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Summary of Consultations Undertaken 
 
A public consultation exercise was undertaken on the draft appraisal during May and 
June 2006.  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 13th May and 24th 
June (6 weeks).   

• A copy of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal Report and 
Boundary Assessment report were made available for inspection at Wimbledon 
Library and Morden Library (the nearest libraries to the site) between 13th May 
and 24th June (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 13th May with a deadline for comments of 24th June (6 
weeks).   

• Letters were sent out between 1st and 13th May 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 June (6 weeks). These letters advised where copies of the 
Draft Character Assessment and associated 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 in early May to 
residents associations and amenity societies deemed likely to have an interest 
in the Conservation Area (see Annex 3) with a deadline of 24th June (6 weeks). 

• Letters and copies of the Draft Character Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal 
Report and Boundary Assessment report were sent out on 8th May to relevant 
Ward Councillors deemed likely to have an interest in the Conservation Area 
(see Annex 4) with a deadline of 24th June (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.   
 



John Innes (Merton Park) Conservation Area 
Summary Table of Responses and Proposed Amendments 
 
N
o.   

Respondent & Comment Council comment Proposed 
amendments 

1.  Mr P Zerdin 
Comment: Oppose the removal 
of the Primary School from the 
CA. – concern that the site 
might be redeveloped.  

Agree to the retention of the school 
within the CA. The school is 
important as a social focus for the 
community, and it provides a 
strong entrance feature to the CA 
when approaching from the south. 
(This response will involve 
amendment of the Appraisal so as 
to include all the necessary 
references to the school).  

Retain the 
school within the 
boundary of the 
CA, and make 
consequential 
changes to the 
character 
appraisal as set 
out in annex 5 to 
this document.   

2. Mr & Mrs Saitch 
Comment: Support for the 
proposals.   

Support noted  No change.  

3. Mr & Mrs Saitch 
Comment: Include the holly 
hedges in the protected area 
as intrinsic to its character.  

Holly hedges in the area generally 
lie within either the Merton Park CA 
or the Wilton Crescent CA. To give 
a reasonable level of protection to 
these hedges will however require 
article 4 direction powers as well, 
but seeking such powers is 
included in the recommended 
actions for both of these CAs.   

No change.  

4. Mr & Mrs Saitch 
Comment: 2a/b Poplar Rd 
should remain in the CA, as 
excluding it could open way to 
damaging development.  

Any possible proposals for 
development at this property would 
remain subject to UDP policy BE.3 
which gives protection to the CA 
setting and to views into and out of 
the CA. The property itself is not 
considered to have any historic or 
architectural merit, and of itself is 
not considered to warrant its CA 
status.   

No change.  

5. Mr & Mrs Saitch 
Comment: Primary School 
should remain within the CA, it 
contributes to its character 
from a social and 
environmental perspective.  

See comment in relation to item 1 
above.  

See proposed 
amendments in 
relation to item 1 
above.  

6. Mr & Mrs Barrett  
Comment: Concerned about 
the proposed removal of 
properties from the CA from 
the point of view of potential 
relaxation of standards, which 
regulate changes to properties.  

Properties should only be included 
within a CA if they can be justified 
in terms of the special character of 
the area. Their inclusion should not 
be justified in terms of imposing 
strict standards in respect of 
change. However in respect of the 
School, see comment in relation to 
item 1 above.   

No change, 
except in 
relation to item 1 
above. 

7. Mr & Mrs Barrett 
Comment: Need for speed 
restriction in all streets in and 
adjacent to the area.  

This issue is not essentially one for 
the Conservation Area. It has been 
referred to Street Management 
officers to consider.   

No change. 

8. Mr & Mrs Barrett 
Comment: Would like to see 
restoration of grass verges in 

Accept the suggestion and include 
it in the list of recommended 
actions.  

Add this item 
into the list of 
recommended 



Dorset Rd.  actions, see 
also 
recommended 
action in respect 
of item 37 
below.  

9. Mr & Mrs Barrett 
Comment: Should extend the 
CA so as to include the houses 
on the NE side of Dorset Rd, 
between the tramway alley to 
opposite Melrose Rd. Currently 
the CA boundary runs down 
the middle of the road. No 28 
Dorset Rd is particularly 
noteworthy.   

The issue of extending the CA in 
this part of Dorset Rd was 
examined in the Boundary 
Assessment Report, and this 
acknowledges that the CA 
boundary runs down the middle of 
part of Dorset Rd. No. 28 Dorset 
Rd in fact already lies inside the 
CA. The representation does not 
provide any sufficient justification 
for reversing the conclusions of CA 
Boundary Assessment.   

No change.  

10
. 

Mr & Mrs Barrett 
Comment: Efforts to 
preserve/enhance the 
character of the area may be 
undermined if badly designed 
buildings nearby are permitted, 
(proposed development at no 
30 Dorset Rd cited as an 
example).    

Policy BE.3 in the UDP provides 
some planning protection in 
respect of development just 
outside the CA boundaries, in 
terms of protection of the CA 
setting and protecting views into 
and out of the CA.    

No change.  

11
. 

