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Executive summary

Proposed
Enabling
Development

The proposed enabling development at Crystal Palace Park includes a sensitive proposal
for residential development on the edge of the park. The release of part of the park for
residential development will provide essential funding to help deliver a significant
proportion of the restoration and repair which was originally proposed in the 2007
Masterplan.

The 210 units proposed at Rockhills and Sydenham Villas combined are considered to be
an optimised solution to contribute towards significant conservation benefit to the park.
The proposed scheme comprises 140 units at Rockhills Gate (55 x 1 beds, 83 x 2 beds, 2
x 3 beds) and 70 units at Sydenham Villas (9 x 1 beds, 61 x 2 beds).

The Numbers
and Summary
of the Seven
Tests

Summary of Costs Costs (assuming single
unconditional land receipt

Costs (assuming NPV of
profiled land receipts)

Total Cost of Regeneration £40,000,000 £40,000,000

Expected Grants

National Lottery Heritage Fund £5,000,000 £5,000,000

National Lottery Community Fund £1,500,000 £1,500,000

Historic England £1,000,000 £1,000,000

Other Grants £6,775,000 £6,775,000

Total Expected Grants £14,275,000 £14,275,000

Other Income

Other £1,000,000 £1,000,000

Crowdfunding £500,000 £500,000

Total Other Income £1,500,000 £1,500,000

Capital Receipts

Rockhills Gate £13,047,875 £15,003,532

Sydenham Villas £8,025,216 £9,221,409

Total Capital Receipts £21,073,091 £24,224,941

Total Proposed Income £36,848,091 £39,999,941

Surplus/Deficit -£3,151,909 -£59

The summary table above, illustrates the two potential scenarios: 1) Where the land is
sold unconditionally as a single up front land receipt (this is market value) and 2) Where
land receipts are profiled and deferred over several years. The second scenario improves
the net present value and therefore results in a negligible deficit for the project when
compared to a single up front land payment. The Council therefore intend to pursue the
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profiled receipt scenario which is financially beneficial for the project and aligns land
payments with the capital works programme.

Historic England’s enabling development publication 1 provides both the policy itself and
detailed practical guidance on enabling development’ for those seeking consent for
enabling development. This is supplemented and simplified by Paragraph 202 of the
NPPF which indicates that local planning authorities should assess whether the benefits of
a proposal for enabling development, which would otherwise conflict with planning
policies, but which would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset, outweigh the
disbenefits of departing from those policies.

The seven tests help ensure a rigorous approach by planning authorities to assessment.
The seven tests which are set out in the Historic England guidance need to be met in order
for the enabling development case to be sufficiently made. The policy is detailed below;

Enabling development that would secure the future of a significant place, but contravene
other planning policy objectives, should be unacceptable unless:

a) It will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting
b) It avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place
c) It will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its continued

use for a sympathetic purpose
d) It is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place,

rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid
e) Sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source
f) It is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum

necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm to
other public interests

g) The public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such
enabling development decisively outweighs the dis-benefits of breaching other
public policies.

We have applied the seven tests to demonstrate the case for enabling development as a
part of the Crystal Palace Park (CPP) Regeneration Plan. This is summarised from this
report below;

a) It will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting

The proposed sites are carefully located to preserve the heritage value and setting of the
registered park and listed structures. They are:

· On the periphery of the park along existing residential streets;

· On previously developed residential land or developed land (Caravan Club); and

· Outside the setting of listed structures.

Development of these sites will restore the original historic features of the park including the
built-up boundary of the park which existed from the mid to late 19th century and was lost
following the Second World War and will open up areas in the north-west of the park
currently inaccessible to the public. Development will also enabling capital to be spent on
key works to the listed structures within the park, an endowment to support a sustainable
business model for the park, a new not for profit management organisation and removal of
key listed assets from the Heritage at Risk Register.

b) It avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place

1 Historic England Publication ‘Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places’ 30th

September 2008
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Detrimental fragmentation is avoided as the proposed enabling development sites are
carefully located to preserve the heritage value and setting of the registered park and its
listed structures. In order to ensure and promote coherence in management it is anticipated
that the park will be transferred by LBB to a governing Trust. This Trust will employ a staff
team dedicated to the management of CPP. Alongside maintaining CPP as a public park,
the number and variety of yearly events and other activities will be increased and diversified
with the aim to maximise commercial revenue.

