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______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Summary of Consultations Undertaken 
 
A public consultation exercise was undertaken on the draft appraisal during April and 
May 2005.  This consisted of the following: 
 
• A copy of the Draft Conservation Area Character Assessment, Sustainability 

Appraisal Report and Conservation Area boundary assessment report were 
made available for inspection at the Council offices between 12th April and 24th 
May (6 weeks).   

• A copy of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal Report and 
boundary assessment report were made available for inspection at Wimbledon 
Library (the nearest library to the site) between 12th April and 24th May (6 
weeks).   

• A downloadable PDF version of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability 
Appraisal Report and boundary assessment report were placed on the 
Council’s website on 12th April with a deadline for comments of 24th May (6 
weeks).   

• A notice was placed in the Wimbledon Guardian of 7th April advertising the 
availability of the Draft Character Assessment documents, for public comment 
(at the Council offices, Wimbledon Library and the Council’s website) with a 
deadline of 24th May (6 weeks).  A copy of the notice can be found at Annex 1. 

• Letters were sent out between 1st and 12th April to properties within the 
Conservation Area as defined according to both the existing Conservation Area 
boundary and according to the proposed boundary revisions (map at Annex 2 
shows which properties were consulted). This letter specified a deadline for 
comments of 24th May (6 weeks). These letters advised where copies of the 
Draft Character Assessment documents could be viewed, and where copies 
could be obtained.  

• Letters and copies of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal 
Report and boundary assessment report were sent out on 6th April to residents 
associations and amenity societies deemed likely to have an interest in the 
Conservation Area (see Annex 3) with a deadline of 24th May (6 weeks). 

• Letters and copies of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal 
Report and boundary assessment report were sent out on 6th April to relevant 
Ward Councillors deemed likely to have an interest in the Conservation Area 
(see Annex 4) with a deadline of 24th May (6 weeks). 

 
Summary Table of Responses and Proposed Amendments 
 
The table below summarises the content of the responses from consultees, the 
Council’s comments on these and proposed amendments as a result.   
 
 
 



Wilton Crescent Conservation Area 
Summary Table of Responses and Proposed Amendments 
 
 
No.  
 

 
Respondent & 
Comments 

 
Council Comments 

 
Proposed Amendments 
 

1 Mr. P. Hayes 
 
Comments: Criticism 
of the use of bollards 
at the cycle way 
between Wilton Gr. & 
Kingston Road. This is 
a waste of money.  
 
Reason: Insufficient 
traffic in this cul-de-
sac to warrant a 
danger to cyclists. 
 

Comment noted. The criticism 
of the design aspects of this 
cycle way is a supportive 
comment to the text of the 
Appraisal. The principle of 
having a cycle way is not 
strictly a matter for the 
Character Appraisal. What is 
relevant to the Appraisal is the 
design, detailing and materials 
of the cycleway.   

No change.  

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

David Bayly 
John Innes Soc. 
Forbes family 
 
Comments: Disputes 
the Council view that 
the existing Article 4 
Direction is not 
capable of providing 
planning protection to 
the holly hedges in the 
CA.  

It is the Council’s view that 
domestic hedges are not 
“development” and as such 
they cannot be treated as a 
form of  “permitted 
development” which can be 
withdrawn through the use of 
an Article 4 Direction. A report 
fully detailing the arguments on 
this issue has been considered 
by the Conservation and 
Design Advisory Panel 
(CADAP) (6/7/05), and as a 
result it is recommended that 
protection for holly hedges can 
best be provided by an Article 4 
Direction extending to area 
which have important holly 
hedges, and covering 
development such as 
hardstandings, and vehicle 
accesses.   

Amend the final paragraph on 
section 25 (Opportunities and 
Recommended Action), after 
the words “small scale 
alterations on the houses”, add 
“and to give protection to holly 
hedges ………”. Also after the 
words “on the front elevation of 
buildings”, add the words “and 
the installation of hard 
standings and vehicle 
accesses.”.    



3 One respondent and  
Greg Cracknell 
 
Comments: Against 
the Henfield Road 
southside properties 
being excluded from 
CA. 
 
Reasons:  
Lack of restrictions on 
building alterations 
could be detrimental to 
properties. 
 
Proposed changes 
may mean the CA as 
a whole may be 
damaged by the lack 
of control over 
development and 
cutting of trees. 
 

The reason in support of the 
representation (lack of 
restrictions on buildings) could 
equally be applied to any 
properties in the Borough. This 
is not of itself an adequate  
reason to warrant CA status. 
The character of the remaining 
CA would be protected from 
adverse changes in the area to 
be taken out of the CA by UDP 
policy BE.3. This policy gives 
planning protection to CAs in 
relation to development 
immediately outside the CA 
boundary. Protection can be 
afforded to trees of amenity 
value through Tree 
Preservation Orders, 
independent of CAs. 
(Please note counter comment 
12 below).       

No change, consider TPOs for 
important trees in the affected 
part of Henfield Rd.  

4 CADAP 
Representative of 
John Innes Soc. and 
Mr P Hayes 
 
Comments: Possible 
changes to character 
of CA as consequence 
of parking in front 
gardens. 
 

The comment is noted. It is 
agreed that parking in front 
gardens can be and often is, 
detrimental to CA character. 
The implications of the 
comment are similar to 
comment 2 above, and the 
remedy to this concern can be 
the same. 

