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Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: JOINT STATEMENT 

To The Planning Inspector,

1. London’s commons and parks are incredibly precious assets that deserved to be protected and preserved for the enjoyment of all. They occupy a vital and historic place in our landscape - where they have been at the centre of communities for hundreds of years

2. Our public parks are the envy of the world and amongst the most loved civic assets for residents and the public alike where they play a key role in the mental and physical wellbeing for all.

3. Today, one the greatest threats to these treasured urban areas is the rapid rise in attempts by inner city boroughs to commercialise these spaces with little or no consultation with the public who depend upon them.

4. Plans to fence off land for mini golf, and to introduce locked and floodlit football cages now risk critically fragmenting these public spaces, commercialising them, and isolating communities that cannot afford them and ostracising the general public.

5. Many of the local authorities proposing these plans are attempting to rush them in tandem with commercial partners with little scrutiny, at a time when Covid-19 has made it difficult for the public to protest publicly or attend hearings. These actions not only threaten London’s precious outdoor spaces, but risks creating a domino effect on parkland across the capital.

6. We would ask that you factor in the vital role of the public and the incredibly debilitating effect of these developments on public land and rule in favour of maintaining free and fair access to our parks and common for all.

Kind regards,


Signed, 

Friends of Clapham Common, Chair, Shirley Kermer
Friends of Wandsworth Park, Chair, Pat Gross
Friends of Gunnersbury Park and Museum, Chair, James Wisdom
Save Battersea Park, Fiona Cunningham





Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Dan Boyde Objection 

Introduction 
1. My name is Dan Boyde and I have been resident at 69 Scholars Road since 2004. I object to Wandsworth Council’s application to fence off part of Tooting Common as part of the proposed “Tooting Triangle” development, and ask the Secretary of State to reject the application. 
2. I live at the south end of Scholars Road, very, very close to the Tooting Triangle area. Over the years my family have made use of the children’s playground areas, and have made frequent use of the ‘Redgra’ football pitch area for a range of activities. 
3. I appreciate the opportunity to have my say on this proposal at this Public Inquiry, particularly in light of how poorly the public consultation has been handled by Wandsworth Council throughout the history of this project. Despite our very close proximity to the development, Wandsworth Council have not deemed it appropriate to contact us or any other local residents at any stage in the application. 
4. The objections expressed here are my own – but I would not have submitted this objection if I was not aware that there is very substantial local opposition to the scheme. 
5. This statement is largely a reiteration of my previous objections to the application. However, I have taken the opportunity to carefully review the Statements of Case from the Council submitted recently, to see whether any of the issues have been addressed. This has merely confirmed that elements of the Council’s position are based on severely flawed reasoning and/or a failure to assess the impact of the scheme in a meaningful way. 

Summary of objection 
6. My objections relate to the “interests of the neighbourhood” and are therefore relevant to your consideration. In summary my objections to the proposal relate to: 
1. the loss of a valuable area of the Common that is currently free for all to access, to be fenced off for commercial use; 
2. the adverse impact of parking and traffic that the proposal would generate in the roads near the junction of Cavendish Road and Emmanuel Road; 
3. the noise impact of the massive intensification of use of the area, around the main access area on Cavendish Road as well as around the pitch; 
4. the adverse impact of the massive intensification of use of floodlighting from the current one hour a week to c38 hours a week; 
5. the inadequacy of the Council’s consultation process throughout the history of the project. 
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Fencing off common land for commercial operation 
7. My principal objection is to the permanent enclosure of land that is currently free for anyone to use at any time, converting its use to a commercial operation. I do not agree that this is “in the interests of the neighbourhood” or that “no harm will arise”. While it may only a be a small part of total area of common, it is the only accessible hard surface. Many correspondents have highlighted the varied nature of current use, and the value many residents place on access to the area, particularly during a very wet winter when so much of the grass area has been unusable. 
8. As I pointed out in previous objections, to the planning application and this latest application, the Council appear to have little or no understanding of the current use and to have made decisions based on inadequate information. I attended (virtually) the whole of the Wandsworth Council Planning meeting, and it was a notable feature of the debate that the Councillors, and the officials who wrote the planning report, had no understanding of the extent to which the pitch area is used. Only one member had actually bothered to visit the site, and she observed that she had seen a number of different small group activities in progress. This insight was swiftly glossed over by her colleagues. 
9. The plan involves this area of the Common being fenced off and no longer available for public use – with no alternative facility provided. In their statements, Mr Warren states that the scheme would be “without the loss of any existing facilities”, Mr Cooper-Grundy says there would be “minimal impact on those wishing to use the pitch”, and Mr Lowndes says the scheme would “allow for increased use in inclement weather”. All these statements are nonsense – we all lose the opportunity to use the area, whatever the weather, unless we pay for organised group access. 
10. The application (15) is misleading in claiming that the purpose of the fencing is to protect the area, ensure the right footwear and prevent injury to passers-by. The principal purpose of the fencing is to restrict access to paying customers only, to enable a commercial operation on common land. 
11. While the area was fenced off in the past, the Council papers confirm that the fencing was removed more than 30 years ago. After such a long period, I think it is unreasonable to talk about “reinstating” the fencing, as the area is firmly established as an open area of the Common. 
12. At times, the developers and the Council have portrayed the area as derelict and unused, posting pictures taken when it is empty and misrepresenting current usage. The developer’s website falsely claimed that the space “has been only used by a few people for many years”, and the current boards have large pictures of the area when it has been partially flooded. At other times, they claim that the area is heavily used and that there would therefore be no noise, parking or traffic impacts. Neither case is true – there is significant casual use, but not on anything like the scale of the proposal which would have large numbers of people on site 12 hours day all year round. 
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13. The pitch area is widely used on a casual – and FREE - basis by many people for many activities. There are often multiple games in progress with small groups, as well as occasional larger games. It is used for all manner of ball games, fitness workouts, and for toddlers learning to ride their bikes in a safe space. While the surface is not the best, it is a valuable all weather option that is open to all – the proposal to fence it off and remove free access for all is a significant loss of the overall amenity of the Common. I know that other respondents have supplied photos and video to demonstrate the real usage of the area, and encourage you to take note of these. 

