the vicinity of the
pedestrian/cycle crossing near the site.

86. This is a matter of detail which would normally be dealt with, if appropriate, in
determining any planning application on the site.  Indeed the evidence at the
Hearings was that in the current planning application it is intended to set aside
a strip of land for such a widening.  This is not, therefore, something that need
be dealt with in the Plan.

Site 48.  Land at Bushey Road.

87. This site is designated as a Locally Significant Industrial Site in Policy CS12cii)
of the Core Strategy which seeks the retention and improvement of such sites
so that they contribute towards business, industrial, storage and distribution
functions.

88. In response to marketing evidence submitted by a former owner of the site it
is proposed in the Plan to widen the possible use of the site  to allow for an
employment led mixed use scheme which, in addition to B1(b) and B1(c) uses
would allow for bulky goods retail (A1), car showroom use and a school use.

89. It has been suggested that the range of uses permissible on the site be further
widened to allow for the enhancement and expansion of retail uses in the
area.  Indeed a planning application has been received on a portion of the site
consisting in part of the retention of employment uses and in part of the
development of bulky goods retail and fashion retail.28 This application has yet
to be determined.

90. However, in the representations made on the Plan no substantial evidence has
been put forward to justify the provision of retail uses, over and above those
already referred to in the Plan, on this out of centre site.  I consider,
therefore, that the Council has responded positively to the evidence that has
been put forward and there is no justification for the further expansion of retail
uses on this site.

Site 70 Haslemere Industrial Estate.

91. This site is one of the scattered employment sites in the Borough which it is

27 HD15. Planning Reference 13/P4133.
28 Planning Reference 13/P1802.
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Council policy to protect and improve29. In its current use the site is dependent
on large delivery vehicles which are ill suited to the access roads which run
through residential areas with on street parking. In the Plan the site is
proposed for business/light industrial uses or a suitable employment led
development.  The Council’s priority is to increase jobs on the site with
possible developments including community led employment schemes such as
gyms.

92. While the designation in the plan does not rule out residential use it does not
explicitly mention it.  The question was raised at the Hearings as to whether it
should. Clearly there is a degree of dissatisfaction in the local community with
the existing access to the site and the possibility of imposing width restrictions
has been considered in the past.  While this approach was rejected, the
evidence is that if such restrictions were successfully imposed in the future
they could render the site unviable in its current use.

93. However, while this indicates that the current uses on the site may be
unviable in the longer term it does not indicate that the site would be
unsuitable for the range of uses suggested by the Council, uses which could
involve the use of smaller delivery vehicles.  I consider that the Council’s aim
of maintaining and improving the employment potential of this site is well
founded and see no reason why this need preclude the provision of some
residential development on the site.  There is, therefore, no overriding reason
why the allocated uses on this site need refer specifically to residential
development.

Other Matters

94. The Plan proposes to retain the existing green corridor designation on land at
Rookwood Avenue and add an open space designation.  No significant
objections were raised to this approach.

Assessment of Legal Compliance
95. My examination of the compliance of the Plan with the legal requirements is

summarised in the table below.  I conclude that the Plan meets them all.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Local Development
Scheme (LDS)

The Sites and Policies Local Plan (the Plan) is
identified within the approved LDS (September
2012) which sets out an expected adoption date of
February 2014. There will be some delay in the
Plan’s adoption but its content and timing are
generally compliant with the LDS.

Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI) and

The SCI was adopted in 2006 and consultation has
been compliant with the requirements therein,

29 SP3.2.  Merton Core Strategy.  Policy CS 12ciii
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relevant regulations including the consultation on the post-submission
proposed ‘main modification’ changes (MM)

Sustainability Appraisal
(SA)

SA has been carried out and is adequate.

Appropriate Assessment
(AA)

The Habitats Regulations AA Screening Report
September 2013 sets out why AA is not necessary.

National Policy The Plan complies with national policy except where
indicated and modifications are recommended.

London Plan The Plan is in general conformity with the London
Plan

Sustainable Community
Strategy (SCS)

Satisfactory regard has been paid to the SCS.

2004 Act (as amended)
and 2012 Regulations.

The Plan complies with the Act and the Regulations.

