(NEW) Suggested arguments when submitting objections to the AMENDED application - P052310 and P052334:

Here are a range of arguments (A to J) you may find useful in submitting objections to the local authority which should in the main but not exclusively focus on planning issues. (Personal testimonies focused on the contribution of the facility to fitness, productivity, exercise and activity in the workplace - all now firm government goals also carry considerable weight).  Please feel free to use all or any of these when objecting. You can also adapt these to send lobbying emails to the following:

Tony.Halmos@corpoflondon.gov.uk 

City of London Head of PR

John Owen-Ward, 

Chairman of the Planning & Transportation Committee 

John.Owen-Ward@corpoflondon.gov.uk
(Planning & Transportation Department, City Planning Office

PO Box 270, Guildhall London EC2P 2EJ Tel 020 7332 1710)

Rt Hon Richard Caborn MP 

Minister of State for Sport 

Department for Culture, Media & Sport

2-4 Cockspur Street

London SW1Y 5DH

richard.caborn@culture.gsi.gov.uk
Islington council

Lobby the Bunhill Ward councillor representing Lambs, by email -

jyoti.vaja@islington.gov.uk
Lobby the local MP Emily Thornberry, Labour 

emily@islingtonlabour.org.uk
Lobby Ken Livingstone Mayor of London

mayor@london.gov.uk
Tel: 020 7983 4100 Fax: 020 7983 4057

A.

A planning barrister, consulted by the Lambs action team  produced advise on the significance of PPG17 to the current planning application. The advise very clearly sets out the material importance of PPG17 planning guidance to the decision  facing the local authority’s planning sub committee. It makes it clear on the balance of interpretation that the committee would be in breach of duties to ignore the provisions of PPG17 in reaching a decision on this application. I urge you to refuse the application and allow the developer to appeal to the planning inspectorate where these arguments will be closely considered as per legal precedence. Relevant parts of the opinion are included below for your consideration. I urge you to reject the application on the well founded grounds that the developers proposals are contrary to PPG 17 considerations.

“1. I am asked to advise the Lambs Action Team ("the LAT") in relation to a

pending application for planning permission (No. P052310) made by

Clan Real Estate (Lamb's Club) Limited ("the developers"), although this

advice is equally applicable to the duplicate application No. P052334.

The application for planning permission (No. P052310), which relates to

the redevelopment of the existing Lambs Squash Club at 1 Lambs

Passage, Islington, London EC1Y 8LE is expressed in the following

terms:

11. My outline conclusions are as follows:

11.1. the developer has failed to comply with the clear guidance set

out in PPG17, particularly:

11.1.1. the requirement for local consultation; and

11.1.2. the requirement to demonstrate widespread support

for the proposal

11.2. against that background the developer has failed to demonstrate

clearly that the protective policy against development should be

overcome on the basis that the facility is surplus to requirements;

and

11.3. whilst the guidance in PPG17 is not absolute, the fact that the

current UDP pre-dates the advice set out in PPG17 means that

the guidance set out in PPG17 should be accorded significant

weight…….

….PPG17: context.

13. PPG17 (“Planning for open space, sport and recreation”) was published

on 24 July 2002, very shortly after the formal adoption of the current

Islington UDP. However, in very summary terms, PPG17 advises that

local authorities “should undertake robust assessments of the existing

and future needs of their communities for open space, sports and

recreational facilities” (paragraph 1). Those assessments will then “form

the starting point for establishing an effective strategy for open space,

sport and recreation at the local level …” (paragraph 4). The guidance

goes on to give specific advice in paragraph 10 about the approach to be

taken to existing sporting facilities. I will return to these issues in more

detail later in this advice.

… 16. It is unclear to me to what extent this draft policy shift was considered

during the emergence of the Islington UDP. What is clear, and appears

not to be in dispute, is that the UDP contains no policy which specifically

addresses the issue of existing sporting facilities (with the exception of

open field playing spaces) as opposed to new facilities, despite the

significance of this issue in the draft PPG17. It is also not in dispute that

the LPA, in common with very many others, has not yet undertaken a

local needs assessment/audit in compliance with PPG17 guidance.

…..PPG17: analysis.

17. PPG17 makes clear at the outset that it sets out policies “needed to be

taken into account by … local planning authorities in the preparation of

development plans (or their successors) [and policies which] … may also

be material to decisions on individual planning applications”.