Parking and Traffic Impact 
14. I am very concerned about the impact of parking and traffic in the area around the junction of Emmanuel Road and Cavendish Road, the principal access point to the site. We live at the Emmanuel Road end of Scholars Road and would be among the first to be affected by additional parking. There is no spare parking capacity in the area. 
15. The developers and the Council have failed to undertake any meaningful analysis of the likely usage, where people would come from and what mode of transport they would use, and what the resulting traffic and parking impacts would be, relying instead on irrelevant statistics and casual assertions. They refer to the “Green Transport Plan”, which consists of little more than asking people not to drive. A review of the post-codes on the many football club members who were encouraged to support the planning application suggests that this is highly unlikely, and that people would come from a broad area of South London. The developers have already been promoting evening football competitions. I would also suggest, based on my own experience of the sporting clubs and events my children have been involved over the last decade, that many of the people who are within a 15-minute walk would be driven to the site. I would expect that many users would be children, whose parents would, understandably, choose to drop them off by car, particularly on dark nights. 
16. Mr Cooper-Grundy cites statistics about the access modes of existing visitors to the Common. This is irrelevant to the assessing the impact of the scheme which will bring a different group of people to a specific area of the Common for a specific purpose. Mr Lowndes claims that “the sports facilities already exist and in this context methods of travel are unlikely to change”. But the proposal is for a fundamental change in sporting facilities from a free casual use area to a round-the-clock commercial operation with dozens of people on site the whole time. 
17. Mr Cooper-Grundy’s statement asserts that there have been no objections from traffic authorities. Wandsworth Council are hardly likely to challenge their own scheme, and Lambeth did in fact lodge concerns at the time of the Planning Application. I appreciate that it is unlikely to be a very high priority for them at this time, but is a serious concern for those of us who will be directly affected. 
18. Mr Lowndes states that “I understand that there is no parking stress” outside the controlled parking periods. It is not clear what this assertion is based on, but residents of Scholars Road would certainly not agree. It is frequently difficult to find a parking space. Occasional events at the Boxing Club or on the Common have generated significant parking difficulties, and this would become the norm if the project proceeded. 
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Noise impact 
19. The Council acknowledge that there will be noise associated both with people involved in sporting activities on the site, and with the flows of people coming and going from the site, but reach the quite extraordinary conclusion that “the Council believes such noise will not be significantly different to, nor worse than, current levels of noise”. 
20. They attempt to justify this by stating that the current Redgra surfaced area is “extremely popular and well used by many people for a variety of sport and recreation activities”. As noted earlier, this is in contrast to their previous claims that the area is hardly used at all. 
21. The proposed scheme will involve round the clock, year-round use with dozens of people on the site at any time. Three 5-a-side pitches and one 7-a-side pitch implies a minimum of 44 people in sporting action at any time, though there will often be a lot more with squads, referees, coaches, parents, and hangers-on. Overlaps at the beginning and end of each session mean there will probably be 100 people on site at any time. 
22. Current usage of the redgra pitch is entirely casual, generally in small groups playing independently, and is negligible after dark. This generates very little noise. Objectors have rightly pointed out that the area is used and useful to many people for a range of activities, but this use is on a totally different scale to that of the proposed scheme. It is simply not credible to claim that the noise level will not be materially different. One must question the judgement of people who can make this claim. 
23. The children’s playground is well-used, though again the numbers and noise level are far below those of the proposed facility and, obviously, children’s playgrounds are not widely used after dark and after dinner-time. The more relevant issue relating to the playground is the impact of the noise, and the inevitable bad language that goes with competitive sport, on the young children using the playground. 
24. Mr Cooper-Grundy’s statement rightly noted that many objectors regard the areas as a “quiet and peaceful haven”, but goes on to state that the “Council notes that the proposed facilities do not change this element in any way”. Yes, they would! I think most people would agree that switching on floodlights and having dozens of people playing sport would be a bit of a change from an area that is largely quiet after dark. 

Impact of Floodlighting 
25. There would be a major impact from the vast intensification of use of floodlights . The Council have previously claimed that “the proposed changes to lamps and in particular the use of LED lights to replace the existing floodlights will bring about a reduction in light levels and light spill in this part of the Triangle field”, and they now note that there are no controls on when the existing lights can be used, claiming these as benefits of the plan. 
26. While the proposed lights might be better on a like-for-like basis, this misses the fundamental point that the existing lights are hardly used. Current usage is stated to be an hour per week – which would increase to several hours a day, seven days a week, for 9 months of the year. The net increase in lighting impact would be enormous, fundamentally changing this area of the Common. 
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27. The justification for supporting this scheme with this level of increase, despite their sustained opposition to allowing floodlighting of the sports pitches at Streatham and Clapham High School, where there is a far more compelling case for making better use of established sport facilities, is wholly unconvincing. 

Inadequate Consultation 
28. Throughout the history of this scheme, the Council’s efforts to engage with the public and make them aware of the scheme have been poor, leaving many with the suspicion that this has been deliberate because opposition was anticipated. This was manifested when the Planning Application was submitted, with many local people only being made aware of the plans at a very late stage because they were alerted by objectors via posters and social media. A very large number of objections were submitted “late” along with a petition with thousands of signatures. 
29. In response the Council have claimed that “all of the objections, together with the on-line petition were considered by officers and reported, as “Late Items of Correspondence”, to the Council’s Planning Committee on 19th May 2020 and that the “Late Items of Correspondence” document was included with the Council’s application to the Planning Inspectorate.” 
30. The key word here is “considered”. I observed the planning committee meeting and while I would agree that the scope of the opposition was fleetingly acknowledged, it was certainly not “considered” in any meaningful sense. A number of my comments related to aspects of the officials’ report that were inaccurate or misleading. That report was not updated in any way to reflect the “late” flood of comments and the discussion did not address many of the specific points raised. It was clear that the minds of the Chair and most colleagues were already made up, and that there was no interest in considering any further arguments. 
31. In response to the widespread criticism of the lack of transparency in the consultation process the Council’s only response has been to say that they have done the statutory minimum and “placed public notices in editions of the South London Press”. With all due respect to those who produce this paper, I do not think it has a very large readership and doubt that public notices in its pages reach much of an audience. There has been no visible attempt to improve on communication since then. Given how close we live to the site, I am surprised that at no point have the Council written to us. 
32. In the 21st Century, with so many communication channels open to them, it is simply unbelievable that the Council believe that it is sufficient to rely on notices in the South London Press. I would encourage the Council to stop being so defensive in response to public criticism, and devote some time to considering how they might improve on the process of consulting meaningfully with the people they serve. 
33. For the current application, the application form clearly states that “you must advertise your proposal in one main local newspaper and at the main points of entry to the common”. One of the main entry points, and by far the closest to the Triangle area, is the junction of Cavendish Road and Emmanuel Road, where there are ample opportunities for notices to be displayed both at the corner and under the railway bridge, where other Council notices have been displayed in the recent past. There is also a Council / Enable notice board right next to the pitch area, which is the single most obvious place to display a notice. No notice was displayed at either of these locations at any stage. 
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34. When a proper notice was finally installed, it was placed inside the children’s playground, facing into the playground, rendering it invisible to everyone passing by on the footpath. Again, it is hard to resist the feeling that this was deliberate. A more visible board about the scheme was eventually installed, but only some considerable time after the consultation period started. 
35. I am therefore relieved to have the opportunity of this Public Inquiry to consider the many objections to the proposal from local residents. 

Dan Boyde 
69 Scholars Road 
SW12 0PF 
29 April 2022

Witness Statement


STATEMENT OF CASE IN RESPECT OF PROPOSED WORKS ON TOOTING BEC COMMON COM/3263104

SUBMITTED BY OBJECTORS, RADOMIR AND MELANIE HEIDLER, OF 360 CAVENDISH ROAD, LONDON SW12 0PP

1.	Whilst we object to this Application for a number of reasons, our main area of concern is that there is absolutely no provision for parking or multiple vehicle access.  The dismissive attitude displayed by certain Councillors at the online Planning Meeting held in May 2020 towards this extremely significant issue was reflected in Wandsworth Council’s response of 19 March 2021, from Joanna Shearer, Leisure Culture and Contract Manager.  In a 16-page letter, local residents’ concern over the impact of increased traffic was afforded a mere 21 lines (point 8).