Mr H Child (note 1) 
Comment: in section 4, page 5 
top line, refer to the gate being 
moved by the John Innes 
Horticultural Institute to its 
present position.    

This factual correction is accepted.  Amend section 
4 accordingly.  

12
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)  
Comment: page 6, 3rd para, 3rd 
line, should read “It was built in 
the 1820s”  

This factual correction is accepted. Amend page 6 
accordingly. 

13
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)  
Comment: page 6, 8th para, , 
amend to refer to “Tooting 
Loop” rather than “Tooting to 
Streatham Line” 

This factual correction is accepted. Amend page 6  
accordingly. 

14
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)  
Comment: page 6 final para, 
1st line should read “consisted 
of large and small Victorian 
villas”  

The factual correction is accepted, 
though reference to small Victorian 
cottages is preferred to small 
Victorian villas.   

Amend to refer 
to “small 
Victorian 
cottages”.   

15
. 

Mr & Mrs Barrett 
Comment: a most helpful and 
researched piece of work.  

Comment noted.  No change.  

16
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: Add reference to 
the view across the Glebe 
Field from the western gate in 
Erridge Rd, in winter this gives 
a view of the church, reflecting 
older, longer views of the 
church from the south, across 
open fields.  

Agree to the proposed 
amendment.  

See proposed 
amendment for 
item 22 below.    

17 Mr H Child (note 1)   Comment noted.  No change.  



. Comment: A Planning 
Inspector has recently referred 
to views into the Glebe Fields 
as “a rare oasis of tranquillity in 
an otherwise busy urban 
environment”.   

18
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: It is difficult to argue 
that Stratton Close is worthy of 
retention within the CA, but the 
trees that form a back drop to 
one corner of the Glebe Field 
should be protected, eg use of 
TPO.  

Comment on Stratton Close is 
noted. Investigation will be 
undertaken to the possible need for 
trees within the Stratton Close 
gardens to be protected by TPOs, 
on the basis that they would lose 
protection afforded by their CA 
status.    

No change is 
needed to the 
appraisal 
document.  

19
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: Welcome the 
suggested inclusion of Manor 
Gardens in the CA.  

Comment noted.  No change.  

20
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: page 21, start 
section 20 with the words 
“Larger green spaces make a 
significant contribution to the 
character of the Conservation 
Area.”  

Agree to the proposed 
amendment.  

Amend page 21 
accordingly.  

21
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: page 24, TPO 152 
is stated to cover various trees 
around the boundary of the 
site, a TPO also covers the 
trees that run across the 
middle of part of the Glebe 
Field (between Erridge Rd and 
the Church/ vicarage).    

Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Amend section 
22 (TPO 152) to 
refer to trees 
“within the 
Glebe Field”.   

22
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: insert, on page 26, 
under sub heading on Views, 
after 1st para, “Probably the 
finest view is from the more 
westerly of the two Glebe 
Fields Gates in Erridge Rd, 
across the Glebe Field towards 
the Church and Vicarage”.      

Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Amend page 26, 
to include the 
wording 
proposed by Mr 
Child.   

23
. 

Mr H Child (note 1)   
Comment: Pleased to see the 
recommended action to seek 
appropriate Article 4 Direction 
powers to give protection to 
holly hedges.  

Comment noted.  No change.  

24
. 

Mr N Clarke 
Comment: The decision to 
include Manor Gardens in the 
CA appears to have been pre-
judged, in that the draft 
assessment is written on the 
basis of its inclusion, and that a 
blue conservation area street 
name sign has been erected at 
the end of that road.  

The draft boundary assessment 
and the draft character appraisal 
were written in parallel, each 
informing the other. The fact that a 
blue CA street name sign has been 
erected at the end of the road is 
not a sign of any pre-judgement. 
This fact played no part in the 
recommended boundary alteration. 
It is noted that Mr Clark does not 
specifically object to the inclusion 

No change.  



of this area in the CA.   
25
. 

Mr N Clarke 
Comment: It is disingenuous of 
the Council to have permitted 
changes to be made to Merton 
Park school (windows and 
extension), which are then 
used as argument for taking 
the school out of the CA. What 
else might be done to the 
school if it is taken out of the 
CA, and thereby not be subject 
to Article 4 Direction control.   

There was no calculation to secure 
de-designation of the school site, 
when the alterations to the school 
building were undertaken. However 
see comment in relation to item 1 
above. 

See proposed 
amendments in 
relation to item 1 
above. 

26
. 

Mr N Clarke 
Comment: The changes made 
to the School, (see comment 
above), do not appear to be 
too damaging, and do not 
warrant excluding the school 
from the CA. It is a major 
landmark in the local 
community.    

See comment in relation to item 1 
above. 

See proposed 
amendments in 
relation to item 1 
above. 

27
. 

Mr N Clarke 
Comment: The proposed 
article 4 directions (especially 
those for small scale 
alterations) are rather 
draconian in scope. They 
appear to try to preserve rather 
than to conserve. 
Individualisation and 
personalising properties is 
normal. Further consultation 
with people is needed on this. 
Have these proposals been 
considered by elected 
representatives.   