18. Paragraph 1 of PPG17 states that:

To ensure effective planning for … sport and recreation it is

essential that the needs of the local communities are known. Local

authorities should undertake robust assessments of the existing

and future needs of their communities for … sports and

recreational facilities.

….21. What is meant by “local communities” is not narrowly defined to include

only local residents. On the contrary, paragraph 2 of PPG17 makes it

abundantly clear that “the needs of those working in or visiting areas, as

well as residents should be included” in such assessments of need.

22. The fact the policy makes specific reference to these different elements

of the wider community (workers and visitors), involves the recognition

that these separate elements may have different needs. The reference

to those “working” in the area, in the context of a policy about sport and

recreation, must inevitably involve some assessment of when those

workers generally require access to a sport or recreation facility.

….

….31. A number of points arise from the above. They can be summarised as

follows:

31.1. PPG17 emphasises that existing facilities are to be protected,

save as specified by the policy.

31.2. The burden is on the person seeking to overcome this protective

policy to demonstrate that the facility is clearly surplus to

requirements.

31.3. Where a developer seeks to do so in the absence of a local

needs assessment, they will need to:

31.3.1. do so by means of independent assessment; and

31.3.2. consult the local community (as broadly defined in

paragraph 3 of PPG17); and

31.3.3. demonstrate the proposals are widely supported by

the local community.

32. These last three requirements of (a) independent assessment (b)

consultation and (c) support, are of particular importance. Their

importance, given the emphasis from the very outset of PPG17, in my

opinion lies in their ability to feed into the issue of “need” i.e. they enable

a decision maker to be satisfied whether or not there is need.

33. As to the issue of independent assessment, it is not the purpose of this

advice to analyse in detail the assertions made in the reports prepared

by Pan Leisure. I am aware that issue has been taken with a number of

matters both methodological and factual within those reports.

…36. As to the requirements for consultation, I advise as follows. Consultation

with the local community is a requirement of PPG17. It is a specific

requirement, especially so when a developer is seeking to overcome the

protective policy against redeveloping an existing sporting facility. The

fundamental purpose of the consultative exercise is to assess the need

for the facility by reference to the local community. Whilst such a

consultation exercise need not exclusively canvass the users of the

facility in question, it is perhaps difficult to think of a better starting point

when looking to assess the need for that facility. Evidently, these

individual users are members of the local community (whether residents,

workers or visitors). It is implicit that they use this particular facility (as

opposed to any of the other facilities in the vicinity which are said to have

spare capacity and/or equivalent facilities) for a particular reason.

Consultation with such individuals may, or may not, shed light on the

issue of the need for that facility. However, it is difficult to envisage how

an assessment can clearly show that a facility is surplus to requirements

if no such consultation has been undertaken. There appears to be no

dispute that no such consultation exercise has been undertaken.

Whether the reason advanced for the failure to undertake such an

exercise stands up to scrutiny will be a matter for the decision maker to

determine.

37. It is proper to observe that PPG17 is guidance only, and there is no

absolute requirement for a consultation exercise. It is essentially a

matter of weight for the decision maker to determine how significant the

absence of local community consultation is in the circumstances of the

particular case. In many cases, there will be an ill-defined or a patently

absent constituency of users of a particular facility. It may not be in

dispute that a particular facility has become redundant and that a local

community consultation would be likewise a redundant exercise. It is a

matter for the decision maker at the end of the day to judge whether

there are good grounds for not undertaking a local community

consultation in accordance with PPG17. However, it is difficult to escape

the conclusion that a properly conducted community consultation

exercise might have had a real impact on the assessment of need in this

case.

38. Likewise, PPG17 requires the developer to demonstrate that the

proposal is widely supported by the local community. Again, PPG17 is

guidance only, and the weight to be attached to it is a matter for the

decision maker. However, the starting point must be that in the absence

of a local community consultation the developer cannot begin to show

compliance with this requirement. Had the developer shown that a

consultation process revealed widespread support, the requirement

would have been complied with. Alternatively, had the consultation

process revealed objections based upon reasons unrelated to the

planning merits, the developer might well have been in a position to

argue that the weight to be attached to the absence of widespread

support was significantly diminished. However, when no such

consultation process has been embarked upon and the abundant

response from the local community is objection to the proposal, it is

difficult to see how the developer should reap the benefit of such

approach in the face of clear policy and guidance to the contrary.

