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From the Tooting Commons Management Advisory Committee 9 April 2020.  

Planning Application Balham Boxing and Youth Club 336 Cavendish Road and Football Pitch 

East of 336 Cavendish Road SW12 0PP. Planning Application number 2019/4206 as 

resubmitted: 

 

The legal and planning material underlying this response to the renewed application of the Balham 

Boxing Club is to be found an email of 22 November 2019 to Wandsworth Planning regarding the first 

application. 

1. TCMAC is a 24-member elected body constituted by the London Borough of Wandsworth to advise it 

on the management and maintenance of the Tooting commons. As in all planning matters, it approaches 

the renewed application to refurbish and upgrade the Triangle site from the point of view of its role as a 

guardian of the Tooting commons and in the light of the planning law and guidelines that apply to 

Wandsworth.  

2. The relevant thrust of the law and guidelines is to balance organised sporting use of commons against 

other demands on them. That balance is to be met in the context of a national, metropolitan, and local 

move towards de-urbanisation for the sake of the health of human users, the improvement of the natural 

ecosystem and in mitigation of climate change. 

 

3.. TCMAC recognises the advantages promised by the development and appreciates the time and effort 

taken by the developer to mitigate damage to the environment, the inconvenience to those many users of 

the common who will not benefit from it, and to some degree the loss of amenity suffered by those who 

live alongside Tooting Bec common. These advantages are fully recognised in our email of 22 November 

2019. 

 

4. TCMAC also notes the much-improved application. It includes a more detailed and useful 

arboricultural report together with measures proposed to mitigate tree damage and improve the 

surroundings of the site. It contains a more realistic account of drainage problems which have been long 

observed by the council. Its Design and Access Statement gives an improved description of the changes 

proposed. 

 

5. TCMAC is however, very strongly of the opinion that the development should not proceed at all if 

floodlights are to remain on the site.  

 

6. At base, the members of are of the view that the Triangle is best suited to be an area of tranquility and 

passive recreation. They think that such a development as that proposed is far better suited to a site in a 

park or recreation ground (as the company’s other sites are) than on a common—and on a part of Tooting 

Bec Common perhaps least suited to active sporting use than any other part. For this reason, there is 

considerable feeling among the members that the project should not proceed at all: that the disruption 

caused by organised sporting activity during day is as much out of place as is evening activity. Not least, 

the noise level would disrupt the current amenity of a quiet spot on the common, away from vehicular 

traffic. 

 

7. Planning documents treat the Tooting commons not as parks or recreation grounds but as commons. 

Tooting Bec and Tooting Graveney are a mixture of natural habitat and open spaces. They provide a wide 

range of leisure and recreational amenities together with spaces for general relaxation, retreat from city 
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pressures, communion with the natural environment, individual contemplation and shared socialising. 

Wandsworth’s research undertaken over several years shows that the demand such for passive, 

unorganized, uses, far exceeds that for organised sports. All this is recorded in detail in TCMAC’s email 

of 22 November 2019.  As we noted there: ‘Tranquility is a community value as much as organised 

activity, and organised activity ought not always to be valued above spontaneous community 

choice, especially on a common.’ 

 

8. The Triangle area in which the site is located is geographically, hydrologically, aesthetically and 

ecologically unsuited to the development proposed. As the Tooting Commons Management and 

Maintenance Plan unequivocally suggests, it is best suited to passive human use, the preservation of 

wildlife, and the proliferation of appropriate grasses, trees and shrubs.  

 

9. Though better presented, the renewed application does not add much to the original application except 

as to the flooding problem and arboricultural questions. The Tree Report is thorough and sensible. But as 

to floodlighting, the present situation is unsatisfactory, even if the regulations concerning the use of lights 

were to have been observed.  It seems strained to claim an established use of lighting when a once-a 

week-usage is to be replaced by a seven-times-a -week usage. Further, the documents show that it is only 

‘probable’ that the new LED lighting will be an improvement on the present lighting in regard to bat 

habitat and commodity, and of only a one-third reduction in insect carnage. Seven times a small 

advantage over one unsatisfactory state of affairs adds up to a large loss. 

 

Little account is taken of the amenity of eastern neighbours and passing-by users during the evenings. 

Mitigation by way of tree planting does not seem adequate to approach the increased urbanisation of the 

site. The Design and Access Statement’s claim that the development will ‘increase community cohesion’ 

seems wrong in that respect. 

 

10. The prospect of flooding was not at all satisfactorily addressed in the original application, and 

TCMAC stressed the probability of serious flooding in its response, given the history of previous attempts 

to drain the Triangle fields.  In the renewed application the situation is properly recognised as serious, 

partly perhaps in reaction to the winter floods photographed in the new application. The mitigation 

proposed consists in a drainage ditch to the east of the football pitches and an extensive reorganization of 

the current underground drainage and sewage systems to the west and north. The ecological effect of the 

eastern drain is not satisfactorily addressed, and it is not clear who would bear the cost of the 

modifications to the drains and sewers under the control of Thames Water, or whether Thames Water 

considers the plan feasible. Certainly, the council has not seriously considered that solution in past plans 

for the common when it has considered the fact of flooding, very probably on grounds of cost among 

other things. All this points TCMAC to the conclusion that the site is not suited to the purpose proposed. 

That purpose aside, the periodical flooding could simply be allowed, to the joy of children in Wellington 

boots and of more sober adult cyclists and walkers. 

 

11. TCMAC continues to note considerable public disquiet at the prospect of the site being ‘privatised’, 

so that what was once freely open to the public will now be enclosed and the activities within subject to 

charging. Though it is true that the legal objections such as in the Muir case have been overcome by the 

‘Play and Stay’ proposal, The Design and Access Statement’s claim that the development will ‘increase 

community cohesion’ seems wrong in that respect also. 

 

 

12. In sum, TCMAC strongly advises against planning permission to allow continued floodlighting of the 

site.  


