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Comments on the second consultation on AELTC’s Wimbledon Park Project 
 
Dave Dawson, May 2021      © Attribution-ShareAlike (CC BY-SA) 
 
In April 2021, a second consultation by the All England Lawn Tennis Club (AELTC) on their 
Wimbledon Park Project included detail of the proposed Elimination Rounds tennis facilities on the 
present golf course a new show court and other facilities. The project has two priorities: 
1. to maintain The Championships as the premier tennis tournament in the world and 
2. to deliver a positive impact for our [AELTC’s] communities, in particular our local community. 
 
These comments are made to assist AELTC to take their proposals forward. Inevitably, my focus 
is on problems with and omissions from the consultation material. I have researched the history of 
the heritage landscape, which is a remnant of Lancelot Brown’s Landscaping of Earl Spencer’s 
Wimbledon Park in 1765. I have also studied the geography and biodiversity of the landscape. 
Reference is made to the PDF copy of the consultation material available to download from 
AELTC’s website, and my comments mostly follow the same sequence. 
The consultation includes significant details of proposals for tennis provision, transport 
arrangements and public use of the golf course land and lake. This is most welcome. However, 
many of the proposals are little more than headlines, illustrations are sketchy, and no options are 
offered for people to express preferences. This severely limits the ability of consultees to provide 
constructive feedback. 
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Summary 
1. As many of the proposals are sketchy, it is difficult to understand their implications. No options 

were offered for people to express their preferences. 
2. The historic section contained errors, ambiguities and omissions, making it unreliable as a 

guide. 
3. There is little evidence of work with the other two land owners, the Wimbledon Club and 

London Borough of Merton, as is needed to overcome the risks to heritage across the whole 
landscape. 

4. The proposed 38 new grass courts and network of pathways would be harmful to trees, 
heritage and landscape, and introduce sources of pollution. Alternative designs would be less 
intrusive and polluting but are not considered. 

5. The proposed new “show court”, energy centre and associated features would be a gross 
intrusion on the landscape heritage and well beyond what is appropriate in Metropolitan Open 
Land. Such facilities should be located on the existing site to the west of Church Road. 

6. The proposals for more sustainable drainage, energy use and transport access to the 
championships are welcome, but diversion of local bus routes is not. 

7. The emphasis on conserving veteran oaks is welcome, but this was not complemented by 
sufficient attention to the heritage and biodiversity value of these, nor of tree holes and dead 
wood.  

8. There is too little on the value, and future, of other trees and woodlands. Even the ancient 
Ashen Grove Wood is not identified in the consultation. 

9. The location and quality of the trees to be removed is not given, nor is it acknowledged that 
replacement planting takes many years to mature. 

10. The proposal to depart radically from the existing legal responsibility for the location of a 
lakeside walk is regretted. The alternative proposed would deny public access around the two 
arms of the lake and introduce unwanted disturbance of wildlife.  

11. The possibility of removing sediment to deepen LB Merton’s lake is welcome, but there needs 
to be a firm commitment to do this in a way that does not compromise the historic design, and 
there should be a commitment to introducing silt traps on the tributary brooks. 

12. We welcome the proposed great increase in reed swamp in LB Merton’s lake, if not the 
locations proposed for this. However, the great habitat value of wet woodland around the lake 
is not acknowledged. This is a national priority habitat and should be provided for.  

13. The importance of the lake and wetlands in supporting a great variety of wildlife, and dark skies 
and sheltered water for bats, are not acknowledged. 

14. The effects of the proposals on lake water quality are not understood. Pollution control, 
stocking with appropriate fish species and avoiding disturbance of sediment are vital.  

15. The opening out and greening of the tributary brooks is most welcome, even if there is a 
misunderstanding of the causes of flooding on the golf course and Wimbledon Club. 

16. The proposals to provide nesting or roosting structures for birds, bats and water voles are 
welcome. These can help a few species. 

17. Given that planning policies require biodiversity net gain, we welcome the intention to provide 
habitat features and to introduce the water vole. As far as they go, these proposals are 
positive. Unfortunately, however, the list of such provision is partial, so risking the neglect of 
easy gains. 

18. Given the historical importance of a fishery in the lake and the crucial role of fish in conserving 
water quality, the absence of anything on the fish stock is unfortunate. 
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The odd historic schema. 
AELTC obtained accurate historical details of the heritage landscape and its surrounds when 
Capability Brown’s tercentenary was celebrated in 2016 but have distorted this history. The maps 
below reproduce those from the consultation and my corrections.  

 The maps from the consultation. 

The maps with my main corrections. 
The main errors and omissions in the “Historic” map in the consultation are as follows: 

1. The Lake is drawn too small and lacks the southern and eastern arms and the island, 
implying incorrectly that these were post-historic additions. 