39. However, whatever the procedural failings, a key issue is whether the

developer can clearly demonstrate that the existing facility is “surplus to

requirements”. It is perhaps appropriate as a fair starting point to

observe that the existing facility has a membership of in excess of 1000

individuals of whom a significant proportion are squash-playing

members.

40. It is my opinion that the expression “surplus to requirements” relates to a

finding that there is no assessed need in the local community for the

particular facility. Any failure in the methodology or process of

assessment is therefore likely to make a conclusion that a facility is

surplus to requirements all the more difficult to sustain.

41. One of the primary contentions made by the developers is that any

existing need for the current facility can be absorbed elsewhere at

nearby squash courts. It is not the function of this advice to examine the

evidence in relation to that issue – there are others who seek to perform

that task. But it is important in the current context to examine how

PPG17 deals with the issue of what is meant by “surplus to requirements”….

B.

The legal team working on behalf of Lambs players and supporters submitted a document which provides arguments in considerable depth enabling the council to sustain on robust legal and planning grounds, a decision to refuse the application for a redevelopment of the site with total loss of an active community sports facility. I commend the arguments, summarised below, to your council. On the basis of very strong submissions by our legal team, I urge you to save the Wimbledon of Squash for the Borough of Islington and the wider community at a time of increased local and national concern about health, obesity, lack of exercise in school and working communities and the costs these represent to the National Health Service, the ratepayers of the borough and the taxpayer. 

A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We believe that there are sustainable and compelling grounds on which this planning

application should be refused by the local planning authority.

Planning Application No. P052310 is the second planning application by Clan Real Estate

(Lamb’s Passage) Limited for the redevelopment of No.1 Lamb’s Passage, Islington, London

EC1Y 8LE, which would mean the total loss of the Lambs Health & Fitness Club. It is in the

same form as Planning Application No. P052334 which has been appealed to the Planning

Inspectorate. This Submission and its Schedules contain the objections to both applications

made by the Lambs Action Team, which represents the users of Lambs.

1. The legal and planning framework

1.1 It has been accepted by the Applicant and its advisers and by the Council’s planning

team that the Government’s national Planning Policy Guidance note 17: “Planning for

Open Space, Sport and Recreation (2002)” is a material consideration for the

determination of the Application.

1.2 The objective of PPG17 is to protect and enhance existing open space, sports and

recreational facilities. PPG17 recommends that local authorities should undertake

robust assessments of the existing and future needs of their communities for sports

and recreational facilities. The needs of residents and those working in and visiting

areas should be included in the assessment (and these groups are referred to in PPG17

as the local community).

1.3 The objective of PPG17 is implemented by paragraph 10, which states that existing

sports and recreational buildings and land should not be built on, unless an assessment

has clearly shown the buildings and land to be surplus to requirements.

1.4 In the absence of a robust and up-to-date assessment by a local authority, under the

terms of paragraph 10 of PPG17, an applicant may seek to demonstrate through an

independent assessment that the land or buildings are surplus to requirements.

1.5 The phrase “surplus to requirements” should be given its ordinary and natural

meaning in the context of the purpose of PPG17. Surplus means exceeding what is

needed or used and, in the context of PPG17, it is the requirements of the local

community that are relevant. Therefore, only facilities which are not used by the local

community or for which the local community does not have a current or future need

can be considered to be surplus to requirements.

1.6 We do not agree with the Applicant and their advisers that “surplus to requirements”

means that the use currently made of Lambs can be absorbed elsewhere in the

vicinity. This “absorption test” would be contrary to the objectives of PPG17 which

are to stop the redevelopment of sports facilities that are meeting the needs of the

local community. It also contradicts the Companion Guide to PPG17, which states

that it is not enough simply to ensure that if an existing sports facility is lost to some

other land use, it is replaced in broadly the same area.

1.7 Paragraph 10 of PPG17 goes on to say that developers will need to consult the local

community and demonstrate that their proposals are widely supported by them. These
are two separate obligations, as confirmed by Diagram 1 from the Companion Guide

(which follows this Executive Summary), with which the Applicant must comply in

order to satisfy the requirements of PPG17.