See response to comment 2 
above. 

5 CADAP 
Representative of 
John Innes Soc.  
 
Comments: Telephone 
Exchange was not 
considered to make a 
positive contribution to 
CA. 
 

Opinions may vary on the 
architectural quality of the 
Telephone Exchange, 
especially the highly distinctive 
extension to the exchange. 
However officers remain of the 
opinion that while the design of 
the Exchange is very different 
to that of any other buildings in 
the area, it nevertheless has 
design merit, and it acts as 
something of a landmark in this 
part of Kingston Rd. This 
warrants the conclusion that 
the building as a whole makes 
a positive contribution to the 
character of the CA.     

No change.   



6 Bob Jenkins 
 
Comments: 
“Conservation Areas” 
are 30 years too late 
 
The ability of Council 
staff to determine 
residents’ building 
rights amounts to 
corruption. 
 

Officers consider that the 
existing character and 
appearance of this area 
warrants CA status, and to that 
extent its CA status is not felt to 
be “too late”. The allegation of 
“corruption” is unsubstantiated. 
Council officers follow national 
planning guidelines in devising 
and implementing planning 
policy in relation to CAs.   

No change.  

7 Jon Sheppard 
 
Comments:  
Plan 11 has listed all 
trees on western side 
of the street only 
(Wilton Grove).  
 

The omission of street trees in 
Wilton Grove on plan 11 is an 
error, and it will be rectified. 

A revised plan 11 will be 
prepared to remedy this error. 

8 Jon Sheppard 
 
Comments:  
Current street 
furniture/signage 
associated with the 
recent car parking 
controls is 
ugly/nuisance and 
should be kept to a 
minimum. 
 

It is agreed that street furniture 
and signage should be kept to 
an absolute minimum in order 
to avoid unnecessary street 
clutter. The specific suggestion 
for reduction of signage 
associated with the parking 
controls has been referred to 
Street Management Division 
officers, who have commented 
that legal advice sought on this 
issue indicated that each 
individual parking bay had to 
have its own signage, in order 
to permit effective enforcement.   

An additional recommended 
action should be added to 
those listed in the final section 
of the Appraisal in relation to 
signage and street furniture, as 
follows: “No new signage or 
street furniture should be 
added into the streets unless 
absolutely essential, and  
opportunities should be taken 
to regularly review existing 
(modern) signage and street 
furniture with a view to 
removing items which are not 
absolutely required.”  
 

9 Jon Sheppard 
 
Comments:  
 
Suggests a 20mph 
speed limit, more 
significant street 
entrances to the area, 
and blurring of 
pavements/roads, with 
a sinuous carriageway 
configuration.  
 

The proposal for the 20 mph is 
essentially a matter for 
consideration outside the 
context of the Appraisal, 
however it has been referred to 
officers of Street Management 
Division for their consideration. 
On the issue of blurring 
footways/carriageways and a 
sinuous carriageway alignment, 
it is felt that significant changes 
to street design of this type 
would have an adverse impact 
on the street character, and 
from a Conservation Area point 
of view would not be supported. 
Street design should as a 
general principle be based as 
closely as possible on the 
original street design (and 
materials) when the streets 
were first laid out.            

No change.         



10 Local Ward Cllrs. 
 
Comments: 
Support retention of 
Fairlawn Villas within 
CA. 
 

Support noted.  No change.  

11 Local Ward Cllrs. 
 
Comments: 
Support inclusion of 
nos. 253-265 Kingston 
Road. 
 

Support noted.  No change.  

12 Local Ward Cllrs. 
 
Comments: 
Support exclusion of 
properties on south 
side of Henfield Road. 
 

Support noted. Please note the 
counter comment (3 above).  

No change.  

13 Conservation and 
Design Advisory 
Panel 
 
Comments: 
Article 4 Direction to 
protect holly hedges 
should withdraw 
permitted 
development rights for 
vehicle hard standings 
and vehicle access.   

It is accepted, in order to give 
some protection to holly 
hedges on the front curtillage of 
properties, that permitted 
development rights should be 
withdrawn in respect of 
construction of vehicle hard 
standings and the creation of 
vehicle accesses.  

See 2 above.  

14 Ms J Goodman 
 
Comments: 
Additional factual 
information/corrections 
provided, in respect of 
the history of the area,  
Building dates and 
architects.  

This information is gratefully 
received, and all the 
amendments are accepted. A 
note of acknowledgement to be 
included in the final document.  

Amend text in relation to the 
mediaeval origins of the 
village, the date of Merton Park 
station, and the Merton Park 
Estate Co. formation, dates of 
various buildings and their 
architects. 
Add acknowledgement to Ms 
Goodman for the information 
provided.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ANNEX 1:  Newspaper advertisement 

 



ANNEX 2:  Map showing properties consulted 
 

 



ANNEX 3:  List of relevant organisations consulted 
 
1. John Innes Society 
2. Wimbledon Society 
3. Wilton Crescent Residents Assn 
4. John Innes (Wilton Crescent) Conservation Area CADAP* Representative 
 
(* CADAP is Conservation and Design Advisory Panel) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANNEX 4: List of Councillors Consulted 
 
Councillors representing Merton Park Ward and Dundonald Ward  
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