2. The map mixes the Tudor views along two avenues and the location of the Tudor manor 
house (demolished in the early 18th century) with the Lancelot Brown’s design of the mid 
18th century. Brown demolished the avenues. So, these Tudor features were not there at 
the same time as Brown’s late 18th century park. Given that the surviving heritage is largely 
of Brown’s design, the most relevant historic era is the late 18th century. 

3. The map locates the view along the Great Avenue erroneously (suggesting incorrectly that 
the Tudor oak was on the avenue) and shows a third view, where there was no avenue and 
perhaps no view, NE from the position of the Tudor house.  
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4. The “House” and “Historic manor house location” are shown at the intersection of the Tudor 
avenues. This implies a single historic manor house. In fact, there were five, as mapped 
accurately in Milward’s 1996 book “The Spencers in Wimbledon: 1744-1944 and 
reproduced here: 
a. First, was the old Rectory, which was 

occupied by the Lord of the Manor, 
Thomas Cecil as the de facto manor 
house from 1576 and is still there 
today. 

b. Second, Cecil moved to his 
Elizabethan manor house, which was 
completed around 1588 and 
demolished by Janssen around 1720. 
It was this house that was at the 
intersection of the Tudor avenues.  

c. Third, was Janssen’s Early Georgian 
manor, later Belvedere House, 
completed around 1720 and 
demolished in 1900, which lay 150 
metres south-west of St Mary’s 
church.  

d. Fourth, was the Marlborough manor, 
built by Sarah, the dowager Duchess 
of Marlborough, in 1733 and burnt 
down in 1785. This was the manor 
house throughout the life of the first 
Earl Spencer, who commissioned 
Lancelot Brown to landscape the park 
in 1765. Although on the line of the 
Tudor Great Avenue, this house was 
located some 200 metres further south and the main views from it were to the south. 

e. Fifth, was the Spencer manor, built in 1801 for the second Earl Spencer by Henry 
Holland on the site of the servant’s quarters of the Marlborough House and demolished 
in 1949. 
Given that little trace remains of the Tudor park and gardens (only a scatter of veteran 
English oaks) and that the main heritage features were designed by Lancelot Brown in 
1765, the historic manor house location should be that of the Marlborough house (1733-
1785). 

5. There were intricate gardens around the Tudor house, and then the Marlborough House, 
but the latter were demolished by Brown, so no formal lines survived in Brown’s landscape. 

6. The historic map fails to show Ashen Grove Wood and Horse Close Wood, so implying that 
they came to exist in post-historic times. It also omits the Tudor oak and two of Brown’s tree 
clumps, which survive, depleted, on the golf course today. 

7. The tributary brooks are omitted, as is Wimbledon Park Brook. 
8. The oldest private house, predating the Tudor manor, was the old rectory, which survives 

today and features in views towards the church from the golf course. This is unaccountably 
omitted. 

9. The historic map locates Brown’s peripheral woodlands erroneously close to the surviving 
heritage landscape and omits important woodlands and tree clumps, such as Hall’s cover, 
the evergreen oak clump and high wood, all now lost. 

10. In the late 18th century, parkland was indeed “beyond” the boundary of the historic map to 
the north east, but also to the east, south-east and south. Parkland also extended to 
Tibbet’s corner, beyond the northern edge of the map. 
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The illustrative site diagram. 
 

The Grade II* heritage landscape 
 

 
The golf course, Wimbledon Club 
and public park (including the lake) 
are the surviving 16% of Earl 
Spencer’s park as landscaped by 
Lancelot Brown in 1765, and 
recognised by Historic England as 
a Grade II* site.    
     
   

AELTC’s illustrative site diagram 
 
This site has considerable landscape, historic and biodiversity value and is greatly appreciated by 
the local community. However, the landscape is on Historic England’s at-risk register, partly 
because of the three-way division of ownership and unsympathetic development by all three of 
those owners. 
 