1.8 In addition to the provisions of PPG17, support for refusing planning permission can

be found in the Council’s Unitary Development Plan and the London Plan. Strategic

Policy 8 supports the provision of a wide-range of leisure activities that are accessible

to all residents without needing to use a car. Policy R17 supports the provision of

additional facilities for indoor sports and Policy R23 states that planning permission

will not normally be granted where it would involve the loss of public entertainment

or sites of cultural value. It would be wholly inconsistent with these policies for the

Council to grant planning permission which would result in the loss of unique indoor

sports facilities and a culturally important venue.

2. A critical assessment of the evidence

2.1 The sports and recreational facilities provided by Lambs are not surplus to

requirements because they are currently used by at least 1100 people. Lambs is a

unique facility in the area because it provides 9 squash courts which are intensively

used by at least 600 members per week. Lambs also provides large gym and fitness

studio facilities which cater for a number of popular sporting activities, including

aerobics, yoga, pilates, boxing and karate. Lambs provides qualitative and

quantitative benefits to the local community that are not matched by alternative

facilities in the area.

2.2 We have carried out a very simple assessment of the level of use made of Lambs by

squash players, following the approach set out in the Companion Guide to PPG17. It

is clear from looking at the booking sheets maintained by Lambs that the squash

courts are normally fully-booked between 11.40am and 2.20pm and 5pm and 8pm on

each day that Lambs is open. A total of 68 bookings at these times means that 680

people play squash at Lambs every week (5 days at 136 people per day). This gives a

relatively conservative figure for use of the squash courts.

2.3 We have carried out a brief survey of the availability of courts at the clubs listed in

the Applicant’s assessment, of which, only 10 courts are within approximately 10

minutes’ walking distance of Lambs. As an example, we asked whether a court was

available at 12.30pm and 6pm on every day during the week of 27 February 2006. An

average of only 2 courts were available at 12.30pm on any day of that week when

either 8 or all 9 courts were being used at Lambs. At 6pm, all 9 courts were booked at

Lambs on every day that week, whereas only one court was available elsewhere.

Even if you accept, which we do not, the Applicant’s interpretation of “surplus to

requirements”, there is simply insufficient capacity at other facilities to cater for the

requirements of the community that uses Lambs.

2.4 The Applicant has submitted two reports from Pan-Leisure Consulting Limited in an

attempt to comply with PPG17. These are flawed in several material respects, which

can be summarised as follows:

(a) Incorrect analysis: the Reports fail to analyse correctly the facts on which

they rely. For example, the Reports say that Lambs’s management’s estimate

of 400 squash playing members can be supported by booking sheets that show
317 players booked courts more than once in a particular month. Obviously,

that means at least 634 people played that month. In many cases, those

booking courts will have played more than one opponent during the month and

these figures do not include members who only played once that month, so the

total figure for people regularly using the courts must be higher.

(b) Not compliant: the Reports do not follow the criteria and methodology set out

in PPG17 and the Companion Guide in key respects (although they purport to

do so). For example, the Reports do not treat the use made of the facilities by

the working community as a legitimate planning consideration and they

dismiss the requirement to consult the local community on spurious grounds.

Consequently, the Reports fail to consider material factors that would alter

their conclusions.

(c) Irrelevant factors: the Reports take account of factors that are irrelevant to the

planning process and PPG17. For example, the Reports repeatedly state that

Lambs is a private facility, whereas the Companion Guide states that the value

of sporting facilities is irrespective of who owns them.

(d) Lack credibility: the Reports contain a number of errors and unjustifiable

assumptions which undermine their credibility. For example, the failure to

provide an accurate and up-to-date summary of squash at a national level has

been demonstrated by letters from Sport England and England Squash. The

Reports argue that membership of Lambs is private and exclusive, even

though there are no qualifications or restrictions on joining. On a correct

analysis of their own statistics on the relative cost of alternative sporting

facilities, Lambs is amongst the cheapest providers which contradicts the

statement in the Reports that “the fees charged could be considered exclusive”.

2.5 In breach of paragraph 10 of PPG17, the Applicant has not consulted the local

community and cannot demonstrate that the local community widely supports its

proposals. The Reports seek to excuse this failure to consult on the basis that Lambs

is a specialist facility that attracts a niche audience which is not accessible to those

who are socially and economically disadvantaged. However, specialist needs are a

material consideration under the Companion Guide and, as explained above, Lambs

does not discriminate against any group. In any event, it is clear from the fact that

more than 500 objections have been lodged regarding the Application that the local

community does not support the Applicant’s proposals.