2.	This end of Cavendish Road has only three parking spaces.  After many problems in the past with vehicles parked all the way up the road, causing the residents huge difficulty in accessing their private, off-street parking area, the council agreed to paint double yellow lines on part of the road when the Cycle Quietway 5 route was implemented.  This alleviated the residents’ access problems and created a safe turning space for vehicles using the metered parking spaces, for rubbish collection lorries and emergency vehicles.  It should be pointed out, also, that there is no pavement where the turning space has been created.

3.	As well as the large number of cyclists using the Quietway route, this area is also frequented by dog walkers, families with young children visiting the Stay and Play club and the Tooting Triangle Playground, and all the many runners and walkers making use of Tooting Bec Common.

4.	The Applicant’s Design and Access Statement point 4.11 states: “…the proposal will result in the employment of 10 full time and 12 part time staff plus 8 sports coaches.”  Therefore, you already have 30 staff members needing access to the site, let alone the numbers expected to make use of three football pitches, the boxing club, the new café and the soft play area.  Also, one assumes that delivery vehicles will need access to bring supplies for the café.  The D&A statement 2.9 admits that: “There is limited on street parking in the immediate vicinity of the application site [our italics].”  Their Green Transport Plan, positing the argument that “the majority of the users are located within 15 minutes walking distance” and that they and all staff will access the site either by public transport or on foot, is totally ridiculous and impossible to guarantee.  Even the suggestion that users of the site should make use of “taxi companies and app hailing companies” will generate extra traffic.

5.	Currently, the footballers who regularly meet on Thursday evenings, and on occasions when the Boxing Club holds “events”, the road is full of vehicles, parked on the double yellow lines, within the turning space and even on both sides of the road and up onto the pavement.  Parking regulations are breached on a regular basis – especially at weekends, when parents bring their children to football training - and traffic wardens never seem to operate in this area.  Even if vehicles are not parked for any length of time on the road, they will be used for drop-offs and pick-ups, and will be waiting with engines running – again, this is something with which we already have a problem in this area and which is never monitored by wardens.

6.	The Applicant acknowledges, in Volume 2 - Draft Contract - Draft 5 - 21.01.15 point 19.9: “The Concessionaire shall be aware that there are no dedicated parking spaces [our italics] attached to this Concession.  The Concessionaire and his staff must make their own arrangements for parking vehicles used in association with the Concession [idem].  The Concessionaire must make arrangements with the Authorised Officer for vehicle access to the facilities for deliveries, maintenance and the removal of waste etc.  The Concessionaire shall note that vehicle access to the facilities is limited and restricted [idem].”

7.	We note that the WBC Proof of Evidence prepared by Simon Cooper-Grundy, dated 11.04.22, lists this major concern under point 11 Other Issues - 11.1 Impact of additional traffic - congestion and parking.  The last sentence of 11.1.3 states: “The Council, too, recognises the concerns expressed and confirms that it will work with TFC, local residents and others to minimise any impact.”  Will the Council ensure that traffic wardens operate on Cavendish Road seven days a week, between the hours of 07:30 and 21:30, including Bank Holidays?

8.	Even before the facility opens, the construction work involved in refurbishing the existing structures, building new extensions and installing new football pitches, fencing and lighting will generate a huge amount of traffic, noise and pollution, especially for local residents and for users of the playground.

9.	Our other area of concern is that of the potential for antisocial behaviour and unacceptable noise levels.  The Applicant’s Design and Access Statement 3.3 proposes that the facilities will be open “seven days per week and will be open from 07:30 to 21:30 weekdays (floodlights off at 21:00), 07:30 to 20:30 weekends (floodlights off at 20:00) and 09:30 to 20:30 on Bank Holidays (floodlights off at 20:00), which will help to avoid the anti-social behaviour that currently takes place [our italics].”  To have numbers of people accessing the site – inevitably by car or taxi – every weekday, all weekend and on Bank Holidays will be extremely disturbing, especially given the proposed early opening time of 07:30.  The introduction of “junior and adult leagues football and tournament events”, which is promised, will exacerbate the problems further.

10.	Incidentally, Volume 3 - Specification - Draft 6 - 18.02.15 point 13. Hours of Operation 13.1 gives the Opening Times as being “No earlier than 08:00 hours”, Monday to Friday and “No earlier than 09:00 hours”, Saturdays and Sundays.

11.	It is extremely interesting to note the acknowledgement of current anti-social behaviour that local residents have been experiencing for such a long time.  However, even though the facilities may close at a set time, there would be no way of monitoring the facility users’ actual time of departure from the area.  The footballers who use the pitch on Thursdays loiter late into the night/early hour of the morning, talking loudly and littering the road with food and drink containers.  On these occasions, we are unable even to open our window, owing to the noise.

12.	Simon Cooper-Grundy states in his Proof of Evidence point 11.3 Potentially detrimental effects of noise - 11.3.6: “The Council and TFC further believe that the active monitoring of the behaviour of customers while playing and congregating before and after play will ensure that noise levels are kept to acceptable levels at all times.”  How will this be achieved?  Will Concession staff be on duty under the bridge and on Cavendish Road from early in the morning until after the facility has closed at night?

13.	We were also extremely concerned to read in the Heads of Terms Draft 1.7(a) Redacted, received by email on 28 July 2021 from the Planning Inspectorate:
“Alienation  (c) The Tenant is permitted to hiring out the premises on an ad hoc basis in order to generate income to be applied to promote the provision of the indoor and outdoor sports and recreational facilities or similar (as agreed prior by the Council) and also other community uses [our italics] (as agreed prior by the Council). The Council will have the right to terminate any hiring agreements if complaints are received by the local community.”  What exactly would these “other community uses” be?  For years, we and our neighbours were subjected to terrible disturbance from parties and other events being held at the Boxing Club, at all hours of the day and night.  If the Application for this proposed development is approved, despite all the Objections being put forward, we would request that this Clause in the Heads of Terms is rescinded and that the Tenant is not permitted to hire out the premises to third parties.

14.	In conclusion, we would like to emphasise the impact that this Proposal will have on local residents living in the immediate area, especially in terms of the inevitable increase in human and vehicular traffic, air pollution and noise, which is totally unacceptable.  We ask that the Application is not approved.


30 April 2022
Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: David Chapman, London Casuals, FC

Good day,

1. My name is David Chapman. I am an organiser of a local grassroots recreational men's football team called London Casuals F.C. based in Tooting and who use the Tooting Common MUGA sand pitch every winter. We have hired this pitch from Wandsworth Council for many years (> 5 years) and who are very concerned about the proposed plans to commercialise it.

2. As a grassroots recreational team, we have benefited from the affordable rates that the council has been able to offer over the years and would definitely not be able to afford any increase in rates that may come with commercialisation. Our football program provides a safe, multicultural space that has allowed 100s of men from diverse B.A.M.E. low income backgrounds to come together to not only play football but also to have community and family outreach initiatives as well as social benefit services for our members and their families in need.