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation
96. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in relation to soundness and for

the reasons set out above which mean that I recommend non-
adoption of it as submitted, in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the
Act.  These deficiencies have been explored in the main issues set out
above.

97. The Council has requested that I recommend main modifications to
make the Plan sound and capable of adoption. I conclude that with
the recommended main modifications set out in the Appendix the
Merton Sites and Policies Local Plan satisfies the requirements of
Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the criteria for soundness in
the National Planning Policy Framework.

R J Yuille
Inspector

This report is accompanied by the Appendix containing the Main Modifications
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Appendix – Main Modifications
The modifications below are expressed either in the conventional form of
strikethrough for deletions and underlining for additions of text, or by specifying
the modification in words in italics.

The page numbers and paragraph numbering below refer to the submission local
plan, and do not take account of the deletion or addition of text.

Page Policy/
Site Proposed Modifications Report

Ref

14

DM R1:
Location and
scale of
development in
Merton’s town
centres and
neighbourhood
parades

a) Supporting proposals:

i: In Wimbledon, Mitcham, Morden and
Colliers Wood (upon designation as a
District Centre) for development that
provides a range of unit sizes, including
small (floorspace generally below
280sqm), large (floorspace generally
between 280sqm and 1,000sqm) and
major town centre type uses (generally
floorspace over 1,000sqm).

ii: In the designated local centres of
Arthur Road, Motspur Park, North
Mitcham, and Raynes Park and
Wimbledon Village for development up
to 1,000 sqm per unit of floorspace for
town centre type uses. The council will
resist major increases (above 1,000
sqm) in town centre type use
floorspace in local centres unless it
contributes to the council’s
regeneration objectives.

iii: that do not amalgamate existing
ground floor shopping frontages in
Wimbledon Village local centre so as to
result in a large unit (with a floorspace
of 280sqm or more).

MM1

14

DM R1:
Location and
scale of
development in
Merton’s town
centres and
neighbourhood
parades

c) Maintaining and enhancing the range of
unit sizes available in Merton’s town
centres, by resisting the amalgamation of
existing units in Wimbledon, and Colliers
Wood and Wimbledon Village unless it
contributes to the council’s regeneration
objectives.

MM2
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Page Policy/
Site Proposed Modifications Report

Ref

16 DM R1:
paragraph 1.11

Wimbledon Village has more of a
niche/specialist role and a unique character. To
retain and reinforce its character and offer, it is
considered that the amalgamation of existing
ground floor units frontages facing Wimbledon
High Street, Church Road and Ridgway that
would result in a large unit (with a gross
floorspace of 280 sqm or more) would be
inappropriate, having regard to the existing
scale and character of the area. Merton’s
Annual Shopping Survey shows that the
average ground floor unit size of existing town
centre types uses in Wimbledon Village is less
than 100sqm gross floorspace, thus the
amalgamation of existing units that would
result in a ground floorspace over 280 sqm
would be quite large for this area. While
amalgamation of unit frontages would be
inappropriate, use of upper floors within the
same frontage or use of the rear of the
premises may be acceptable to deliver town
centre type uses above 280sqm.

MM3

16 DM R1:
paragraph 1.12

Local centres complement Merton’s main town
centres. As detailed in Merton’s Core Planning
Strategy, local centres support development
that provides local services and enhances the
area’s character. Development that provides a
major increase (over 1,000 sqm) of town centre
type uses will not be supported in the local
centres of Arthur Road, Motspur Park, North
Mitcham and Raynes Park, unless it contributes
to the council’s regeneration objectives.

MM4

48

Position
statement –
meeting
government
guidance on
the
accommodation
needs of
gypsies,
travellers and
travelling
showpeople
Paragraph 2.11

The council will continue to review Gypsies and
Traveller accommodation needs in collaboration
with stakeholders including, local Gypsies and
Travellers communities, neighbouring boroughs
and Registered Providers. This review will be on
a five year rolling basis and should a need arise
during the local plan period the council will work
with its partners in addressing these needs.
This review will be on a five year rolling basis
with the next Borough wide assessment taking
place in 2016. Should this reveal a further
requirement for pitches over and above that
already identified the Council will consider
reviewing the Plan to support this provision.
Any proposals for new Gypsy and Traveller sites
will be assessed against the criteria set out in
Policy CS10 (Accommodation for Gypsies and
Travellers) of Merton’s Core Planning Strategy.

