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Mitcham Cricket Green Community and 
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DEMOLITION AND REDEVELOPMENT OF THE CRICKETERS PUBLIC HOUSE 
 

Application numbers 12/P2083 & 12/P2084    
August 2012 

 
1. Mitcham Cricket Green Community and Heritage is the civic society for this 
part of Merton and part of the wider civic movement through membership of the 
national charity Civic Voice.  We take an active interest in the future of the Cricket 
Green Conservation Area and its environs and have been closely involved in the 
development of the new Character Study, the Conservation Area Appraisal and 
Management Plan and numerous development proposals in the area.  We made 
representations objecting to the two previous proposals to redevelop this site and 
welcomed the decision unanimously to reject an appeal in June 2011 and a second 
application earlier this year.  We agree with the comment made by councillors at the 
Planning Committee rejecting the last proposals that this is “one of the most 
important sites in Merton” because of the quality of the setting and sensitivity of the 
location. 
 
Summary 
 
2. We object to the latest proposals to grant planning permission and 
conservation area consent to demolish the Cricketers and redevelop the site for 
residential use.  The site is one of the most important in the entire Conservation Area 
and demands the most sensitive treatment.  This is the most important development 
proposal in the Conservation Area since it was created over forty years ago.  Any 
redevelopment should be of outstanding quality.  The location has been in 
community use as a public house for over 200 years and we do not support the 
change in use to private residential use.  Whilst acknowledging the efforts to improve 
the design and quality of the new building, we do not believe it even approaches the 
standard required for this flagship site.  It lacks any historic integrity and, by the 
developer’s own admission, represents an “idiosyncratic design” based on “fake 
history”.  Further, we believe it has significant negative impacts on the village feel 
and ambience of the area. It also introduces new railings and paved areas which will 
fundamentally and permanently alter the open and accessible character of this 
common land. 
 
3.  We remain firmly of the view that the whole of the island site and its environs 
area requires a design brief to ensure that any development relates well to the overall 
character of this sensitive part of the Conservation Area.  It is notable that the 
simultaneous proposals to redevelop the Old Bank House and Cricketers pub have 
been drawn up independently of each other and the results do not relate well to each 
other.  The fire station, Wandle Industrial Museum and even the Vestry Hall all face 
an uncertain future and we are keen to work with the London Borough of Merton to 
develop an overall brief for the area and provide a framework for considering specific 
proposals. 
 
Context 
 
4. This site is among the most prominent in Mitcham and plays an integral role 
in defining the character and significance of Mitcham Cricket Green Conservation 
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Area which was established in 1969.  Any development will need to be able to 
demonstrate an ability to make a positive and lasting contribution to the character 
and appearance of the area. 
 
5. We share the view so ably expressed in the Mitcham Cricket Green 
Conservation Area Design Guide (1996) that: 
 

“The Cricket Green area is obviously one which evinces a quiet pride in itself, 
and has largely succeeded in retaining a domestic and human scale in its 
buildings, the setting of which is enhanced by the variety of its open spaces.” 

 
and in the emerging Character Study for Cricket Green that: 
 

“The quality of the development combined with the open spaces that it 
surrounds, gives the area a small scale character that is semi rural in parts…. 
The group of buildings on Lower Green West comprising Vestry Hall, the Fire 
Station and the Cricketers pub, breaks the surrounding established building 
layout but forms a distinctive focal point on the green.” 

 
6. The Cricketers is part of a small assemblage of public buildings permitted on 
common land at Lower Green, along with the Vestry Hall in the 19th century and fire 
station in the early 20th century, for public purposes.  The area has a long history of 
campaigns going back to the mid-19th century to maintain the open aspect and 
protect the common land from encroachment by development. 
 
7. An inn has been located on this site since 1799, originally known as The 
Swan and renamed the Cricketers in the 1830s.  This was rebuilt in 1855 and 
destroyed by a parachute mine in 1940.  The current pub was opened in 1958.  The 
inn has played an important role in the history of Cricket Green, not least as the 
former dressing rooms of Mitcham Cricket Club which uses the pitch where cricket 
has been played continuously longer than anywhere else in the world (over 300 
years).  This continuity of use and the historical associations are very important 
considerations when addressing the proposals. 
 
8. The current building is redolent of a period of 20th century design which is not 
without merit and adds to the variety of building styles and types that is such a 
feature of Cricket Green.  It contributes to the “variety in form and layout, [which] 
gives the area an eclectic, high quality character that is unified by the greens” as 
noted in the Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan.  It also respects 
the form of the previous building destroyed in the war.  As the applicant recognises 
the current building “was once deemed ‘a la mode’” (Design and access statement 
p35) and has merit.  The applicant needs, therefore, to make the case for demolition 
and redevelopment. 
 