3. We would like to add our voice to the movement to stop the commercialisation of Tooting Common. 

           Many thanks,

           David Chapman
           Member, London Casuals F.C.

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Leonie Noble 
Subject: Tooting Triangle Pitch Application - Letters of Support
1. I wished to check again the letters of support for the development from Planning Application 2019/4206 in the light of the assertion by the developer that 95% of their customers live within a fifteen minute walk of the pitch.
2. The documents containing the comments were no longer viewable on the planning website at that time, so I requested an FOI search in July 2020 to have these sent to me. In August it was refused on the grounds that the files were too numerous to locate and extract the information and would exceed the FOI appropriate limit in time and costs. However, after communications with the Accountability Manager I was able to make an appointment to finally view the files in person at the Town Hall on 24/11/20.
3. On arrival there I was told that I was not allowed to take photos or make notes, even though all the information had been in the public domain while the planning application was active. This seemed very odd given they seem to have been prepared to send me the information had it not been such a large job.
4. The files were brought up on a screen for me where I found that the comments lists had been rearranged in a totally different format to the planning application. There they had been quite clear under the headings of Support, Objection and Comment, here they were listed in long closely typed columns which given the numbers involved took a lot of reading to check through.
5. Unable to take notes or photograph the screen I had to memorise as much as possible and jot down the areas and postcodes of supporters’ letters that I could remember as soon as I left the building.
6. Those noted were: Norbury, Wimbledon, Chiswick, Islington, Hove, Carshalton, Colliers Wood, Beckenham, Croydon, Brixton, SW16, SW17, SW18, SW11, SW19, SE22, W2. The postcode of the site is SW12 0PP -there were very few letters of support from SW12( the postcode of the site)

7. Conclusion: The support for this development is coming from parties all over South London, also from North London and Sussex. It appears to encompass a much bigger community than the local residents, in which case very few users will be making a fifteen minute walk there but coming by other transport options, a great deal of which will inevitably be private cars, cabs or minibuses.
           Signed, 
           Leonie Noble
Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Caroline Hartnell 

Witness Statement

1. As a local resident I very strongly object to the proposed enclosure of a 38,500 square foot area of Tooting Common in order to build a pay-to-play floodlit football facility behind an 80 yard long, 15 foot high mesh fence. 
2. I live less than 5 minutes walk from the common and I value it hugely. When I was a mother of small children, it was a wonderful place to take them – first in prams and buggies, then walking to the playgrounds, the pond, the café, and just for space for them to run about. As they’ve grown up, I’ve walked on the common regularly as well as exercising there – and I regularly bring my grandchildren there. 
3. The Tooting Triangle area is particularly peaceful, one of the few large areas of common in London not bounded by roads, so it’s much used for picnics and other informal gatherings. Enclosing a substantial area with an unsightly fence would deprive local people of much-needed open space and prove an ugly blot on this quiet area.
4. This year the pandemic has highlighted even more how important green open spaces are to people living in urban areas. The common is packed with people every day – families with children, people playing games, running, walking, sitting in groups, having picnics, etc (depending on Covid regulations at the time). 
5. As someone who walks on the common most days, I can testify that the sports pitch is almost never empty unless it’s raining. The pitch is used regularly by families with small children, children learning to ride bikes, children and teenagers playing football and other games, people exercising. This is particularly true in the winter months, probably from October through to March or April, because that part of the common is usually waterlogged in the winter and this is often the only dry area.
6. On their website the developers describe the Tooting Triangle sports pitch as ‘a perfect example of a run-down, underutilised and neglected facility which is in need of much care, attention and investment’. Yes, the sports pitch is run down and neglected, and it could do with some renovation – but not at the expense of enclosing precious common land and denying local people access to it.
7. The common is a public resource. The granting of a 25-year lease to a private company would sign away the rights of access for future generations. This must not happen. 

            Caroline Hartnell
            76 Sistova Road
            Balham
            London SW12 9QS


Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104
Statement of Case: Louise Albrecht - Objection
1. I have lived on the Hyde Farm since 1987, and on Pentney Road for the last 30 years. My children and I have used and loved the common, and particularly Triangle Field (including the greatly missed One o’clock Club) for all of this time. I strongly object to this planned development.
2. The Council have been trying to commercially lease out the Triangle for many years. This development involves fencing in common land and unfairly restricting the space available to the public for recreation, unless they are prepared to pay for what is at the moment entirely free. The Council and the developers refuse to acknowledge the negative impact this development will have on all common users, and everyone who uses this hard ground. This is a loss of amenity, it will absolutely ‘unfairly restrict the space available to the public for recreation in the open air or in any open space’. The Council cannot justify this. The importance of accessibility to the Triangle Field has been highlighted throughout the pandemic, particularly as people have appreciated the open spaces and peace and quiet of the common, and this will continue long into the future.
3. The redgra pitch has been unfenced for decades, and even when it was briefly fenced-in I have seen no evidence that the gates were ever locked. It was an extension of the old playground, used for all sorts of activities, just as it is today. In the winter it’s the only area of dry land, the rest of the common becomes a muddy bog for a lot of the time. If TFC fenced in the only dry area where would everyone go unless they were prepared to pay for access? And an expensive enclosed artificial grass pitch is no place to learn to ride a bike. Hundreds of children have learnt to do this on the redgra over the years.
4. The existing floodlights are only on for a maximum of a couple of hours a week, through the winter months. The council approved new floodlighting to be on every evening from September – May, so up to around 40 hours a week! Nowhere has the Council or the developer acknowledged that there will be this huge increase of light pollution.
5. Triangle Field is a unique area of South London. It is not bordered by roads, so it is very quiet, and after dusk it is very dark. People use this part of the common for quiet enjoyment. If the development goes ahead this daytime tranquillity and evening darkness will be lost forever. Floodlights and the noise of hundreds of footballers all evenings and weekends would ruin it for future generations.
6. Wandsworth Council are guardians of Tooting Common, but they are not acting in the public’s best interests. This development will harm the ecology and wildlife, result in noise pollution, light pollution, traffic pollution, and over-intensification of use. All of this, and enclosure of a piece of the common that is currently free and open for anyone to access will detrimentally affect our neighbourhood and should not be allowed.
7. The tender process for developing Triangle was started around 2013, with the tender being granted to TFC in 2016, and there has been negligible consultation since then. Attitudes to open space have changed a lot since 2013, it’s a great shame that common users were not shown consideration and listened to during the recent planning process. The 1000 plus objections were mainly dismissed by the Chair of the PAC (who chose not to declare his conflict of interest as a director of Enable), and those objections are no longer visible on the Council website. The online petition of over 7000 objections was dismissed because it wasn’t properly submitted. The council has shown that it has no consideration for the local people who will suffer from this development. There was no consultation with TFC and local people.
8. Traffic impact has been dismissed by both the Council and TFC, but local residents know that if the development goes ahead it will cause huge problems for local residents. CPZ designations in the surrounding Lambeth streets are inadequate to cope with hundreds of extra cars every day up to at least 10pm at night. Why should the local CPZ be changed so Wandsworth can wash their hands of the Triangle, and a private company can move in for huge profits? The Green Plan is wholly inadequate, it offers no solution to the huge increase in car use that will arise from the development, apart from a rack for 12 bikes, when over 500 new visitors a day are expected.
9. Wandsworth Council have finally agreed to re-surface the athletics track at Tooting Bec, and are spending over £300k re-furbishing the common playground on the other side of Bedford Hill. The Council should re-surface the redgra pitch that they have chosen to neglect for so many years, and put in public toilets at Triangle, rather than allowing a disruptive and divisive development to close off free and open public access to common land, setting a dangerous precedent that they will continue to take advantage of for commercial gain. This is a common, not a park, and should not be enclosed.
Louise Albrecht
11 Pentney Road
SW12 0NZ

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Nathaniel Walters (& Mickey Koh.)