Divided ownership 
AELTC propose moving the elimination rounds of their annual tennis championships to the golf 
course, requiring some 38 new grass courts. The present Wimbledon Club site would be the best 
location for most, or all, of these new grass courts, as it is already levelled, drained and developed 
for intensive sports use and has no veteran, or other, trees. Such a compact area of grass courts 
could be managed efficiently, and any escape of fertilizer or pesticides could be made safe in the 
one location, so protecting the lake from chemical pollution. Encroachment by animals that might 
damage the grass courts would also be readily deterred in a single compact area. A 
redevelopment of the Wimbledon Club land would also enable the removal of the present, ugly 
waterside tennis development that harms views across the lake and the opening up of views 
across this part of the heritage landscape, such as those from Church Road to the lake. This land, 
however, is blank on the AELTC diagram, suggesting that the two owners have been unable to 
agree a common plan. This calls into question views shown from AELTC towards the lake. There 
is room in the golf course for an enhanced Wimbledon Club, but apparently no ambition. The 
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proposal to close Church Road for the championship fortnight would prevent access to the 
Wimbledon Club, but no reference is made to any joint working on this proposal. 
Integration of the proposals with the other land owner, LB Merton, might be greater. The diagram 
shows some new tree planting in the public park adjacent to the northern part of the golf course 
and the implementation of a lakeside walk that is legally required. This walk is even shown as 
constructed within LB Merton’s lake along much of its length. There is also passing mention of 
“possible desilting” of the lake in conjunction with Merton. However, there is an important agenda 
for design improvements in the public park to make the lake safe and to remedy ugly features but 
limited resources to achieve this. It appears that more could be done. 
The risks to the landscape from the problems of divided ownership have not been fully overcome. 
This is likely to leave the landscape on Historic England’s at-risk register. 
A strange pox on the landscape 
The present golf course approximates to the original Lancelot Brown parkland; it has individual 
mature trees and clumps of trees set in rolling grassland. Planted and naturally regenerated trees 
provide a peripheral belt in several places. If Brown were to change such a golf course into a park, 
he would have broken up the formal straight lines of trees between the fairways and introduced 
some clumps of trees instead. He would have enhanced the peripheral woodland belt, whilst 
providing gaps for enjoying views across the rest. He would have removed the golf tees and 
greens so as to manage the grassland as a sweep of pasture. Think of Richmond Park, Petworth, 
Croome or Blenheim.  
It is commendable that the wide scatter of new grass courts is to be constrained by the location of 
veteran trees dating back to the Spencers’ park and that floodlighting is not proposed. Constraint 
is also needed, however, to respect the surrounds of the lake. We welcome the upgrading of the 
ugly “estate fencing” of the present outer boundaries, such as on Home Park Road, and hope this 
will surpass the present design on Church Road. The tree “shelter belts” could reflect Brown’s 
design principals but are not illustrated on the indicative diagram, nor in the section on trees. 
Opening out the tributary brooks would be most welcome, but we see no proposal for silt traps to 
halt the sedimentation in the lake. The retention of straight lines of trees and the indicative new 
tree planting in the illustrative diagram do not echo Brown’s designs. There is only a rough sketch 
of such changes and it is not here, but in the section on trees. The sinuosity of the paths echoes 
Brown’s style, but their location and great number does not.  
Most importantly, however, the courts will wreak harm on the grasslands and an unknown number 
of trees across the majority of the golf course. A dense network of paved paths is to be imposed 
upon the open grasslands. The bright green, fertilized fairways, tees and greens of the golf course 
are proposed to be replaced, not by pasture, but by levelled, bright green grass courts, fenced 
away from animal influence. Pesticides and fertilizers would be applied across so many scattered 
locations as to be difficult to contain. The flat, bright green rectangles would sit incongruously in a 
dense matrix of sinuous pathways and natural long grass. So, the veteran trees and clumps of 
trees would no longer be dotted across a rolling landscape of grass, but be surrounded by a very 
strange mosaic, nothing like any of Brown’s 18th century creations and certainly not “maintaining 
the natural undulating contours of the land”.  
The exchange of many trees and much grassland for grass courts and pathways also amounts to 
a loss of wildlife habitat. There will be direct loss of trees and vegetation and fewer places to feed, 
roost and breed. 
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Built development in planning 
 
 
New built structures on the golf course would need to meet development planning policies. Some 
of these are in the National Planning Policy Framework on Open Space, Green Belt and nature 
conservation and many have been detailed in the London Plan and Borough plans (the London 
Boroughs of Merton and Wandsworth). 
There is a general policy to protect and enhance London’s and Borough open spaces, including 
Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), and nature conservation sites, and to secure net biodiversity 
gains where possible (Policies: London Plan GG22, LB Merton CS13, LB Wandsworth PL4).  
The whole heritage landscape, including the golf course, is designated as MOL, which is protected 
in the same way as Green Belt. It is intended to prevent urban sprawl and focus investment and 
development on previously developed land. It also protects and enhances the open environment 
and improves quality of life with sporting and leisure use, heritage value, biodiversity and health 
benefits through walking, running and other physical activity. Enhancing access to MOL and 
providing a wider range of benefits are encouraged. Examples include improved public access for 
all, inclusive design, open air recreation facilities, habitat creation, landscaping improvement and 
flood storage (Policies: London Plan G3, LB Merton CS13, DM01, LB Wandsworth PL4, DM01 & 
04). 
The whole golf course and parts of the public park are designated as a Grade I Site of Borough 
Importance for nature conservation. These sites are protected from harmful development, as 
summarised in the concept of biodiversity net gain, where development should leave biodiversity 
in a better state than before. Losses should be avoided, and biodiversity offsetting is the option of 
last resort. This means that, where biodiversity is harmed as a result of a development, the 
compensation provided should be of an overall greater biodiversity value than that which is lost 
(Policies: London Plan G6, LB Merton CS13, DM01 & 02, LB Wandsworth DM04). 
The whole heritage landscape is a registered Historic Park or Garden and so is protected as a 
Conservation Area. Here development must be designed to respect, reinforce and enhance the 
local character (Policies: LB Merton CS14, DM02, Character appraisal). 
 
