
 

REVIEW OF THE AELTC PROPOSALS FOR NEW TENNIS FACILITIES ON 
THE WIMBLEDON PARK GOLF COURSE 

Background 
The AELTC is a wholly owned subsidiary of The All England Lawn Tennis & Croquet Club Limited ("the 
Club") and, on 1 August 2011, acquired all the assets and undertaking of the Club in relation to The 
Championships.  The Club is an elite private members club limited to only 500 full, life and honorary 
members.   

The ambition of the development proposals appears to be: 
• to consolidate and extend the duration of the Championship on land wholly owned by the Club,  
• to present an enhanced image and status of this singular international tournament, 
• to further promote tennis as an international, regional and community sport, 
• to intervene, in a positive way, in the conservation and restoration of a registered historic asset (a 

grade II* park and garden, the remnant of a landscape designed by Capability Brown) 
• to enhance the property value and revenue generated for the benefit of the Club. 

Review of the proposals 
These proposals are a potentially highly damaging intervention with disastrous consequences for the 
heritage parkland.  Where there could be an opportunity to return a significant part of the heritage 
landscape to a more pastural open Brownian landscape AELTC are essentially creating a new "fin de 
siècle” urban park which would be dominated by a new “show stadium”, unwelcome “paraphernalia” 
through the critical summer months from May to September, an intrusive web of unsympathetic 
permanent paths and interruption of critical historic views. There would also be very significant damage 
to the setting and character of the lakeside landscape and ecology.  All this compromises the open 
landscape setting created by Capability Brown. 

The density of courts in the northern part of the land, some particularly close to the lakeside is very 
unfortunate, extraordinarily and unnecessarily intrusive and whose drainage of intensively fertilised 
grass, which will necessitate harmful raising of the ground at the lake edge, also risks polluting the lake.  

Public access appears to be offered in the southern park area but the limit is not clearly defined. Public 
access “around" the lake appears to be largely within it.  Access on the entire West side of the lake is 
proposed on a boardwalk through reed beds and there are two lengths of boardwalk on the East side. 
This is not a lakeside path, it does not go around the lake and it will damage landscape character and 
habitats both with the new structures and interference from public proximity.  It is also all within Merton’s 
ownership.  Long established fishing at the lakeside will become impossible.  

The creation of a new 8000 seater permanent “show court” with a retractable roof in the parkland is  
AELTC's icing on the cake.  It is stated to be used throughout the year.  It is proposed to have 
community benefit which is unexplained.  This has to be a significant tall structure with a bulk not unlike 
Centre Court and Court One and includes an energy centre inappropriately located within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt that will serve the entire AELTC estate. It will have unwelcome visual impact, 
impact on “openness” and  introduces new development without any significant balancing removal of 
buildings therefore breaching the National Planning Policy Framework, particularly paragraph 145 (see 
below).   The siting of the “show stadium”  beside Church Road interrupts historic views to the lake and 
St Mary’s. The unanswered question is why another "show court" could not reasonably be introduced 
within AELTC’s main premises given the plethora of new courts being proposed on this site.  Equally 
why could it not be set deep into the ground?   The “show court” and the additional championship courts 
are also located next to the Wimbledon Club.  Access to the Wimbledon Club and the impact on the 
Club is not considered and its legal access road is ignored.  With legal access to the Wimbledon Club 
required to be retained to allow the Club to function Church Road cannot be closed to traffic during the 
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Championship as suggested. Why has no mutually beneficial land exchange been agreed with the 
Wimbledon Club where the courts might have been more favourably located? 

The spread of tennis courts will also require “temporary” support facilities and intrusive high fencing 
around them over five critical months of the year, the period over which the AELTC say that tennis will 
be played. For the rest of the year they will require fenced protection. This would be contrary to 
permitted development planning policy which limits temporary structures to 28 days under the the Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995. Where then are the WCs for 
tennis players and spectators, and where and how are court fences, nets, chairs etc to be stored over 
the winter making use only of narrow pedestrian paths to access them?  The presence 
of “ paraphernalia" is a term commonly used by planning authorities to refuse planning permission in the 
Green Belt that is deemed to impact on its openness.   

AELTC’s narrow focus is only on the land they own. No consideration is taken of the impact on the 
Wimbledon Club’s access and setting which is at the very centre of the land distribution.  AELTC have 
not considered the wider heritage parkland nor how their ambitions might be more sympathetically 
achieved by working with other land owners, exchanging and sharing land ownership and investing in 
wider community benefit to offset any potential harmful impact that might be caused.  The Capability 
Brown Society have set out a parallel vision of how AELTC’s ambitions might more reasonably be 
achieved and which could comply with the necessary planning legislation and guidance in their Vision 
statements which may be read at: 
https://thecapabilitybrownsociety.com/the-synopsis/  

Planning Policy issues 
The AELTC development is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and within a registered Grade II* Park 
and Garden which is “registered at risk” by Historic England. The proposals will be presented as being 
on previously developed land in use for formal outdoor recreation (a golf course).  As such there are two 
key National Planning Policy Framework issues, with regard to the Metropolitan Green Belt and the 
Conservation of the Historic Environment, that are set out in these three paragraphs of the National 
Planning Policy Framework that must all be addressed by the AELTC to justify their proposal: 

Proposals affecting the Green Belt 
144.  When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that 
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist 
unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm 
resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. 

145. A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the 
Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a change of use) 
for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the 
facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it; 
g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land, whether 
redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would: 

‒ not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing development; 

Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 
195. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a 
designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 
demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits 
that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply: 
a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and 
b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate 
marketing that will enable its conservation; and 
c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public ownership is 
demonstrably not possible; and 
d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use. 
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