It is true that the suggested Article 
4 Direction would be quite far 
reaching, but it is intended that 
they be tailored only to control 
changes which potentially (on a 
cumulative basis) might adversely 
affect the character/appearance of 
the CA. They specifically do not try 
to preserve, and renewal of 
building fabric will occur, but only 
under planning control, in order to 
ensure that such changes are done 
in a way sympathetic to the 
character of the CA.    

No change.  

28
. 

Respondent, see note 2  
Comment: welcome the 
opportunity to re-appraise the 
CA and to consider proposals 
for enhancement.  

Comment noted  No change.  

29
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Proposed CA 
boundary changes are 
generally supported, especially 
the inclusion of Manor 
Gardens.   

Comment noted.  No change 

30
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: The boundary 
change deleting the Merton 
Park School is not supported. 
The school is important to the 
vitality and sustainability of the 
area. It is part of the social 
fabric of the area. Would not 
wish to see the use changed to 
residential. The school is 
essentially pleasing 
architecturally, and the 

See comment in relation to item 1 
above. 

See proposed 
amendments in 
relation to item 1 
above. 



changes that have occurred 
are minor.  

31
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Generally support 
the opportunities and 
recommended actions.    

Comment noted  No change 

32
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Removal of 
redundant crossovers should 
not be limited to those in 
Mostyn Rd. (recommended 
actions)  

Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Amend section 
29 
(Opportunities 
and 
Recommended 
Action) 
accordingly.   

33
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Suggested re-
phrasing of action in respect of 
article 4 for holly hedges, 
controls should be sought 
“where they form part of the 
character of that street”, and 
the planting of new holly 
hedges should be encouraged 
when opportunities present 
themselves.    

This comment makes a more 
specific reference to the intended 
extent of the suggested article 4 
coverage. The suggestion for new 
holly planting is also supported. 
Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Amend section 
29 
(Opportunities 
and 
Recommended 
Action) 
accordingly.   

34
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: The action to 
prepare a brief for Wykeham 
Lodge has been overtaken by 
events with a planning 
application now submitted for 
the site. We need to rely on the 
Design and Conservation 
Team to give detailed scrutiny 
to the application.   

Whilst it is quite possible that a 
brief for the site may not be 
required, it is considered 
premature at this stage to delete 
reference to this, as a possible 
required action. Currently (June 
2006) no planning permission has 
been granted in respect of the 
application, neither has work 
started on site. Even if these things 
had happened, this would only 
affect part of the Wykeham Lodge 
site.      

No change.  

35
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Disagree with the 
suggestion for the 
redevelopment of the car park 
site in Church Path. Retaining 
the car park is essential to the 
functioning of the activities in 
the hall, and to Church Path. 
Holly hedge planting has been 
undertaken to delineate a soft 
boundary to the road.    

Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Delete the 
reference to the 
recommended 
action - to 
prepare a 
design brief for 
the car park site, 
in section 29.  

36
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: Views into the 
Glebe Field from Church Path 
could be improved by the 
removal of outbuildings at the 
rear of the car park.  

Agree to the proposed 
amendment. 

Add a new 
recommended 
action to section 
29, to seek 
improvements to 
the views of the 
Glebe Field if 
possible through 
the removal of 
the outbuildings.  

37
. 

Respondent, see note 2 
Comment: Grass verges 

Agree to the proposed 
amendment, see also response to 

Add new 
recommended 



should be restored where 
possible, especially along 
Dorset Rd. Here the footways 
are broad, and the streetscape 
would be softened and 
enhanced.  

comment 8 above.  action to section 
29, noting that 
this is not limited 
to Dorset Rd.  

38
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: The blue CA street 
name signs (with the holly 
motif) should be used where 
new signs are required.  

Agree to the proposed 
amendment.  

Add new 
recommended 
action to section 
29.  

39
. 

Respondent, see note 2   
Comment: The view of the 
Glebe Fields from the gate in 
Erridge Rd should be added to 
the list of noteworthy medium 
distance views in para 24. A 
Planning Inspector has noted 
that the fields are “a rare oasis 
of tranquillity in an otherwise 
busy urban environment”, this 
view offers one of the best 
views into them.  

See response to comment 22 
above.  

See 
recommended 
change referred 
to against 
comment 22 
above.  

40
.  

Mr Ian Stopher 
Comment: Support for the 
removal of 2a/b Poplar Rd from 
the CA.  

Comment noted  No change.  

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
 
 
Note 1 – Mr Child is the Representative of the John Innes (Merton Park) CA on the 
Conservation And Design Advisory Panel. 
 
Note 2 – Joint representation from Merton Park Ward Independent Residents (Ward 
Councillors), Merton Park Ward Residents Assn. And the John Innes Society.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



ANNEX 2:  Map showing properties consulted 
 

 



ANNEX 3:  List of relevant organisations consulted 
 
1. John Innes Society 
 
 
ANNEX 4: List of Councillors Consulted 
 
Councillors representing Merton Park Ward   
 
ANNEX 5:  
 
Proposed changes to the text of the Character Appraisal, consequent upon the 
retention of the Merton Park School within the Conservation Area boundary are 
indicated in the revised Draft Character Appraisal (July 2006).   
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