Buildings necessary to support open space use 
The consultation indicates a need for a limited number of modest single-storey structures to 
support maintenance of the land. These will be discreetly integrated into the landscape to 
minimise visual impact. Such buildings could be appropriate in development planning terms, but 
no further detail is provided. All that can be said is that it would be helpful were the untidy eyesore 
of the present golf club depot, and the disposal of rubbish in wooded corners of the golf course, 
including the ancient Ashen Grove Wood, should cease. We await detail. 
Energy centre 
I welcome AELTC’s aspiration to become a zero-carbon operation by 2030 but the proposal to 
locate a new energy centre in the new show court within the present golf course is inappropriate. 
Planning policies would require that such intensive facilities not be located on Metropolitan Open 
Land, as they are not wholly to support open space use. Most of the energy demand of the estate 
will be on the existing intensive facilities on the west of Church Road and intensive facilities are 
inappropriate in MOL, so it is obvious that this facility, however welcome, should be located west 
of Church Road. 
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New show court 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The new show court is “for year round operations and to support enhanced community 
benefit” 
Clearly, the proposal to hold the qualifying events on the 38 new grass courts requires a facility to 
support players, staff and guests. Intensive use is proposed for qualifying matches in the last week 
in June and then the championships. Some further use might occur over another three months. A 
modest temporary facility to support this could be within the development planning guidance as 
support for an otherwise wholly outdoor sports use.  
However, the show court would be much larger than needed for such support, as it is proposed to 
have a moving roof and to accommodate 8000 grounds-pass spectators, midway between the 
capacity of the present courts numbers 1 and 2, representing a significant extension of the, 
already huge, built development devoted to spectators on the other side of Church Road. This 
would, presumably, include commensurate access, toilet, catering, entertainment, pharmacy and 
suchlike. The building would not be needed to support tennis for at least 8 months of the year 
(October to June), so it would be desired for other, grandstand, events. I estimate that it would 
occupy about one hectare of the present golf course, more than five times the footprint of the 
clubhouse of the Wimbledon Club. It would rise so high as to be visually intrusive in the heritage 
landscape. Such large built development, not solely in support of local open space use, would not 
be appropriate within MOL. 
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Transport 
 

The confusing map of the proposed access 
arrangements shows a welcome reduction in local 
provision for car parking, with none accessed from 
Church Road, so none at the Wimbledon Club. “Car 
park 6” was accessed from Home Park Road, but it 
too seems deleted. Public parking is retained on the 
northern part of the public Wimbledon Park and 
parking is also indicated on the golf course car park, 
Home Park Road, but perhaps just for disabled 
visitors, as a new disabled transport link is indicated 
from there to drop-off points by the Wimbledon 
Club. Other car parking is clearly not for the general 
public. 
Cycle parking is proposed on Church Road south 
and in the public Wimbledon Park. Pedestrian 
access is indicated from Southfields, and 
Wimbledon Park stations and from the direction of 
Wimbledon Village. 
Taxi ranks are proposed at the public Wimbledon 
Park and on Marryat Road. There is just the one 
shuttle bus rank, on Somerset Road.  
The public would enter the site through temporary 
entrance gates at the northern and southern ends of 
the present golf course. 

The part of Church Road that runs past the AELTC facilities would be closed to traffic. 
This great reduction in car parking provision and encouragement of sustainable access modes is 
most welcome. However, a significant disadvantage of these proposals is that London bus route 
493 passes along Church Road on its route between Richmond and St George’s Hospital, taking 
in Roehampton and Wimbledon. Closure of Church road would necessitate a long diversion, either 
along Parkside, or Replingham, Merton and Haydon’s Roads. This would be a significant 
impediment to public transport use in this sector of London. 
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Environmental commitment 
The consultation includes aspirations for an environmentally sustainable estate, with a 
commitment to be environment positive by 2030. Welcome elements of this are: 

 A district heat network based on ground source heat pumps, ultimately using no fossil fuel 
(but see above). 

 Using green electricity, including from solar panels on site. 
 Substantial reduction of embodied energy in construction. 
 Responsible management of water, including sustainable drainage, with benefits for flood 

and pollutant attenuation, biodiversity and thermal comfort. 
 Showcasing best practice in construction. 
 Improving biodiversity, with an emphasis on trees, woodland and new priority habitats (see 

below). 
 Travel sustainability (see above). 

Missing from this list are some more difficult challenges: 

 Retrofitting the many existing buildings to improve their environmental performance through 
measures such as insulation. 