Witness Statement

As one of the closest residents to the proposed development, I have the following concerns:
1. Our neighbourhood is already at parking capacity.  There is no space for additional traffic and no allowance made for it in the proposal.
2. The triangle is a wonderful, wild open space. Personally, it has been a massive positive influence on my mental health for over 20 years.  It's the least-developed place I can retreat to on foot.  Adding 4m fences and floodlights would completely destroy this cherished place for me, and I suspect for many others.  The enclosure and development of this open land would negatively impact my quality of life to a very high degree.
3. I am close enough to suffer both light and sound pollution if large matches with spectators occur.  There are already precious few hours of quiet here, diminishing them further would greatly exacerbate an already difficult situation.
4. By 'all-weather surface' I assume a plastic grass substitute.  We are in a climate emergency and as Londoners ingest more particulate plastic than any other population yet measured, more than the equivalent of a credit card, every week.  In the last two years research has shown that plastic in the environment is not only causing a crisis in our oceans and arable land, two independent studies last year reached the conclusion that human fertility will drop to negligible levels within 30 years at our current rate of consumption. The connection between plastic consumption and certain cancers is only beginning to be understood. In light of this, covering a healthy earth pitch with a toxic, ugly product which will eventually need replacement and disposal strikes me as insane.
5. Considering that we are facing possible extinction as a species in the near future due to climate change, I am also concerned that the plans are as responsible to life and the environment as possible. Roofs should be green if they are flat, construction must be passive and use cradle-to-cradle materials.  Not only are sustainable solutions the only ones we can reasonably consider at this point but they also tend to be the most cost effective and have the greatest longevity.  There is no evidence that these plans have adequately considered these concerns.
6. The most recent version of the plans that I saw provided substantial space for all-male facilities but next to none for women.  Assuming those plans are still current, is this sort of discrimination even legal?
7. Common land is a valued and hard won part of our heritage.  It makes our cities uniquely livable.  Commercialising these spaces prioritises short term profits for a very few, who often don't even live in the area, over the quality of life of many.  I believe commercialisation of cherished public spaces is a crime against the community and our cultural legacy, especially when planned as poorly as in this proposal.

-Nathaniel Walters (& Mickey Koh)
SW12 0PE

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Dr Mike Squires 

Witness Statement

Objection to proposed development of Tooting Triangle

1. The proposal to site five and seven aside football pitches on the area known as the Tooting Triangle is ill conceived.
2. Given the flood risk to the area it is the worst possible site for any type of football pitches on Tooting Commons.
3. The danger of flooding to the operation of the proposal is acknowledged in Wandsworth Council’s submission  
  “the proposed all weather sports pitches and stay and play facilities will not be   able to operate during wet weather if the current drainage is not considerably improved” (See ‘Flood Risk Assessment 4.4’, document attached)
 
4. In the numerous support documents submitted by Wandsworth Borough Council to the inquiry the recent report of flood risk to the Tooting Triangle, published in 2021 by Enable does not feature.

5. The Enable report suggests that given climate change flooding of the Tooting Triangle area will increase. 
6. The measures in the recent report are comprehensive. They will involve far reaching changes to the area.These changes will include
i. An increase in appropriate tree plantation
ii. The turning of part of the Triangle into wetlands
iii. Creating ponds in the area to offset the flooding

7. These and other  measures are far more comprehensive (See the flooding objection document for full proposals), costly and multi agency than the minimal proposals  made in the ‘Flood Risk Assessment’ document submitted by the contractor.

8. Any development of the Tooting Triangle that does not take these recent findings into account is bound to fail.

9. On the basis of the flood risk alone I strongly object to this proposal.
Developing football pitches on part of the Tooting Triangle will go completely against the advice issued by Enable, Wandsworth Council’s contracting agent.

Dr Mike Squires
30 April, 2022 

OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON THE TOOTING COMMON TRIANGLE

For the Public Inquiry on 7th June 2022(Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common Com/3263104)

1.1 Wandsworth Borough Council has failed to consult the many communities who use and live around this area of the common. This is despite the legal imperative that they do so - and is in breach of the council’s own Community Involvement principles. The most obvious reason for this failure to engage is that those people who live around Tooting Triangle live outside of their borough. 

1.2 We can consider several reasons why this demarcation could be important. 

· Wandsworth has traditionally been a Conservative borough, local authority and Lambeth is a Labour one,.

· The residents have different economic backgrounds, with a considerable wealth differential between the average Lambeth resident and the average Wandsworth resident. 

· Lambeth is more ethnically diverse with the highest black population in the UK, while Wandsworth has one of the highest white populations. 

1.3 With pitch rental rates of an approximate £75 an hour per team for 5v5 matches these differences are important. They will self-evidently provide greater opportunity for those individuals and organisations who have more disposable income and mitigate against those with less.

The plans will also exclude many other types of communities, from the elderly to dog walkers, exercise groups and individuals whose leisure and recreation pursuits do not include football - including residents seeking refuge from the many areas of the common where football is already a priority.

2. Wandsworth Borough Council has relentlessly pursued a policy of railroading through this development irrespective of local opinion. This is despite a similar proposal on Tooting Triangle having been rejected after causing a public outcry. (This bid goes undocumented in the WBC evidence.)

2.1 This is supported by a significant body of evidence that shows enclosing areas of parks and commons for commercial pay-per-play facilities to be deeply unpopular with local communities.

2.2 A similar bid recently failed on Clapham Common, where a storm of outrage greeted Lambeth Borough Council’s plans to install and enclose pitch and putt mini golf - leading to the plans being rejected.

2.3. Near identical plans by WBC and its development partner TFC were soundly rejected by the local community in Putney and Roehampton 2019, where they were overturned in favour of a community-led development. 

2.4 With this context established, we can precisely frame the reasons why WBC has failed in its legal duty to consult in the adjacent borough and with local communities on this development: they knew they were providing a solution that would not be publicly acceptable.

2.5 On Tooting Common, where many thousands more objected than in both Roehampton or Clapham, widespread public protests would certainly have been certain before the planning application had it not been rushed through during Covid-19 with a committee hearing ignoring widespread local concern and , held with limited notice, on Zoom.