2.6 The Applicant has submitted an opinion from a barrister which reaches certain

conclusions on the law and facts applicable to the Application. For the reasons stated

above, we disagree with his interpretation of PPG17, both as regards the surplus to

requirements test and the subordinate nature of the other PPG17 obligations. As to

the conclusions on the evidence, that is a matter for the Council and not for the

Applicant’s barrister. In addition, his conclusions are wrong since they are based on

the Reports, the findings of which he has simply accepted without critical evaluation.

We have obtained the opinion of a barrister in response to the Applicant’s opinion,

which is attached to this Submission.

2.7 In refusing planning permission for the Applicant’s first application, the planning

officer then in charge, Kevin Henson, said: “The existing sports facilities on site contribute to the character and liveliness of the area and play an important role in the Borough and the wider area in the provision of indoor sports facilities. The proposal would therefore result in a loss of

facilities contrary to Policies R18 and ST8 of Islington's Unitary Development Plan

2002. The proposal would also be contrary to policy 3D.5 of the London Plan 2002

and to PPG17.”

2.8 Nothing has changed since this refusal and these remain cogent reasons for refusing

the Application.

3. Conclusion

In conclusion, we would draw your attention to Diagram 1 contained in the Companion

Guide (published by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister) which is attached to the submission . This diagram summarises the approach to development control set out in PPG17 and makes clear how local

authorities should consider planning applications which involve the redevelopment of an

existing sports facility. As you can see from the high-lighted flow path, the correct determination of the Application would be to refuse planning permission.…

C.
In the course of the planning application under consideration the Applicant entirely ignored  PPG17 considerations until the planning committee of TUESDAY 24  JANUARY 2006 deferred a decision on the application pending proper clarification of the importance of PPG 17 to the issue of existing sports facilities in use in the borough.  The developers approach up  to that point had been entirely contrary to good planning practise and to Paragraph 10 of ‘The Planning System: General Principles’ which states, amongst other things:- “Local planning authorities must determine planning applications in accordance with the statutory development plan......Where there are other material considerations, the development plan (that is PPG17) should be the starting point, and other material considerations should be taken into account in reaching a decision…..” .  I understand from this opinion expressed by a planning consultant who wrote to your authority on behalf of Lambs Action Team that the correct approach by an Applicant would be to approach an application from a PPG17 perspective from the very outset and not as a casual afterthought following one refused application and a second deferred application.

In support of the view that the applicant has preferred, incorrectly in my view, to attempt to persuade your authority to give less than proper weight to PPG17 guidance on the issue of existing sporting facilities, I draw your attention to the point-by-point rebuttal of the Applicant’s purportedly independent PPG17 assessment (prepared and paid for by the Applicant) and produced by Pan Leisure. This rebuttal document is on your files and I quote from the introduction of the Lambs Action Team legal arguments to support my contention that your authority should reject the application on the well-founded grounds that the developers proposals are contrary to material and substantial PPG 17 considerations.

….Schedule 12

Analysis of Pan-Leisure Reports

Pan-Leisure Consulting Limited (“PL”) has produced two reports (“Lambs Squash Club – Summary Report” dated November 2005 and “PPG17 – Independent Assessment” dated January 2006) in support of the Clan Real Estate (Lamb’s Club) Limited’s application to re-develop the site of Lambs Squash Club. The Reports make a number of statements which are analysed and rebutted in this document. This analysis starts with the second Report and correlates to the first Report where the statements are substantively the same. Statements from the first Report that are not repeated in the second Report are analysed and rebutted in Annex 1. This analysis should be read in conjunction with the Submission made by the Lambs Action Team (“LAT”) containing objections to the applications to redevelop the site of Lambs Squash Club. Terms not otherwise defined in this document, have the meaning given to them in the

Submission and references to Schedules are to schedules to the Submission.

No Para ref. PL

Report Feb 06

Para ref. PL Report Nov 05

Statement 

1.2.5 Introduction 

PL has been commissioned to provide

this up-to-date, independent and

objective assessment.

Lambs Response

The Reports are not up-to-date in respect of key

information such as the availability of alternative

facilities and market analysis, amongst others as set

out in this analysis.

PL is not objective or independent in its analysis as the

Reports make a large number of irrelevant and

pejorative comments as set out in this analysis.

….