 Negotiating that LB Merton reduce the depth of the lake water to Lancelot Brown’s original 
design level, so as to manage flooding both upstream and downstream. The consultation is 
incorrect in attributing flooding on the golf course to insufficient capacity in the piped 
tributary brooks. I have studied this issue in detail and my reports have been made 
available. 

 Ensuring that all catering and other services are conducted waste-free and that trees and 
lakeside habitats are not abused by those providing such hospitality. 

 Avoiding pollution of the lake with run-off of fertilizers and pesticides from the many 
intensively-managed grass courts. 

 Guiding use of the new grass courts and lakeside walk to prevent harm to nature and the 
landscape. 
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The lake 
 
The lake was created by Lancelot Brown as the centrepiece of his landscaping of Earl Spencer’s 
Wimbledon Park in 1765. It has changed little over the subsequent 255 years and remains the 

essential core of the heritage landscape. In all this 
time, it has also supported a fishery and provided 
habitat for a good variety of wetland plants and 
animals. Since 1970, it has also been used for 
dingy sailing and other watersports.  
The lakeside walk  
When the golf course was sold to AELTC by LB 
Merton in 1993, public pressure made this subject 
to the development of a lakeside walk once golf 
should cease. The strip of land reserved for this 
mostly varies between 5 and 30 metres wide, as 
indicated in green on the plan to the left. There is, 
just, enough land, except on the western shore by 
the Wimbledon Club, where ownership is complex. 
The consultation illustrates a lakeside walk and 
quotes a consultation response seeking such a 
walkway, but fails to acknowledge the existing 
requirement. This might imply that the walk is a 
voluntary response to local feelings, rather than 
discharging a legal requirement.  

Plan of the required lakeside walk 
 
Negotiations with the Wimbledon Club seem to 
have failed to find adequate land for the walk on 
the western shore, but LB Merton seems more 
willing, because the western part of the walkway 
is shown constructed within a proposed reedbed 
in Merton’s lake.  
The proposed walkway provides views across 
the lake that currently can be enjoyed only by 
anglers and golfers and provides opportunities to 
introduce people to natural wetland nature. 
However, rather than go around the two arms of 
the lake, it departs from the legal requirement 
and crosses these, leaving extensive areas of 
lakeside without free public access and hence 
public enjoyment.  
 
 

The indicative plan of the lake.  
 
Crossing the two arms and avoiding the western shore results in more than half of the proposed 
walkway being on a structure raised 0.5 metres above the water. With free public access on the 
lakeside promenade in the public park, sensitive birds are disturbed and find refuge and nest sites 
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in the distant arms of the lake. Unscreened, as illustrated, the proposed walkways across these 
arms would introduce disturbance into the refuges. A structure sufficiently screened to avoid this 
would restrict public enjoyment. Such a structure would also be expensive, high-maintenance and 
susceptible to vandalism. Access to the open water and views would be better achieved by a 
careful location of viewpoints, hides and dipping platforms along the course of a terrestrial 
walkway in places that are already well-screened. The walkway should not cross the two arms of 
the lake. 
There could be a clash with the disabled transport from the golf course car park to the western 
edge of the Wimbledon Club, which is indicated as taking the same route as the western parts of 
the walkway. Whilst disabled use of the walkway would be very desirable, the two uses might be 
difficult to make compatible. 
 
Wildlife 

 
The lake is rich in uncommon wildlife because of the quality and variety of the habitats it provides. 
The more natural lakesides, away from the lakeside promenade, have five zones. 

1. On dry land, next to the lake is oak-ash woodland or mown grassland.  
2. Nearer the lake where the water table rises often to the surface and occasionally floods, 

this gives way to a narrow strip of wet woodland, with alder, willows, hawthorn and sallows 
with climbing honeysuckle. Beneath this are sweet flag, great willowherb, rushes, mosses, 
nettle, purple loosetrife, water mint, black nightshade and swamp species, such as sedges. 
Wet woodland is a national priority habitat. 

3. Further from the edge, out to water depths of around 0.5 metres, trees drop out and wet 
woodland gives way to reed swamp vegetation, much of it single-species stands of sedge, 
reed or bullrush. Here, the perennial parts of the plants are in the sediment at the bottom of 
the lake and each season’s growth dies right down in winter. Water depths would allow 
much more reed swamp than at present, especially in the two arms of the lake. 

4. At greater depths, surface-floating plants are found, either rooted, like yellow waterlily, or 
free-floating, like duckweeds. These, too, die right back in winter. Yellow waterlilies were 
decimated by water pollution some 30 years ago, but water quality has recovered 
sufficiently to enable their return. 
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5. In the deepest water are found submerged plants, some rooted, like the pondweeds, and 
others drifting, like hornwort. These, too, were lost to water pollution some 30 years ago, 
but have recovered naturally with improved conditions. Further recovery is dependent upon 
water quality. 