2.6 In building a 15 foot high fenced enclosure on Tooting Triangle, introducing 
dedicated floodlighting and charging teams an average for the  use 5x5 pitches, the public and communities of all kinds will be excluded from this area - and that the wider enjoyment of this part of the common will be extraordinarily diminished. 

3.1Football has an important place in our community. In March 2021, I successfully campaigned for Wandsworth Council to replace football posts on Tooting Common that had been taken down early, to enable competitive football to return for thousands of young people after the lockdown. 

3.2 There are a number of full-size grass football pitches on Tooting Common that are well used and form the primary use of the common to the west of Dr Johnson Avenue. However, Tooting Triangle has always been a more secluded and informal setting that is suited to free play and recreation and is not dominated by sport.

3.3 The hire of the grass pitches on Tooting Common and Wandsworth Common, however provides an interesting example. These are open areas, which host competitive play on a Saturday and Sunday at a cost of £90 for two hours and are used by residents and communities for the rest of the week. In summer, the again become open fields, which also host organised sport like ultimate frisbee and touch rugby.

3.4 It’s clear the future of this area must involve proper community consultation and there is significant interest in a community trust overseeing the development – just as there was in Roehampton.

3.5 For the pitch, an obvious option is to base the area on the model used elsewhere on the common where the pitch is not enclosed, but made available for hire for local groups. This would fund resurfacing work and make certain the open space remains flexible enough for the variety of uses, including exercise classes, bike riding, as a children’s space frisbee, football and tag rugby, and ensure the area remains free and accessible to all at other times. 

4.1 It is unsustainable for the council to neglect to make improvements to a public space in order to then move impose a controversial and high-handed solution of its own solution by transferring public land into private hands.  

4.2 Its approach not only alienates the communities and residents whose mental and physical health and wellbeing is dependent on benefits the common. It denies them their legal right and their acknowledged role in the decision making process.

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Robina Graham



Development of Tooting Common by Wandsworth Council to include four floodlit astro turf football pitches for commercial use.  Application Number 2019/4206.  Committee meeting 19 May 2020.  Approved with conditions 21/05/2020

1. Although Tooting Common is owned jointly by Lambeth and Wandsworth Councils, the Common is mainly used by residents of Balham, Tooting and Streatham - which all border the Common.
2. There are so many reasons from a practical point of view that the above development should not go ahead which I know you are aware of.  So I shall concentrate on the joy of the Common for us all.
3. It is the hub of our community and used by all - families, single people, the fit, the not so fit, from the very young to very old:  from mothers with new babies, children, teenagers.... the Common fills so many different needs to all of us local residents.   It provides peace for those wanting to be alone and also companionship to others.   It is for meeting friends and making new friends. For the playing of games (by the very young particularly) socialising, exercising, celebrating etc. – all together.  It also offers calm and comfort to those who just wish to be alone.
4. The Common is an absolute necessity for the very many who do not have gardens, particularly the families who live in the high rise buildings nearby. 
5. We all love – and are rightly proud of our Common – we never take it for granted, we take pride in it and we look after it so that all can enjoy it e.g. pick up  litter, report fallen trees etc. The use of the Common enfolds us with an easy feeling of belonging and stability.   
6. The Common will be even more necessary to the ever increasing number of local residents working from home.  Every inch of it will become more necessary for our well being – it is imperative that all of it should remain a sanctuary for one and all.
 
Robina Graham
25a Glenfield Road, SW12 0HQ
 
 Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Bridget Graaff 

Witness Statement


I really value the gravel football pitch on Tooting common and make use of it very regularly and in lockdown - it was every day. My daughter learned to ride her bike there, we kick around our ball and play games that we can’t do on the grass - which is often soggy.  I would be very sad to lose this space. We meet our friends with kids there who race around on their bikes and play all sorts of games. 

Apart from this, there are plenty of environmental issues concerning me. These have been mentioned a lot but it does make me sad to think of the bats and bees living there and nearby who will be impacted.

Kind regards,

Bridget Graaff
Laitwood Road
SW!2 9QH

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Francis Heath 


1. I just want to express my support for the campaign to keep Tooting Common in the hands (and under the feet) of common people, rather than partitioning areas for private hire! 

Francis Heath
4 Rastell Avenue, 
SW2 4XP



OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON THE TOOTING COMMON TRIANGLE
For the Public Inquiry on 7th June 2022
(Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common Com/3263104)

Witness Statement

1. I object to the above development for many reasons but above all because I do not believe that any Common Land, however small, should be enclosed and privatised within its boundaries. 

2. The overall strategy for Tooting Common, as outlined in the Tooting Common Management and Maintenance Plan (2015) is to:
3. “Retain, enhance and de-urbanise the Common to conserve the essential character of the Common. Restore the historic and natural heritage of the Common whilst integrating recreation and landscape conservation. Restore biodiversity and habitats, heritage features, improving access and the visitor experience. Increase the levels of awareness, learning and engagement reconnecting people with the heritage of the Common so they understand its special qualities and character as a Common as opposed to a park.”

Common Land

4. The antonym of Common Land is Enclosure. The history of Metropolitan Commons is rich with protests against enclosing land and Tooting Common is no exception, culminating with fences torn down in 1868 and enclosures made illegal in 1870. The Common was purchased for the public five years later. This, of course, has not historically prevented modern forms of enclosure, as evidenced by the building of the Tooting Bec Lido and the fencing of the running track by Graveney Woods. Nor did it prevent considerable opposition such as this from Mr GF Clucas in March 1936: “Assuming the London City Council has a legal right to enclose a common or a part of a common, there remains the indubitable fact that the Council holds the ground in trust by virtue of its position, and that the moral duties regarding any trust are stronger than the legal. The moral duty in this case was to protect the common land of the common people and keep it open as it was when it came into their hands.”

5. More recently, the tennis courts have been handed over to the management of All Star Tennis and are now locked all year round and only accessible to members. (I have a personal interest in this – I taught my son how to play tennis there from when he was about 7 years old and we had free access for the first few years until membership was introduced. Happily, the courts remained unlocked and accessible off-season and were much used by us and others – until they were effectively privatised when All Star Tennis won the tender.) The Triangle proposal above is a continuation of Common Land being made inaccessible and, in my opinion, must be stopped. Otherwise, the tennis courts and this development may well be used as precedents for further encroachment. The Council cites cuts to local government budgets and seek to counter such cuts by renting Common Land to businesses for sport, festivals and corporate events, with temporary and permanent no-go areas. This is wholly against the principle of Common Land and access to all parts of it. 

6. In DEFRA’s Common Land Consents Policy, there is an emphasis on the importance recreationally and culturally of protecting Common Land. It states that there should be enjoyment of the landscape by visitors and tourists, that the public have a right to walk on the Commons and that open spaces for communities should be provided. It also “celebrates the value of open, unenclosed common land and greens as a communal resource, providing a sense of belonging.” This development is a reversal of this policy. Indeed, in section 3 it states that the 2006 Commons Act enables governing parties to “ensure that the special qualities of common land, including its open and unenclosed nature, are properly protected.” In section 5 it states that the Secretary of State’s policy is “not to allow our stock of common land and greens to diminish”.