9. We should stress that Mitcham Cricket Green Community and Heritage does 
not object in principle to demolition and redevelopment of the site.  We would 
welcome an outstanding building of appropriate proportions designed to a quality that 
would enhance the character and appearance of the conservation area and include 
significant community use.  This could make the 21st century’s first contribution to 
enhancing the character of Cricket Green.   
 
10. We have considered the proposals in the context of the development plan 
(Core Strategy, UDP and London Plan), draft Conservation Area Appraisal and 
Management Plan, emerging Character Study, grounds for refusal for the previous 
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application and the report of the Inspector rejecting the appeal for the proposals in 
2010 to redevelop the site (see paragraphs 24-33 below). 
 
11. We have concluded that the proposals depart significantly from the 
development plan for the reasons set out below and ask that the application be 
considered as a departure from the development plan.  It would be helpful to receive 
confirmation that the additional publicity required for departure applications has been 
undertaken.  This was not the case for the previous application which was also a 
departure.  The fact of being a departure also places the onus on the applicant to 
demonstrate the material considerations which would justify a grant of consent.  We 
do not consider there to be material considerations which indicate that the 
development plan should be overridden in relation to these proposals.   
 
Change of use 
 
12. We support the current community use of the site as a public house.  The 
land has historically only been allowed to be developed for civic and public uses and 
it is not appropriate to see it being used for significant residential use.  Policy CS12 of 
the Core Strategy supports protection of employment sites for community use and 
Policy 7.1 of the London Plan recognises the value of community uses such as public 
houses in contributing to neighbourhoods.  This is also reflected in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (paragraph 70).  Policy L16 of the Unitary Development 
Plan states that the Council “will not permit the redevelopment” of established public 
houses unless they aren’t economically viable, have been marketed as a public 
house for at least two years and there is adequate alternative provision in the area.  
We share the view expressed by CAMRA that the site has not been marketed for the 
two years required under Policy L16 and meets the Pub Viability Test established by 
CAMRA and widely accepted in planning casework.  We can see no grounds for 
making an exception to this clearly expressed requirement.  It is self-evident that the 
financial returns on housing redevelopment are greater than from continued 
community use but this is no reason to grant consent for the proposals.   
 
Proposed development 
 
Community engagement 
 
13. We have considered the design and appearance of the proposed 
redevelopment carefully.  We welcome the intention to respond to the objections to 
the previous proposals and the belated efforts to engage local community views.  It is 
disappointing that the community consultation process began when the development 
proposals had been virtually finalised and that the public exhibition was mounted only 
at a few days’ notice.   
 
“Fake history” and “idiosyncratic design” 
 
14. The proposed design is an improvement on the two previous applications but 
the benefits are marginal and the proposals still fall well short of what is required for 
this site.  The applicants insist that they have secured specialist heritage design input 
which has drawn on the historical background of the site and the previous building 
which played such an important part in the history of this world famous cricket 
ground.  Regrettably, the resulting proposals draw little meaningful inspiration from 
the important history of this site.  By the applicant’s own admission they are an 
“idiosyncratic design” based on a “fake history” (Design and Access statement page 
35) producing a pastiche of how a Victorian pub might look if converted into housing.   
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15. A modicum of research into the Victorian building which was bombed in the 
1940s reveals that it has little in common with the proposed development:   
 

 
Former Cricketers & Vestry Hall decorated for Queen Victoria’s Diamond Jubilee, 1897 

  

 
The Cricketers in 1870 before construction of the Vestry Hall 
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As can be seen from the historic photos of the pre-1940s inn above, the existing 
Cricketers pub pays far more respect to its predecessor than the proposed 
development.  Its scale also sits more easily with the Vestry Hall.   
 
16. The developer’s proposals clearly have no historical foundations and by their 
own admission simply present a faked up development of a converted “ideal typical” 
Victorian pub which has no resemblance to anything which existed on this site 
before.  To add insult to injury this fake development is located adjacent to a superb 
example of genuine Victorian architecture in the Vestry Hall which was constructed in 
celebration of Queen Victoria’s Golden Jubilee.   
 