The wet woodland and swamp provide excellent cover for nesting water birds, and undisturbed 
places for birds to roost. The woodland also screens the lake from light pollution and wind action, 
attracting bats to feed at night. The wet woodland has been reduced by more than half in recent 
decades by the golf club clearing it on the lake shore. It would return naturally with the right 
management. As well as planting more reed swamp, a judicious selection of additions would add 
to the variety of these two plant communities: candidates include grey willow, downy-birch, 
meadowsweet, hemp-agrimony, tussock-sedge, angelica, marsh bedstraw, marsh thistle, broad 
bucker-fern, branched bur-reed, water plantain, arrowhead, water forget-me-nots and kingcup. 
The lake water has a seasonal cycle of plant and animal growth. In late winter and early spring, as 
light and temperature increase, microscopic planktonic plants thrive, making the water murky. The 
water clears by May, as planktonic water fleas and other microscopic animals consume the plants. 
This allows the submerged waterweeds to grow in the clear water until winter dark and cold kills 
them off. Aquatic insects feed on the planktonic plants and animals or on decaying vegetation. 
These are fed upon in turn by fish and amphibians. The survivors emerge to fly above the lake in 
the late spring and summer, providing abundant of food for aerial feeding bats, swifts and martins.  
Too many fish can disrupt this cycle by eating the planktonic animals, or by disturbing the 
sediments to release nutrients. Both processes lead to the growth of planktonic plants, making the 
water murky in summer, risking de-oxygenation and blue-green bacterial blooms, which can be 
toxic. In recent summers, the sediments have been disturbed as water plants were cleared to 
make way for watersports and this released nutrients locked away in the sediment, causing 
blooms of blue-green bacteria. In summers when the lake is managed appropriately, oxygenating 
plants thrive.  
The consultation document fails to pick up on most of this detail. It does not indicate the existing 
great habitat value of the lake, nor the effects of fish and waterweed clearance. It describes the 
value of the lakeside solely in terms of “veteran willows”, which it claims will be protected by 
situating the walkway over water within large, protected areas of reeds and rushes. These 
proposed reeds and rushes are located where inshore water depths are greatest, rather than in 
the shallow water of the two arms of the lake, where depths suit reed swamp vegetation the best.  
Reedbeds and other swamp vegetation grow vigorously, taking up nutrients and so improving the 
quality of the water. The growth locks away much carbon, and has greater climate benefits than 
does tree planting, but it also leads quickly to the build-up of wetland soil and succession to wet 
woodland. Although the resulting wet woodland would have considerable value, annual 
management of some of the swamp would be needed to regenerate the plants and ensure long-
term survival of reed swamp. Appreciable colonisation of the lake shallows by woodland would 
ultimately threaten Brown’s design and so could be another reason to maintain reed swamp. The 
consultation does not mention management. 
The proposed provision of nesting places for some species would, at last, overcome the previous 
implacable opposition from the lake owner, LB Merton. Swifts, kingfishers, common terns, grey 
herons, little egrets and sand martins visit regularly and might come to breed if the lake is 
managed appropriately. Both swifts and house sparrows might use nest boxes if provided on the 
AELTC buildings to the west of Church Road. 
The proposal to de-culvert and green the tributaries, Bigden and Rushmere brooks, is most 
welcome, as it would restore features that were lost under golf course management. However, 
there is no proposal for silt traps where the brooks enter the site, to stop the accumulation of 
sediment in the lake. Also, the present flooding problems of the golf course and Wimbledon Club 
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are not caused, as claimed, by insufficient capacity of the culverts, but by the lake level being held 
too high by LB Merton.  
Restoration of the lost southern arm was first advocated 30 years ago, so this proposal, also, is 
most welcome. The lake cannot, however, be fully returned to its original 18th century design 
because LB Merton have chosen not to restore the lost eastern arm of the lake.  
Sediment needs to be removed from the lake to restore the depth of the water so that watersports 
and angling can continue into the future. So, we welcome this proposal. This must be done in a 
way that retains Lancelot Brown’s design and, as acknowledged, should not be done at the 
expense of the proposed reed swamp vegetation. However, two spurious concerns about 
sediment are introduced: water quality is contingent on the quality of the flow from the tributary 
brooks and on the appropriate management of the lake, not on the presence of sediment. Nor 
does sediment currently threaten the lake form.  
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Trees 
 
The proposals for trees are most welcome, particularly the conservation of veteran trees and 
removal of inappropriate trees to be replaced with a design that is both resilient and better reflects 
Lancelot Brown’s design. 
The promise to approximately double the number of trees, however, disguises the fact that many 
of the trees that will be removed have grown over decades, and that most new trees will need 
decades to reach a comparable size.  