The management driven and controlled by the Trust will ensure a dedicated and coherent
management and maintenance approach, similar to that of the Royal Parks which will
ensure integration and cohesion for CPP.

c) It will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, it’s continued
use for a sympathetic purpose

The proposed enabling development represents approximately 50% of the funding solution
for the capital works enshrined within the CPP Regeneration Plan. The new Business Plan
for the future operation and management of the park and these spaces has been developed.
The overall objective of the Regeneration Plan is to regenerate CPP and secure its long-
term future through a sustainable business model. This will deliver an improved park, with
the ability to generate its own income.

It is linked to the development of a new governance model for the park in the form of a Trust.
Future management of CPP is proposed to be through a hybrid approach, whereby the Trust
employs a lean, but expert management team that, outsources most day-to-day operations
to specialist providers.

The Business Plan identifies a business model that is predicated on an evolving programme
of special events and activities (large and small, community and commercial). The Business
Plan includes a baseline financial summary showing potential income and expenditure for
the Trust which generates a small forecast deficit of the stabilised business of circa
£107,000. This deficit of £107k is being bridged through the interest on a capital endowment.
This model assumes a LBB subsidy that tapers to c. £125,000 per annum by 2026/27.
Therefore, a capital endowment of c. £4.3 million is assumed to generate the return needed
to bridge the deficit.

d) It is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place,
rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid

Having already suffered from steady decline under the previous management regime, LBB
inherited a park that required a significant level of investment in terms of its ongoing
management and maintenance.  The park’s scale, complex landscape and its significant
number of important but damaged heritage features remain a challenge for local authority
budgets and expertise.  With pressure on LBB’s budgets increasing, LBB is not in a position
to commit the level of funding required to ensure that the park does not continue to
deteriorate.

Furthermore, if this scheme does not go ahead, LBB’s aspiration to generate and ring-fence
additional funds for the park via a community trust governance model cannot be brought to
fruition.  The community trust model is dependent on the delivery of capital improvements
which conserve the heritage, improve the park as a destination for visitors, and create
income generating opportunities that will help off-set ongoing revenue costs for the park.

e) Sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source
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The total cost of the Regeneration Plan is currently £40 million. LBB has been actively
pursuing other sources of funding in order to provide a balanced funding solution for the
proposed works of conservation and repair which form a part of the Regeneration Plan. The
proposed enabling development would deliver circa 50% of the funding requirement with
estimated land receipts in the region of £21.1-£24.2 million depending on the disposal route.

We have been provided with an updated schedule of sources of grant funding and other
income which LBB has been actively pursuing and are potentially available. We have
detailed these sources for funding below;

Anticipated Income
National Lottery Community Fund £1,500,000
National Lottery Heritage Fund (NLHF) £5,000,000
Other £1,000,000
Crowdfunding – over a four year period £500,000
Historic England £1,000,000
Other Grants £6,775,000
Total £15,775,000

LBB has recently secured a grant of £2.34 million from the SIP fund for the restoration of
the Grade II* Subway. This is being undertaken as a separate project in 2020.

Even though potentially substantial amounts are available through grants, specifically from
the NLHF, the level of funding remains insufficient to enable the capital works to be
undertaken and secure the future running and success of CPP. The potential major funding
source is through capital receipts from residential development on the periphery of the park.