Impacts 
 
17. We also find the proposals to be unsuitable and damaging to this sensitive 
site for the following reasons: 
 

 The site should be retained primarily in community use even if this were not 
as a public house 

 

 The scale, mass, form, footprint and height of the new development is 
excessive for this site - it still detracts from the neighbouring locally listed 
Vestry Hall and fire station despite being more sensitively aligned and will 
introduce a large scale urban bulk into a sensitive triptych of buildings on this 
landmark island site between two critically important open spaces at the heart 
of the conservation area.  The effort to “step down” the proposed 
development to make it “subservient” to the fire station and Vestry Hall on 
either side is clumsy and ineffective.  It detracts from the new building as well 
as failing to ameliorate its impact on the neighbouring locally listed buildings 

 

 It will compete with the Vestry Hall on the skyline in terms of its mass, height 
and windows.  The Vestry Hall should have primary visual status and the 
height of any development on this site should be no higher than the Vestry 
Hall windows and provide accommodation over no more than three floors 
(including the ground floor).  The proposed third floor will sit uneasily above 
the eaves of the Vestry Hall roof and even the roofline of the second floor is 
higher than the Vestry Hall eaves where stepped down adjacent to the Vestry 
Hall  

 

 It continues to loom over the fire station even more than the Vestry Hall and 
even the stepped down second floor will jar visually with the roof of the fire 
station  

 

 It will conflict rather than contrast with the Old Bank House which is lower (an 
important point highlighted in the Inspector’s report (para 9)) and presents a 
very different aspect to the street scene – this conflict would also exist were 
the current proposals to extend the Old Bank House to be permitted 

 

 There are detailed aspects of the proposal which give rise to concern:  
o from many vantage points (such as Lower Green West) the development 

will introduce a new and substantial bulky form which will detract from the 
current “loose and informal grouping” of buildings noted by the Inspector  

o the introduction of a large area of private space into the heart of this area 
of common land – one of the attractive features of the current buildings is 
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the degree of public access in and around them which reflects their 
community use.  This will be replaced private “shared amenity space” with 
both soft and hard landscaping along Lower Green West 

o intrusive new railings and paved areas which have no precedent in the 
surrounding area – if it is considered these are required because of the 
need to provide “defensible space” around the new flats then this is further 
evidence of how inappropriate residential use is for a site which should be 
retained for the community 

o the quality of the brick and stone would have to be to the highest standard 
if they are not to deteriorate in the manner evident in other new buildings 
in the area 

o the faux pilastered frontage and blind window recesses on the ground 
floor are incongruous and detract from the legibility of the building which 
should be clearly in residential use 

o there are concerns over the possible use of the fire station exit as a 
possible service road while it is still a functioning fire station 

o it is unclear how the proposals will address the area of informal parking 
immediately in front of the Cricketers but outside the curtilage of this 
application 

 

 The important views across Cricket Green and the aspect from the 
internationally important cricket ground will be harmed by an overbearing 
development 

 

 The scale of development will overwhelm the parking provision provided and 
we would be concerned if the parking were to be accompanied by external 
lighting in this most sensitive part of the conservation area where excess light 
should be kept to a minimum 
 

18. As a result, the proposals do not represent a sufficient response to the 
concerns expressed by the Inspector in rejecting the previous appeal or by 
councillors in rejecting the 2011 application earlier this year.  The bulk of the 
development has not been reduced sufficiently with the result that the new proposals 
do not avoid creating a: 
 

“….dense block of urban development which would significantly change the 
character of the current loose and informal grouping.  This would be harmful 
to the settings of the two adjoining locally listed buildings and to the character 
of the adjoining green spaces. The proposal would fail to preserve the 
character and appearance of the conservation area.” 
 

Inspector’s report, paragraph 12 
 
19. The acid test of the proposals is whether they will make a 21st century 
contribution to the variety of architectural styles which is such an important 
characteristic of the buildings around Cricket Green that will stand the test of time 
and which will inspire pride in the area in the decades to come.  Regrettably, we find 
the proposals mundane and everyday such that they would make no positive 
contribution and detract in important aspects. 
 
20 We are also concerned  that the owner’s wilful neglect of the building and 
surrounding land which has allowed it to deteriorate and rubbish to accumulate 
should not influence the principle of whether the planning application should be 
granted.  We are exploring other avenues, including council action under the 
Environmental Protection Act, to address this nuisance. 
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21. We would support redevelopment of this site by a proposal showing real 
sensitivity to the location.  This would need to enhance the character of the 
conservation area and be inspired by this very special location.   
 
Demolition 
 
22. Given the inadequate nature of the proposals to replace the existing building 
we believe it would be premature to grant conservation area consent for the 
demolition of the existing public house. 
 
Planning obligations 
 
23. We welcome the commitment to give appropriate off-site contributions to 
benefit nearby open space and if the development were to be permitted then we 
would support an endowment being established, to be managed by the local 
community for the benefit of the Cricket Green area.  There is precedent for this 
nearby in the obligations placed on SITA for development of the Benedict Wharf site 
to provide a community pot for the benefit of London Road Playing Fields. 
 
Planning and conservation framework 
 
24. We have considered the proposals against the conservation and planning 
policy framework for the area.  The site benefits from multiple designations as: 
 

 Conservation Area 

 Metropolitan Open Land 

 Public Open Space 

 Metropolitan Park 

 Adjacent locally listed buildings such as the Vestry Hall and fire station 
 
and we consider the proposed demolition and redevelopment impacts negatively on 
each of these. 
 