 
Veterans 
The veteran trees of the golf course are all English oaks, mostly dating back to the Lancelot 
Brown’s landscaping, or before, and so 250 years old or older. It is natural for such veterans to 
have extensive hollows and dead branches and they can thrive for centuries with appropriate 
management. Such trees are a tangible link to the history of the landscape, significant visual 
features and provide habitat for a wide variety of wildlife, including roosting and breeding sites for 
birds and bats, supporting rare fungi and lichens, and providing food for the rare insects of rotting 
wood. Many of these values persist in fallen branches and the statuesque standing form of entirely 
dead trees. Unfortunately, many veterans have been lost in recent decades because removal is all 
too readily agreed on the grounds that the tree is dead or dying and unsafe. So, there is concern 
that some 20% of the surviving veterans are seen as of low vitality, that it is only “living” trees that 
are to be conserved, and that the historic, landscape and biodiversity value of such valuable trees 
is not emphasised. It should be made clear that removal of veterans, alive or dead, and fallen 
dead wood should be a last resort and that a full range of ages will be maintained to ensure 
succession.  
 
Reasons for removal 
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We support the removal of trees to undo the poor planting policies of the golf course and move 
towards a sustainable landscape inspired by Lancelot Brown’s principles. We are pleased, also, to 
note that any removals will follow best practice in relation to protected birds and bats and that a 
few valuable trees are to be moved rather than removed. The transplantation of trees is difficult 
and expensive and should be a last resort. The intention to conserve valuable trees is a welcome 
change. However, we are not informed of the proportion of removals that are not for this reason, 
but rather to enable construction of the wide scatter of new tennis courts. There would need to be 
many fewer removals should the new tennis courts be situated within the present Wimbledon Club 
site. It would not be sustainable should removal of trees that are in the way should compromise 
the age range of suitable trees on the site or unnecessarily constrain the landscape design. 
Woodland 
The biodiversity section of the consultation promises sustainable woodland management, the 
environmental section 
promises a strengthening of 
existing woodland, and tree 
planting is proposed in the 
tree section, but there was 
no further detail of where 
and how woodlands are to 
be treated. AELTC has long 
been aware of local 
concerns with the 
woodlands of the golf 
course, but there is nothing 
explicit on the future of 
these in the consultation. 
Wet woodland (see above) 
is found on much of the golf 
course lake perimeter but 
has been decimated there 
recently by the golf club. 
The best wet woodland is 
now on the Wimbledon Club 
lake shore. 
The ancient Ashen Grove 
Wood lies either side of the 
boundary with the public 
park. The best part of this 
wood will be affected by 
works to prevent the dam 
holding back the lake from 
failing. Once these are 
complete, it should be 
managed for its ancient 
woodland value. 

The main areas of woodland and hedgerow in the heritage 
landscape. 