The capital works will only commence once the capital receipts from the housing sites and
the Heritage Fund grant are secure.

f) It is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum
necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm to other
public interests

There is a direct conflict with the delivery of public benefits and securing the future of the
heritage asset. Current planning policy prioritises the delivery of affordable housing,
particularly on publicly owned land where there is a requirement to deliver up to 50%
affordable housing which has previously been highlighted by officers of LBB as well as the
GLA. As this is a conservation led plan no affordable housing is included to ensure that the
enabling development sites deliver maximum conservation benefit. If affordable housing is
provided this would result in a reduction in the housing receipt. The Regeneration Plan is
ultimately considered undeliverable if affordable housing is included.

The work LBB’s advisers have undertaken to investigate a potential increase in the provision
of enabling development in additional locations at CPP has demonstrated that this would
likely have a negative impact on the historical setting of the park which is one of the key
issues that the proposed plans have aimed to mitigate and the existing scheme design
illustrates the maximum feasible from the two sites at Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas.

g) The public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such
enabling development decisively outweighs the dis-benefits of breaching other
public policies
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The residential enabling development ensures that value is maximised and the density of
the development is appropriate in order to preserve and respect the historic setting of the
site. Without 0% affordable provision the scheme would not be financially viable and it would
not deliver any housing. Furthermore, the provision of 50% affordable housing potentially
only benefits circa 300 people in contrast to the public benefits delivered by over 1.4 million
park visits to CPP annually.

Without large scale investment and intervention into the park, it is likely that there would be
significant deterioration of the historic fabric with potential total collapse of the some parts
of the terrace walls and loss of individual dinosaurs, increased health and safety concerns,
increase in anti-social behaviour, decrease in visitor numbers with associated impact on
social well-being and health, potential deterioration in local economy and decrease in land
values and increased pressure for development inappropriate to CPP as a registered
historic park and as a public park.

Careful consideration of the future running of the park post development is being focussed
on through establishment of the Trust with a key driver of the strategy being the creation of
a sustainable park business model to ensure that any benefit created by the delivery of the
Regeneration Plan remains ongoing through the effective management and running of the
park. The Trust’s charitable objectives are focussed on a sustainable future for the park
and ensuring its success through the evolving programme of events and activities.
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1.0 Introduction

Our Instructions 1.1 We have been instructed to provide strategic advice in respect of the enabling
development case for Crystal Palace Park (CPP) as well as a financial viability
assessment relating to the residential enabling development. This enabling
development report pulls together the work of AECOM, Knight Frank (KF) and
Fourth Street together with input from the London Borough of Bromley (LBB) as
landowner, and separately as planning authority, as well as Historic England.

This report is supplementary to the Crystal Palace Regeneration Plan Planning
Statement dated January 2020. At section 7.4 of the Planning Statement,
AECOM address the very special circumstances of this conservation led
enabling development application, specifically with respect to policy matters
related to the loss of Metropolitan Open Land and affordable housing provision.

Report Format This report provides an evidence base for the proposed residential enabling
development at CPP in an atypical enabling development context. The report
pulls together all of the professional advice that LBB has engaged from its lead
advisers, AECOM in conjunction with KF and Fourth Street. All of this work has
been undertaken in close collaboration with stakeholders since 2016.

We first provide some background to explain the history and ownership of the
park. We explain how it has been managed in recent years by the current
owners, LBB, the commitment and steps that LBB have been taking to get the
park back on an even footing and plan for a sustainable future.

In section two of this report we then set out our understanding of enabling
development and how it applies to this case, the quantum of the conservation
deficit and the case for enabling development. In section three we address the
seven tests which are detailed in the policy statement within Historic England’s
Enabling Development publication.

Specifically, we also provide reasoning with a financial viability assessment why
the provision of affordable housing would be inappropriate in this case and why
it is not appropriate to market test a public park.

In section four we provide more detail in respect of AECOM’s work to define the
costs of conservation and repair and how this quantifies a conservation deficit.

The fifth section presents further context for potential residential enabling
development, the options which were considered and why the proposed
solution is the right one. We provide summaries of the development appraisals
to demonstrate this.