25. The UDP still provides part of the formal development plan for the appeal site 
and we believe the proposed demolition and redevelopment is inconsistent with 
Policy L16 regarding protection of public houses and Policies ST17 and ST18 which 
promote a high quality urban environment with high standards of design and 
establish a clear expectation that development will protect, preserve or enhance all 
aspects of the historic environment (including the conservation area and the setting 
of the locally listed buildings). 
 
26. We are particularly concerned about the impact of the proposed demolition 
and redevelopment on the character and significance of Cricket Green conservation 
area.  There is a clear legal requirement underpinned in the National Planning Policy 
Framework and supported in the existing development plan policies (e.g. Policies 
CS5 and CS14 in the Core Strategy) for development in conservation areas to be 
required to preserve/conserve or enhance its character or appearance.  We consider 
the proposed demolition and redevelopment falls well short of this and is in conflict 
with every aspect of UDP Policy BE1 for the reasons identified in paragraph 17 
above.   
 
27. We consider the quality of design and finishing of the proposed 
redevelopment to be unsympathetic and not worthy of this sensitive site.  It fails to 
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meet the requirements of Policy BE22 to respect the surrounding buildings or be of a 
standard that complements the surrounding townscape. 
 
28. We strongly support the expectation in the Core Strategy for the heritage 
assets of the borough to inspire the highest quality development.  The essential test 
should be whether the proposed demolition and redevelopment is good enough to 
permit not bad enough to refuse.  This is ably expressed in paragraph 22.6: 
 

“Merton’s heritage assets should be used to make a positive contribution and 
inspire new development of imaginative and high quality design, forming a 
central part of future development and regeneration in the borough.  This is 
particularly relevant for the regeneration of Mitcham and Morden where the 
significance of heritage assets such as Mitcham Cricket Green and Morden 
Hall Park will be used to inform new development or regeneration and 
contribute to the character and distinctiveness of each centre.”  

 
29. We strongly support the view expressed in Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy 
that: 
 

“All development needs to be designed in order to respect, reinforce and 
enhance the local character of the area in which it is located and to contribute 
to Merton's sense of place and identity. We will achieve this by….protecting, 
conserving and enhancing Merton's heritage assets and wider historic 
environment”  

 
30. We see insufficient evidence of this in the proposals for one of the most 
sensitive sites in the Borough.  The development shows too little regard to the special 
qualities of the site and its surroundings.  This is a location where any new 
development needs to be making a most significant positive contribution to the 
Conservation Area.  This is evident in the other more modern buildings around 
Cricket Green, including the recently listed Methodist Church.   
 
31. We also consider the proposed demolition and redevelopment of this highly 
conspicuous site will impact negatively on the adjacent Metropolitan Open Land and 
thereby conflict with UDP Policy NE2 because of its bulk. 
 
32. Finally, we support the grounds for refusal of the 2011 application which were 
as follows: 
 

“The proposed development, by virtue of its design, bulk, height and scale, on 
this landmark site within a Conservation Area, would –  
 

(a) fail to respect or complement the design, scale, massing and form 
of existing nearby buildings, particularly locally listed buildings Vestry 
Hall and the Fire Station, which both together with The Cricketers, 
form the most significant group of buildings in this part of the 
Conservation Area;  
 
(b) fail to respect or complement the nearby historic Mitcham Cricket 
Ground;  
 
(c) fail to maintain important views within and out of the Mitcham 
Cricket Green Conservation Area, including views of Vestry Hall;  
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(d) fail to enhance or preserve the character and appearance of the 
Mitcham Cricket Green Conservation Area; and  
 
(e) fail to provide a high standard of design that will complement the 
character and local distinctiveness of the adjoining townscape and 
landscape, contrary to Policies BE.1 and BE.22 of the Adopted Merton 
Unitary Development Plan (October 2003), and contrary to Strategic 
Objective 8 and Policy CS14 of the Merton LDF Core Planning 
Strategy (2011).” 

 
We believe these grounds remain valid. 
 
33. For the reasons identified above we ask that planning permission and 
conservation area consent for the proposed demolition and redevelopment is refused 
on the grounds that it is a significant departure from the development plan which will 
detract from the Conservation Area and result in the loss of an important community 
use.  There are insufficient material considerations to justify departing from the 
adopted development plan policies. 
 
 
 
Web:  www.mitchamcricketgreen.org.uk 
 
Email:  info@mitchamcricketgreen.org.uk 
 
Twitter: @mitchamcrktgrn 
 
Mail: c/o MVSC, The Vestry Hall, 336/338 London Road, Mitcham, Surrey 

CR4 3UD 

http://www.mitchamcricketgreen.org.uk/
mailto:info@mitchamcricketgreen.org.uk