Statement 

3. 2.7 Introduction When assessing… “surplus to

requirements” we have…focussed on

the “requirements” of the community

that uses the Lambs club.

Lambs Response

In its assessment, PL has failed to consult the current

membership and have disregarded those who might

use Lambs. This is contrary to PPG17 requirements to

consult the local community, which includes the needs

of those working in and visiting areas, as well as

residents….


D.
The proposed loss of the sporting facility at Lambs fails to comply with central government planning advice as follows:

Relevant Government advice contained in PPG17 para 10 states: Existing sports and recreational buildings and land should not be built on unless an assessment has been undertaken which has shown. the buildings and land to be surplus to requirements.  In the absence of a robust and up-to-date-assessment by a local authority, an applicant for planning permission may seek to demonstrate through an independent assessment that the land or buildings are surplus to requirements.  Developers will need to consult the local community and demonstrate that their proposals are widely supported by them.. 

-       Lambs members have retained consultants who will submit a report that will indicate that far from being surplus to requirement Lambs remains a vital facility in the area. (I refer to the many member testimonials submitted to your planning authority attesting to the importance of the facility for their working and social lives in this part of London) . 
-       Alternative squash facilities in the area will neither be adequate nor of the standard and scope, which the current facility offers a cohort of more than 800 players whose unrivalled strength and depth of expertise and playing experience will be displaced and lost if the club is destroyed.

Paragraph 11 of PPG17 states, amongst other things:-
    sports and recreational facilities that are of high quality, or of particular value to a local community, should be recognised and given protection by local authorities through appropriate policies in plans.

-       I submit that incontrovertibly Lambs Squash Club is a fixture of International and National repute. As such I request that this planning application be rejected and the facility given a special protected status for the benefit of a sport in which the UK excels worldwide, and to the advantage of future generations of squash players. 



E.
 A report complied and published by Pan-Leisure Consulting (PLC) (on behalf of the developers Clan and in support of their planning application) makes a number of statements and reaches conclusions, both explicit and implied, about the current state of Squash in the UK.   According to England Squash, the sport’s governing body, much of this is inaccurate and misleading and in many cases based on data and assumptions that are outdated and incorrect.   It should be added that PLC did not contact England Squash to check, verify or seek comment on the analysis or the conclusions to which it were drawn as a result.  

The Pan-Leisure report creates a grossly inaccurate picture which does a disservice to a great sport.   Squash in this country makes an enormous contribution to the health of the nation and to national pride as it is consistently successful on the international stage.

PLC in Section 3 of its report – “Markets of Relevance” – makes specific comments on the state of the leisure market and squash’s position in the market.  In general terms, England Squash contends that much of the information is out of date, that the analysis is partial and that the conclusions drawn are not critical judgments.    

Squash was identified in 2004 as one of Sport England’s top ten Priority Sports.  After exhaustive research, Sport England selected these ten sports as capable above all others of making a significant contribution to long term goals in respect of increased participation in sport and active recreation as well continuing a long established tradition of World level success.  We would be happy to supply councillors, Islington planning officers and LBIslington executives with a point by point rebuttal of the main arguments in the PLC report. Most importantly these effectively undermine the PLC conclusions, endorsed by the Islington planning officer as a justification for recommending the squash facility could be redeveloped with total loss of the 10 existing courts and despite clear guidance to contrary set out by central government under PPG17. 

F.
The Islington Local Authority Strategic UDP Policy at Chapter 7: Recreation and Leisure states:-
To ensure that sufficient attractive and varied indoor facilities are available to enable a wide cross-section of the population to participate in sports, fitness and active leisure pursuits.
I submit that by allowing one of the largest clubs inside the M25 and perhaps the most important club in the south-east to disappear at this time of widening government concern about levels of fitness, would be detrimental and unacceptable. Furthermore it would fly in the face of the new impetus Londons successful Olympic 2012 bid is set to give all sports. It also negates government guidance outlined by Sport England   on fitness in the workplace which requires local authorities to recognise the importance of encouraging sporting activities close to the workplace and available during the working day. 
In upholding these general principles and the acknowledged duties of local authorities to protect existing sports facilities at a time of widespread general concern over obesity and the health and fitness of the nation, I believe the planning authority would agree that to do away with Lambs would be both a grave injustice and a serious contravention of Borough undertakings to the community and wider electorate.
All these aspects I submit, must be of considerable importance and relevance in achieving the above stated aims and thus in your consideration of the developers current application.