Horse Close Wood is included in the concept diagram for the future of the heritage landscape. It is 
an old (probably 17th century) planted wood. The Friends of Wimbledon Park have improvement 
projects there. It lies only 50 metres east of the northern tip of the golf course, but receives no 
other mention in the consultation. 
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There are two tree clumps on the golf course which, although depleted by unsympathetic 
management, date back to Lancelot Brown’s landscaping. Retention and restoration of these will 
provide a link to the original design. 
Owl Copse, north of the Wimbledon Club, had valuable wet woodland before it was decimated by 
the golf club in December 2017. The whole area has potential to be restored as wet woodland. 
A dense hedge marks the northern boundary between the golf course and public park. It dates 
back to the development of the public park in the 1920s and now has 50 plant species. These 
values should be conserved in the development of the golf course. 
The woodland on the island in the lake provides an undisturbed refuge, for example as a grey 
heron roost and kingfisher perch. The ground here is badly disturbed by Canada geese and it 
needs protection and restoration. 
Much of the Church Road and Home Park Road perimeters of the golf course have a mixture of 
planted and self-established trees. There are veteran oaks on the boundaries and many Norway 
maples by Home Park Road that are a feature both when flowering in spring and in autumn colour. 
These boundary strips are a design opportunity as they have potential to mimic the now-lost 
peripheral woodland belts of the 18th century park. 
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Biodiversity 
The principles behind the positive proposals for biodiversity in the consultation document, with a 
focus on the retention and enhancement of habitat, are commendable. They should help to 
achieve biodiversity net gain and are a very welcome change from the previous mismanagement 
by the golf club and provide a lead for the other two owners of the heritage landscape: LB Merton 
and the Wimbledon Club. It is unfortunate, however, that the vision focuses on individual species 
or species groups (birds, bats, etc) rather than on their habitat, because this leads to an 
incomplete coverage of the existing and potential biodiversity value of the area, bordering on 
tokenism. 
Grassland 
The proposal to restore acid grassland is welcome, if unexpected because existing surveys have 
not discovered remnant species of this habitat on the golf course (a few survive in the public park). 
Not all the soils on the golf course are suited to acid grassland, which is the least diverse of the 
potential grassland types. All natural grasslands provide seeds and support invertebrates, so it is 
grasslands on all soil types that should be allowed to grow long enough to set seed and support 
grassland wild flowers. 
Nesting and roosting  
The proposed provision of nesting boxes, rafts and banks for bird nesting and a cave for bats are 
welcome. Advantage comes where the habitat has enough of the other requisites for breeding, 
notably food, but has insufficient places for nesting or roosting. Provision on and around the lake 
has been resisted strenuously by LB Merton for many years, so this is a welcome lead.  
A raft is likely to help common terns but this species gets no mention. Sand martins, and possibly 
kingfishers, might use an appropriate bank. Tawny owls, kestrels, jackdaws, stock doves and 
nuthatches might benefit from nest boxes, but also species whose presence may be undesirable, 
such as Egyptian geese, feral pigeons, ring-necked parakeets and collared doves, so a careful 
balance is needed. Swifts, house sparrows, house martins and swallows already have enough 
nest sites in the area, but no harm would come from providing suitable structures on the existing 
AELTC buildings west of Church Road; new buildings on the golf course are not needed for these 
four. The vast majority of birds, however, need good natural habitat, not special structures, to be 
successful.   
Similarly, a few bat species use caves and similar structures for hibernation or roosting. A well-
designed bat cave or two would be a welcome attempt to supplement the small number of such 
places in the region. Many bat boxes have already been provided by the golf club and these 
should be monitored to see whether they have been successful, as such boxes often see little or 
no use. It is far preferable to manage the trees and woodland to retain natural holes and crevices 
suitable for bats. Bats are so mobile, however, that retention of trees should not be made 
dependent upon confirmation of use (see below). 
Reedbeds 
Reedbeds are cited as habitat for birds and would certainly increase the existing population of 
breeding reed warblers. Reed buntings and Cetti’s warbler just might appear. An increased area of 
reedbeds would also help supplement the large areas at the Wetland Centre, five kilometres away 
to the north. Other reedbed specialist birds are most unlikely to find enough resource to breed, but 
may visit. Reedbeds also support some rare insects, such as the red leopard moth. 
Lake 
Despite a section devoted to the lake, a good overview of its existing and potential biodiversity is 
not achieved, see my comments on that section. The proposal to provide a suitable lake shore for 
eels around the island is welcome. Young eels use a good variety of lake habitats including finer 
gravels and it is only mature eels that prefer such shelter. The proposal to plant native water lilies 
would restore a feature of the lake (beds of yellow waterlilies) that was lost 30 years ago. Whilst 
this would provide shelter for fish, like other deep-water plants, lilies die back in the winter when 
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they provide little shelter. Water voles need plentiful natural waterside vegetation for food, and soft 
banks for burrowing. Where this is not possible, clay pipes are an alternative and so their provision 
would be welcome. 
Trees and woodland 
The values of trees and woodland are split between the sections on the history, lake, trees and 
biodiversity. An additional consideration here is the retention of dead wood for insects and fungi, 
which is welcome, but value is found particularly in the older trees that are found in open parkland 
rather than woodland, so it is vital that the dead wood of these trees, too, is conserved. This will 
also serve the needs of bats, for which the intention to retain trees with bat roosts is good but 
insufficient, as the great mobility and seasonal changes in bat usage makes it nearly impossible to 
document all bat usage. The full habitat value of trees and woodland is not covered adequately, 
see my comments on the other two sections. It is sad that the Tudor oak receives no mention. 
Given that Lancelot Brown employed a wide range of exotic trees as well as many natives and 
wildlife habitat value does not reside solely with native trees, a blanket requirement to plant with 
native species is overly restrictive. For, example, there is but one of Brown’s signature tree, the 
cedar of Lebanon, on the golf course, and a few more could be appropriate. Also, Brown’s short-
lived trees have long gone. He is known to have employed many birch trees, for example. 
Introductions and invasives 
The proposal to introduce water voles is welcome, especially as American mink is absent, so that 
the lake could be a refuge from that predator. Most other species that might enrich the area are 
mobile enough to arrive under their own steam. Some exceptions are considered in my comments 
on the lake. The area is fortunate in being free of such invasives as Japanese knotweed and 
Australian swamp stonecrop. It is essential that proper biosecurity measures are employed to 
maintain this position. The greatest risk is from angling or watersports equipment that is not 
cleaned off after use at other sites. Except for the eel, the fishery in the lake is sustained through 
introductions, so it is important to have a good policy on this. The general principle should be to 
avoid, or keep numbers low, of species that can cause murky water, such as carp and bream, and 
to maximise the numbers of predatory fish, such as pike, perch and eel. 
 
 
 
 
 