We trust that this report demonstrates a pragmatic solution to delivering a
sustainable future for CPP by adopting a carefully balanced combination of:-

i) Less ambitious conservation and repair than originally proposed in
the unaffordable 2007 Masterplan;

ii) Maximised grant funding; and

iii) Enabling development
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A secure future for the park in the management of a new Trust with the benefit
of an endowment from LBB and a business plan for its stable operation.

Crystal Palace
Park – an
Historic Asset

1.2 CPP is one of the most famous Victorian parks in the UK. It was designed by
Sir Joseph Paxton as a celebration of the past, present and future, structured to
display the history of geology, evolution and design. It was intended to provide
a magnificent setting for his Crystal Palace, relocated from Hyde Park where it
was the focus of the Great Exhibition in 1851.

Through the park, Paxton set out to provide ‘refined recreation, calculated to
elevate the intellect, to instruct the mind and to improve the heart’. He wished to
surpass Versailles with its spectacular waterworks and present the finest
example of landscape gardening in the country, celebrating horticulture as a
Fine Art. It is considered to have been the first example of a ‘Theme Park’ in
the world.

The park as a whole is recognised to have national and international
significance, by virtue of its designer, its unique conception and pioneering
features, its influence and its association with nationally important figures and
events. The Conservation Management Plan (2007) concluded that the site’s
greatest significance derives from its origin as a single designed landscape,
which provided a setting for a pioneering structure in a unique way. Its most
important qualities and features are identified as:

- Its dramatic design and prominent location with views within and beyond
the landscape;

- Its overall structure with a strong central axis leading to the terraces and
palace site, laid out on an unprecedented scale;

- Its integrated design concept, with a progression of related spaces
demonstrating natural and designed landscape themes; and

- Its innovative and educational content, with displays of discoveries and
technological achievements and events attracting exceptional public use.

Today, the whole of the park is registered as Grade II* on the Historic England
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens and nine structures and buildings are
listed on the National Heritage List for England. Six are Grade II whilst the
Crystal Palace Subway and the NSC are listed Grade II* and the pre-historic
animal sculptures and geological illustrations area listed Grade I. Crystal
Palace Station, just outside the park boundary is also listed Grade II. Four of
these features including the whole of the park are on the Historic England
Heritage at Risk Register.

The majority of the park is also within the Crystal Palace Park Conservation
Area and this includes several locally listed buildings of special architectural or
historic interest located within and on the boundary of the park.

We have listed the listing entries in and around the periphery of the park below;

- Prehistoric Animal Sculptures, Geological Formations and Lead Mine on
Islands and on Land Facing the Lower Lake - Grade I listed

- Crystal Palace National Recreation Centre - Grade II* listed
- Subway, Vestibule, Terrace and Stairs to the Crystal Palace – Grade II*

listed
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- The Upper and Lower Terrace of the Crystal Palace Gardens - Grade II
listed

- North and South Railings, Walls and Boundary Marker – Grade II listed
- Gatepiers to Rockhills - Grade II listed
- Bust of Sir Joseph Paxton at Crystal Palace Park - Grade II listed
- Royal Naval Volunteer Reserve Trophy (War Memorial), Crystal Palace

Park - Grade II listed
- Gorilla sculpture – Grade II listed
- Crystal Palace Lower Level Station - Grade II listed

Recent History 1.3 Since the transfer of the park to the London Borough of Bromley (LBB) in 1986
when the park was inherited in a poor state of repair, the park has presented a
significant number of challenges for local authority management.  The more
recent economic downturn has contributed further to these challenges and LBB
has struggled to commit to the level of investment required to maintain the park.

In this context LBB has developed the Regeneration Plan project, a three-
pronged strategy to regenerate the park and secure its long-term future.  The
approach centres on three elements:

1. Delivering an achievable capital scheme for regeneration of the park
within the resources available. This plan builds on the vision of the
2007 Masterplan with focus on delivery and likely capital funding

2. Creating a sustainable park business model to ensure that any benefit
created by the delivery of the capital scheme is ongoing.