G.
The Islington Local Authority Strategic UDP Policy further states:
"The Council supports the provision of additional facilities for indoor sports, fitness and active leisure pursuits."
7.4.2 "despite numerous new gyms opening in the last few years, both public and private, there is still unmet demand for such facilities and for indoor sports in general."
7.4.3 "the Council is committed to increasing participation across the community and to encourage full use by people of all ages and both sexes
7.4.5 "Sports facilities are increasingly provided by commercial organisations.  They are often of a high standard and are attractive additions to local recreation supply."
Under the general Sports section on the council website:
"From football to karate, and swimming to bowls, whatever sport you are interested in, you will probably be able to find a club that caters for you in Islington (or nearby!)"
It is difficult to see how the proposed loss of the Lambs facility can be reconciled with this laudable mission statement by the Islington local authority. The proposed loss of the Lambs facility would appear directly to contradict these stated local authority aims. I would urge you therefore to reject the application. 


H.
Lambs has been a leading venue for 25 years for a sport which has a more highly committed and social following than any conventional gym or leisure centre operation.  As a country the UK has four Englishmen in the top 10 world rankings.  How many other sports can claim that achievement? Demolishing the Club would undermine both a sport in which this country excels, and the enjoyment of the game for the many of us amateurs who play there and develop their game thanks to the breadth and depth of playing that the facility attracts.  
Lambs squash club is without question the premier squash facility in Islington and in London as a whole, and its loss will be keenly felt throughout central London. Lambs is a purpose built squash facility with 9 courts, including a glass backed exhibition court with a 250 seater auditorium for which there are no alternative venues of comparable size or amenity within the greater London area. In practice Lambs is irreplaceable.  Lambs represents an important amenity for the local Islington residents as well as for people who live and / or work in the City of London.
The members of Lambs represent bona fide stakeholders and should have been consulted and given the opportunity to make an offer for the club with the intention of placing it in trust for the use of future generations. If this planning and any subsequent application can be turned down or even substantially delayed (for example through requiring a proper public consultation), there is a high chance that a rescue buy-out  will be mounted.


I.
The development while promoted as being car-free, will undoubtedly attract additional vehicle traffic and noise particularly over weekends from visitors to the building. This added to the demand for parking due to nearby Barbican concert and cinema complex, a large local supermarket and at least three neighbourhood pubs, will significantly and detrimentally impact on the lives of existing residents in the Barbican flats immediately to the rear and to students in the adjacent Sun Court (Guildhall School of Music) residence. The proposed demolition will further impact on the increasing numbers of student squash players and gym users who have joined Lambs in recent months following an active promotion (special student discounts) to the local student community. In part these students represent the future of Squash and sport in general. They should be encouraged rather than deprived. In addition the arguments advanced by the Shidokan GB karate club which has had an arrangement with the club for the past 24 months to use Lambs large studio training space remain valid, viz: The facilities at Lambs have allowed us to expand our club membership, and the clubs policy of allowing non Lambs members to attend our classes has enabled us to welcome local students on a tight budget at a cost they can afford.
 
J.
Among alternatives offered for displaced Lambs members and cited in the planning application, are the Islington boroughs own facilities:
Finsbury Leisure Centre, Norman Street.  EC1V 3PU. A Lambs club member (one of two members excluded by Lambs owner Mike Corby as a direct consequence of the successful refusal of the first planning application) investigated at length this the Finsbury club alternative and that of its sister club. Her findings are:
       It would seem that there are collectively, between the two (Islington municipal) clubs mentioned, 12 courts available, each with 5 (x5) weekday slots and 10(x2) weekend slots, accommodating 660 people to play twice a week.
       The current total membership headcount of these clubs is of the order of 24,800, 5000 of whom use the squash facilities. If we assume at a conservative estimate that only half these players are regular players (play twice per week), we would see that the clubs are already very heavily (and probably over) subscribed for squash. This became evident when in discussions directly with the clubs they mentioned that peak hour booking saturation was great.
       Given that Lambs had 1,243 members in April 2005 (numbers that have improved over the past quarter), of whom some 800 are regular (squash) players, playing at a conservative estimate, twice a week, we can see that the facilities mentioned would be subject to significant pressure to cope with the load of additional squash demand involvedindeed, the alternatives suggested do not appear feasible.
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