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Consultation and the AFC/Galliard Homes Planning Ap plication 14/P4361 

In this section we comment on the parts of the planning application that concern the 
consultation process conducted by Your Shout on behalf of AFC/Galliard Homes.   

The Exhibitions 

The report states that 18,000 leaflets were distributed in the local area, which 
comprises roughly a circle encompassing the main transport hubs 

The GLA website lists the population of the three main wards involved which are 
Wimbledon Park, Earlsfield and Tooting. The populations are 11,550, 15,700 and 
16,900 respectively making 44,150 in total. The number of households in each ward 
are 4,396, 6,526 and 6,133 respectively giving 17,055 in total. 

The Wimbledon Park Residents Association also leafleted the area to advertise our 
own meetings and also the AFC/Galliard meeting on the 1st July.  We delivered 10,000 
leaflets door to door to the whole of Wimbledon Park Ward and those areas of 
Earlsfield and Tooting Wards nearest to the stadium. The exhibitions in Wimbledon 
Park Ward took place in the new hall which was created by the efforts of WPRA.  

Despite the leafleting done by Your Shout, the preview and the three exhibitions only 
had a total of 659 attendances. 

Tooting Leisure Centre 27/6   12,00 noon to 8.00pm   Attendance    217  
Tooting Leisure Centre 28/6  10,00am to 2.00pm    Attendance   157  
Wimbledon Park Hall  1/7 12.00noon to 4.00pm   Attendance   257 
 
Consultation responses were: 487 
Freepost        480 
Online /website        2276. 
 
Given the large population targeted, the attendance figures are poor and cannot be 
said to be representative of the residents in these three wards. The timing of the 
exhibitions was predominantly during daytime and as a result people who worked 
during the day were unable to attend except for the meeting on the 27/6 in Tooting. 
Your Shout did however hold a meeting for councillors in the evening at Wimbledon 
Park Hall on the 26/6 from 5.30pm to 8.30pm. The attendance was 28.  
 

A lot of people complained that they would have preferred an open forum presentation 
where they could ask questions and benefit from the questions and answers from other 
people. Had this been the case then a number of features of the application which were 
not apparent from the exhibitions would have become clear.   For example, residents 
might have realised the heavy reliance on football supporters parking in local streets -
so causing chaos during match days.  

The above meetings are the only real consultation that the developers have undertaken 
and at no previous, or subsequent time, have they asked the opinion of the Wimbledon 
Park Residents’ Association. Indeed we are not aware of any aspect of the plans being 
changed due to our views.  
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The responses to the questions posed by the Feedbac k form 

provided at the Exhibitions were:  

(Q1)  Would you like to see AFC Wimbledon football club return to Wimbledon?  

(Q2)  Do you support the idea of new housing, inclu ding affordable housing, for 
 Wimbledon?  

(Q3)  In general, do you support the plans for the Wimbledon Stadium site ? 

The first two questions are so unspecific as to be irrelevant to the planning application. 
Who does not want new housing in Wimbledon? There is significant support for AFC to 
be based somewhere in Merton, but this is quite different to putting it all at the Plough 
Lane site. Only the last question has merit.  

We note that the results from websites can be very misleading as they can easily 
contain responses from people outside the area of consultation.  Also it is always 
available to people to answer the questions several times.  

The breakdown of statistics shows that the two postcodes nearest the site, SW17.0 and 
SW19.8, reveal the largest ‘no’ vote to Q 3 above. 

In SW17 0 87 respondents said ‘Yes’ and 40 said ‘no’, with 11 unsure. 

In SW19 8 230 respondents said ‘yes’ and 126 ‘no’ and 17 unsure 

In total therefore 317 (65%) respondents said ‘yes’ and 166 (35%) ‘no’. 

The WPRA efforts to advertise the exhibitions were criticised by Your Shout despite the 
WPRA providing the place for the meeting and advertising it widely. Your Shout booked 
the hall until 5pm but they decided that the meeting on the 1st July should end at 4pm. 
The advertisement of the WPRA did not reflect this change  

It seems that very few people showed up after 4pm and therefore the problem was not 
nearly as significant as their report seems to insinuate. We note that the Your Shout 
staff could have stayed on to answer any questions had they wanted.  

We note that AFC fans are typically loyal and vociferous in their support of the stadium 
development proposals for Plough Lane. We would also draw attention to the fact that 
a high proportion of AFC Wimbledon supporters live outside the borough of Merton. 
Furthermore, comments on the application received by Merton planners came from 
destinations including Hawaii, New York, Australia, Norway, the Czech Republic, 
California and the Republic of Ireland, as well as locations throughout England and 
Wales. It is likely that these supporters live so far away that they do not have a good 
grasp of the implications of such a large scale development of the Plough Lane site. 
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Conclusion  

The consultation carried out was very limited in th e scope and form that it took. 
The responses to the consultation cannot be conside red to be a random survey 
and so have little statistical significance.  

 
WPRA Survey 
 
The Wimbledon Park Residents Association carried out a survey in Wimbledon Park 
Ward asking residents’ opinion on three questions which concerned the development of 
the Greyhound Stadium.   
  
The results are can be summarised as follows   
  
[Q1] 85% had not received any communication from Merton Council asking their 
opinion on the proposed development of the Greyhound Stadium. Only 4% thought 
they had received such a communication and 11% did not know if they had or not.   
  
[Q2] 80% thought that a development comprising a 20,000 seater football stadium, 600  
residential units and some retail space was not very beneficial for local residents while      
8% thought it was beneficial and 12% did not know.   
  
[Q3] 72% opposed the development just mentioned, 11% neither supported or            
opposed, 10% supported it and 7% did not know.   
  
The survey was carried out by knocking on successive doors in the road being 
surveyed and if there was a response, asking the persons who answered if they would 
take part in the survey. As a result a randomly chosen, and so representative, set of 
residents were questioned.   
  
202 households were surveyed and, using a standard statistical formula, we can  
estimate the possible errors in our results compared to those that would follow from     
surveying all the residents in Wimbledon park Ward; for example, on question 2  as 
80% plus or minus 3%, 8%  Plus or minus 2% and 12% plus or minus 2% respectively.   
  
It is clear from these results that the proposed development of a 20,000 seater football  
stadium, 600 residential units and some retail space is substantially opposed by the 
residents of Wimbledon Park Ward.  
 
We note from our survey that:  
 

- the support for the AFC/Galliard Homes Plans is consistent with the very roughly 
1% of the population of Merton which are thought to be AFC supporters.  

 
- the questions do accurately reflect the development as it is now proposed and 

so  the result is still valid. This is the only random and statistically significant 
survey that we are aware of.  

 
The roads included in the survey are as follows; Kingsley, Kohat, Regent, Havelock,  
Cromwell, Avondale, Ashcombe, Haydon Park, Durnsford, Kenilworth, Landgrove, 
Waldemar, Strathearn, Home Park, Kenilworth, Dora and Vineyard Hill.   