7. In the two rebuttal letters to the Planning Inspectorate from Jo Shearer, dated 19th March 2021 and 14th June 2021, the Leisure and Culture Contract Manager argues that the proposed works and resulting enclosure of open space do not “unfairly restrict the space available to the public for recreation in the open air in any open space” which had been accepted in 2012 when the previous development plans were withdrawn. But this new development does restrict the public use of this space. Ms Shearer also indicates that she regards the small percentage losses to the Triangle (5%) and to the Tooting Commons (0.5%) as fair losses. I do not accept that a smaller loss of Common Land (as opposed to that proposed in 2008) is in some way now acceptable ten years on in 2022. The principle of Common Land loss remains the same.

8. To sum up – this proposal removes public access to an area of Common Land; it encloses an area of Common Land; it urbanizes and commercialises an area of Common Land. The deterioration of the pitch (cited as a spur for this privatisation) has been caused by the Council’s negligence. The users and neighbours of the Common should not have to pay for this negligence by losing access to this small, much-used area of Common Land.

9. Two quotes to finish with.Firstly, from ‘The Book of Trespass’ by Nick Hayes: “The watchword of Tudor enclosure was ‘improvement’, a euphemism for privatisation that councils and building contractors use to this day. It contains the idea that unowned space was a waste of potential profit and that society at large could be bettered by the private regulation of land.”

10. Secondly, from ‘The Mores’ by the poet John Clare:

“Unbounded freedom ruled the wandering scene
            Nor fence of ownership crept in between
            To hide the prospect of the following eye”

11. If this development goes ahead, a walker/visitor will enter the Common via Emmanuel Road or via Dragmire Lane, walk past the children’s playground and the immediate “prospect of the following eye”, i.e. the Triangle and the several Oaks hard by the redgra pitch, will be hidden by the many-layered fencing of this ‘improvement’.


Michael Langdon
SW17 9BQ

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Dr. Niamh Langasco 


1. I'm really saddened to hear of plans for a commercial football facility on Tooting Common. My objections range between sociopolitical, moral to personal.

2. Firstly and perhaps most importantly, why is hitherto public space now being commercialised? Where is the money going? Most concerningly, it sets a dangerous precedent for the privatisation of the rest of the common not to mention the rest of London's green space.

3. On a personal note, tooting common means a lot to me, perhaps most during lockdown. At that time I didn't have a garden and the common allowed a free and open sanctuary to escape the nightmare of work on a busy COVID ward. I'm now in the privileged position to have a garden but haven't forgotten that a large proportion of the area live in flats without garden access and the common still provides essential respite for them.

4. Even with a garden , I love nothing more than walking around the common (whatever the weather), sampling the community atmosphere, free of charge and without interference from advertising and commercial interests. There aren't many spaces like this left in 21st century London and it's something worth fighting for.

Name: Dr Niamh Langasco
Address: 284 Cowick Road, SW17 8LQ

Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Sara Yates

I am a local resident and mum to two young boys. I object to the development for the following reasons:

1) The current pitch is a multi-function site which is used widely by the local community. It has been this way for decades. All local young children have learned to ride their bicycles there. The pitch is always home to groups of children playing impromptu games, skating, scootering, bike riding and adults (both men and women) exercising and playing ball games. 
2) The current set up is inclusive and encourages people to exercise. The proposed football pitches are exclusive and male dominated. The pitch is currently used by a wide array of the local community throughout the day. This contrasts sharply with the gated tennis courts on Tooting common which are often empty and when in use, are very visibly only used by a small stratum of the local community. The proposed gated football courts would be exclusive – for those who want to pay and want to play football. From the plans it is very clear how much this development is focused on men. It would be particularly detriment to encouraging women to exercise and participate in sport.
3) The current set up provides a viable outdoor space for the local community 365 days per year. The triangle is prone to flooding and in winter becomes a mud bath. During this time, the multi-purpose hard court is the ONLY place for local children/adults to go who want to run around outdoors without being ankle deep in mud. As London house prices continue to rise, people are living in ever smaller spaces often without and outdoor space. The current pitch gives children (and adults) a space where they can meaningfully play in all weathers. 
4) It is unnecessary and replicates other local, underused resources. A purpose built, gated football pitch already exists in Agnes Riley gardens – a 10 minute walk. This has been here for decades and was refurbished recently. This pitch is not used to capacity. 
5) Tooting common is already full of football pitches and already has a changing facility. Wandsworth council rent out large swathes of Tooting Common to those wanting to play football. The participants are largely male. The multi-function hardcourt is a key area for those wanting to play a game other than football, particularly young children, and women. 
6) The proposal would destroy the peacefulness of the common and render the triangle unattractive for local families who currently use the common. The triangle has numerous sports pitches marked out. The space left for families is alongside the multi-purpose court. This works well as families shelter under the trees while the children play games on the multi-purpose court. The erection of metal fences, containing 5-7 games of football would entirely shatter this environment. Not only would it change the look, but it would be very noisy as the balls hit the fence, as well as having so many people in such a confined space playing a competitive game. As many local families have no gardens, this space, which is precious for their well being and mental health, would be lost. 
7) The triangle’s unique character will be lost and cannot be replicated elsewhere on the Tooting Common. The Triangle is bordered on all sides by elevated train lines and houses. There are no roads visible. This seclusion makes it peaceful, loved by wildlife and also a very safe space for those with young children and dogs. Such areas of safety and peacefulness are incredibly rare in London. Losing this would be to the detriment to local wildlife and all who use it.  
8) The proposal involves the closure of a heavily used children’s centre. The Triangle children’s centre was open for 2 hours on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday. On each day the council required the staff to take a register. This register typically stretched to 4 pages with up-to 80 children in attendance. The place was so popular that children and their carers had to be turned away. The plan is to replace this free to use provision with a small pay to use soft play. The two are not comparable. As a children’s centre, the place was superb. The staff provided a safe place for children to meet and play with children of different creeds, colours and income levels at the same time as providing valuable support to their parents and carers. Post-natal depression does not discriminate. Swapping a purpose built and newly renovated facility, that was free at the point of use and inclusive, that support parents and young children for a commercial stay and play is a huge loss to the community. It will doubtless lead to a huge rise in post-natal depression, and children who are more segregated by income and creed. 
9) The proposed café will compete with the community led café in the Woodfield pavilion. The Woodfield pavilion has run a café for the last two years. The proceeds of which fund community projects run from the pavilion. Locating a café in such close proximity will have an adverse impact on custom at the pavilion and through that its ability to raise funds to support community initiatives. It will simply be a case of putting profit ahead of community. 
10) The proposed pitches will be detrimental to the environment. A review of the supporters and opponents to the proposal shows a very strong geographical divide. The supporters were from all across London wanting to use the pitch. The objections were from local people. If this goes ahead, the pitches will attract many people from outside the area, many of whom will travel by car. This will increase pollution and have a huge impact on local infrastructure. 