MM5
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Page Policy/
Site Proposed Modifications Report

Ref

122

DM F1: Support
for flood risk
management
Policy Aim

To mitigate the impact of flooding in Merton, in
line with the National Policy Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF 2012) and associated
national guidance, the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010, Flood Risk Regulations
2009, The Water Framework Directive, the
council’s duty as Lead Local Flood Risk
Authority and Merton’s Local Flood Risk
Management Strategy.

MM6

124
DM F1 Support
for flood risk
management

Flood Zone 3b
The functional floodplain will be protected by
not allowing any form of development on
undeveloped sites unless it:

 classed as ‘water compatible’
 For development of ‘essential

infrastructure’ which has to be located in
a flood risk area and where no alternative
locations are available, should be
developed safely, without increasing
flood risk elsewhere and where possible
reduce the flood risk overall.

The council will only support redevelopment of
existing developed sites if there is no greater
flood risk than currently exists to the re-
development or wider community.

Developments classed as ‘more vulnerable’
which are considered key to the delivery of the
boroughs wider aims may be acceptable
provided that it can be demonstrate that the
wider economic, environment and outweighs
the designation of Flood Zone 3b and robust
flood risk mitigation measure are installed that
will result in an overall flood risk reduction for
the area and it surrounds, as advised by the
E.A.

In accordance with the NPPF if, following the
application of the Sequential Test, it is not
possible, consistent with the wider sustainability
objectives, for development to be located in
flood zones with lower probability of flooding:

 The developer must demonstrate that the
development provides a wider social,
environment, and economical benefit to
the wider community that outweighs the
flood risk, as informed by the SFRA and,

 Submit a site specific flood risk

MM7
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Page Policy/
Site Proposed Modifications Report

Ref

assessment which must demonstrate that
the development will be safe for the life
time of the build taking into account
vulnerability of it users, without
increasing the risk to the development
and surrounding area; and where
possible will reduce flood risk overall.

Basements, basement extensions and
conversion of basements to a ‘higher
vulnerability’ classification or self-contained
units will not be permitted by the council.

55

DM H3: Support
for affordable
housing
paragraph 2.42

There is a wide variation in market rents in
Merton. Homes with a rent of up to 80% of
market rent could prove unaffordable to
applicants in housing need, particularly those
needing family-sized homes. In dealing with
individual planning applications the council will
have regard to Merton’s Housing Strategy , and
Merton’s  Interim Policy Statement on
Affordable Rent (07 November 2011 ) and the
Council’s draft Tenancy Strategy (November
2012). In accordance with Merton’s Housing
Strategy, the council will only support new
housing schemes in Merton where average rent
levels across all bed sizes do not exceed 65% of
market rent, unless registered providers can
demonstrate exceptional circumstances.
Affordable rent levels for any bed size must not
exceed 80% market rent or 65% for larger
homes with three or more bedrooms. Affordable
rent for all re-let conversions should not exceed
65% of market rent.

MM8

68

DM C2:
Education for
children and
young people
paragraph 3.22

Where it is deemed necessary and acceptable
for a school to have shared use of a nearby
open space, with the school having sole access
to an area during school hours, an appropriately
worded legal agreement should be put in place
to ensure continued access in the event of the
ownership or management of the school or
open space changes from that of the council.

MM9

337

Site 16
Wimbledon
Library /
Marlborough
Hall

Remove this site from the Plan. MM10

349
Site 37
Wimbledon
Greyhound

Allocated use:
Intensification of sporting activity (D2 Use
Class) with supporting enabling development.

MM11
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Page Policy/
Site Proposed Modifications Report

Ref

Stadium Developments that facilitate more sporting
activity may be enabled by more viable uses,
subject to meeting planning policy, evidence
and consultation.
This site must be delivered via a site-specific
planning brief (Supplementary Planning
Document) to ensure the delivery of sporting
intensification and six weeks of community
consultation on proposals.
The Council expects applicants to engage with
the local community before submitting their
applications. Good quality pre-application
discussion enables better coordination between
public and private resources and improved
outcomes for the community.



 

 

 

 

 rpsgroup.com 
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APPENDIX 6: HUME CONSULTING MASTERPLAN 
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