Sara Yates
SW12 0PF
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Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Sam Horowitz

I wish to strongly oppose the proposed development on the Tooting Common Triangle site, on the following grounds;

1) Undesirable annexation and privatisation of common land: The triangle site is currently
free to access for all users, in keeping with the principle of common land. As such it is a vital
resource for those in the area who do not have the resources that many others are lucky
enough to enjoy, and is a financial and demographic leveller as a result.

2) Transformation from a multi-use, inclusive area to a very selective, single use, non inclusive space: The fact that this is primarily aimed at large scale, commercial football
usage only is no secret. This completely goes against way that the area, and particularly the
hard court, have been used for the vast majority of their time in existence. The majority of
the children in the area learned to ride their bikes on the hard court (including my own).
People use it for exercise, cricket, and other ad hoc play. The beauty of the space is entirely
that it is free to use, open for all, all the time, with no requirement that that use has to be to
play organised football. There are plenty of other facilities given over to that very narrow
use case that is club football.

3) Loss of the hard court as the only land in this part of the common that does not badly
flood: Many months of the year see the triangle field itself (and often the playground also)
rendered completely unusable due to flooding. The hard court is often the only area still just
about viable for exercise in the vicinity, which is a winter lifeline for kids and adults alike.
This flood risk has long been identified and documented by LB Wandsworth (local flood risk
maps are easily available), and yet is being conveniently ignored here. The minimal flood
mitigation proposed as part of this development is laughable and would seek (if it is even
successful) primarily to protect the then commercial, closed site rather than addressing the
wider issue.

4) Commercial imperative driving the project: It is very clear from the way that a commercial
build has been rejected time and time again, based on strong local objection, and yet LB
Wandsworth persist in returning to the proposal, that there is a commercial driver to the
proposal. The hypocrisy of LBW stating that they are vehemently opposed to privatisation of
certain common spaces on Clapham Common (sitting squarely within their electorate) and
yet proposing an equally egregious commercial land grab on Tooting Common (bound, at it’s
Northern end here, by Lambeth residents) speaks volumes about what is really behind this
project.

5) Sharp practice during the planning and consultation periods: Notices being placed on the
common at short notice, during the initial hard lockdown period in March 2020, and
primarily in areas not directly affected. Leaflets only dropped in letterboxes of houses in
Wandsworth catchment (despite all the most affected houses falling under Lambeth
jurisdiction). Again this speaks volumes about what the council’s real motivation behind the
project is. Several historic rejections and their dirty tactics are becoming more desperate.

6) Loss, by wilful neglect, of the stay and play centre, again to be replaced by a commercial
operation (a café): This centre, when active, was an invaluable resource for many parents of
young children, offering a safe, affordable, professionally managed space in which to stay
and play, with a small but well maintained and dedicated playground and outside space in
which babies and toddlers could play in safety. This has been allowed to close as part of a
wider strategy – there was no good structural / logistical reason to do so, and to state that
it’s current state of disrepair is a good reason for redevelopment is disingenuous at best and
cynical at worst.

7) Parking impact: It is abundantly clear that parking has not been addressed at all in this
proposal, save for some vague assurances from the de facto proposed primary tenants (a
large football club) that they will ‘encourage people to use public transport’. The fact that of
the people who did lodge statements in support of the proposal, a large proportion were
from out of borough (by quite considerable distances in some cases) makes it clear that cars
will be parking in the surrounding streets regularly, and in unsustainable numbers.

8) Other issues: There are also other considerable impacts around light pollution, anti-social
behaviour, impact on local bird and bat populations, loss of trees etc. All of which are simply
being brushed aside in the name of commercial short term gain.

In summary, I feel that this proposal is unsuitable for the area, exclusive (in an era where we are increasingly trying to be inclusive), commercially driven (with a borough, and a controlling political party with a track record of making procurement and resourcing decisions very much in that spirit, regardless of what might be best for those they are meant to be serving), ill thought through, and has already been shown repeatedly not to be what the residents of the area actually want.

It is common land and should remains so. This creeping commercialisation only ever goes one way and this land would be lost to the general public forever if this commercial development were allowed to proceed.
I therefore strongly object.

Thanks and regards

Sam Horowitz
SW12 OPF.


Proposed Works on Tooting Bec Common COM/3263104 
Statement of Case: Dr Matthew Critchlow 
 
1. We have lived locally just a stone's throw away from the site for over 25 years. The common is a treasured asset to the area and many of our visitors from abroad marvel at the access to green space that we have here in London. 
 
2. Of course, children should be encouraged to actively participate in sport, and I have genuinely considered the potential benefits of this proposed football club site to the community but ultimately objected at the planning stage for a number of reasons and welcome the public inquiry. Primarily the loss of common land, it feels wrong to fence off this particular part of the common which is used throughout the day for a variety of sport and fitness activities by so many people of different generations and ethnicities.  
 
3. Fencing this area off would be a loss to the community that use the common. According to the Mayor of London's policy relating to MOL: 'the strongest protection should be given to London’s Metropolitan Open Land and inappropriate development refused' 

4. Acquisitioning this much used piece of land for a profit making enterprise available primarily to a selective football club would be taking it away from the community.  
 
5. On paper this section of the common represents a relatively small percentage of the overall area of land. In reality the intensity of use this area gets represents a much greater percentage if you take into account the amount of activities this surface  compared to the grass. The existing redgra pitch could do with updating, but even in its neglected state it is being used for exercise by young & old for numerous activities on a daily basis.  

6. Interesting to note that even Enable’s senior projects officer Simon Cooper Grundy admits that ‘the current redgra surface area is extremely popular and well used by many people for a variety of sport and recreation activities’ Being a flat sandy area this particular piece of the common is popular for all members of the public young & old, people playing football, throwing frizbees, toddlers and young children practicing cycling on this wide level open space, and the goal post are regularly used for attaching straps for people doing pull up exercises. 

7. I have seen the pitch being used for hockey matches, cricket matches, football matches and fitness exercises.  

8. When the weather is wet this particular part of the flood prone triangle is a valuable space that does not get waterlogged and is used constantly when the grassy area becomes and unuseable muddy bog. 
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A hockey match being played on the redgra pitch   
 

9. Scrapping the last free children's play club in Wandsworth would be a tragedy. The 1 o'clock club is a much used facility for parents and children from all walks of life to gather in a safe protected environment. It is an invaluable resource for children from less affluent families to access wider outdoor & indoor space with educational & recreational facilities. We used it when our children were younger & I actually don't know what we would have done without it. Being a new mum can be mentally challenging & a place like this can have a huge positive impact on those more vulnerable to poor mental health. Replacing this with a profit making public cafe with a few play facilities that can be accessed for a fee will exclude those that will no longer be able to afford access. 
 
[image: A group of people playing basketball

Description automatically generated with medium confidence] 
A typical ad hoc football kick around which this area is used for. 
[image: A group of people playing football

Description automatically generated with medium confidence] 

10. The existing pitch is a favourite surface for children learning to ride their bikes and scooters. Dr. Matthew Critchlow 

11. There is already a very large football pitch that could be looked in to for developing at Fishponds playing field, this could be developed rather than encroaching on common land. We would welcome more information on the council's research into alternative sites.  
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