3. Developing a new not for profit management organisation to take on
the management and maintenance of the park from LBB, to provide the
right resources and expertise to manage a regional park with national
significance, without facing the competitive financial and political
challenges posed under local authority ownership.

The Regeneration Plan capital (conservation and repair) scheme was agreed
by the LBB in July 2017. The scope of the Regeneration Plan does not include
renovation options for the National Sports Centre (NSC) which are being
developed by the Greater London Authority. However, Capel Manor College
(CMC), which was not originally included, has now been incorporated in to the
OPA. The primary reason for this is that whilst the CMC scheme has been
developed by a separate team, for a different client (CMC rather than LBB),
they have developed their plans to the same timetable. Therefore, it was
considered beneficial to incorporate them in to the OPA so that the park’s
regeneration could be considered in the round as much as possible.

The
Regeneration
Plan

1.4 The Regeneration Plan, May 2017, has been updated by AECOM and aims to
build on previous improvement schemes whilst also being guided by, but not
limited to the vision of the 2007 Masterplan. This comprehensive masterplan for
the whole park was funded by the London Development Agency and received
outline planning permission in 2010, with detailed permission for works to the
NSC.

Costed at £67m in 2007 (inflated to in excess of £80m in today’s money) the
2007 Masterplan included glass houses and other grandiose ideas.  Funds for
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its delivery were not fully identified and it is considered unlikely that they will
ever be available to deliver, let alone maintain the scheme.

However, the Masterplan provides a valuable regeneration framework as it
received broad support from the community and other stakeholders and
established key planning principles, including restoration of the historic fabric
and landscape to provide flexible events spaces and enabling residential
development in two locations to fund regeneration of the park.  Building on
these principles LBB’s advisers have worked closely with each other, LBB and
Historic England to define a balanced solution. This comprises a combination of
less ambitious conservation and repair which is based on what is affordable
from the pre-defined quantum of enabling development in the 2007 Masterplan
(assuming 100% private for sale units to achieve the land value) and the
various sources of grant which LBB has secured. Careful thought has then
gone into a business plan to be confident that the income is capable of
sustaining the repaired fabric.

LBB’s
Objectives for
the Future

1.5 LBB’s objectives are to enable the conservation and repair of the historic fabric,
make the park more accessible and engaging for all its local communities to
enjoy, and to ensure that a variety of income streams are established to both
sustain the repair of the historic fabric, and continue to support the wellbeing of
local communities, by keeping the park on a financially robust footing.
Therefore, LBB has taken a three-pronged approach. Alongside the capital
scheme a new business model has been developed, and a park Trust has been
established. These three strands are interlinked. The Regeneration Plan
supports LBB’s overall objective and will:

· Restore elements of the historic landscape and renew the park’s
infrastructure, creating a cohesive space that is accessible and
permeable;

· Maximise the park’s unique selling points, including its important
heritage;

· Encourage vitality and increased use of the park, whilst also aiding
regenerative benefit beyond the park’s boundaries; and

· Include revenue (both one-off and ongoing) generating opportunities to
sustain the park’s regeneration and long-term operation.

The
Regeneration
Plan Proposals

1.6 The iterative process of developing the Regeneration Plan has been
undertaken in partnership with the local community and key stakeholders.
Informed through data review, surveys, design workshops, consultation events
and option appraisals, required works for conservation and repair have been
identified, prioritised and agreed. This is demonstrated in the Regeneration
Plan 2019 at Appendix A.

Potential funding, both through income generation and one-off investments for
capital works and on-going management and maintenance has been explored
in detail and can be found in the Fourth Street Business Plan, January 2020
(the Business Plan) located at Appendix B.

AECOM’s cost plan combines the capital works programme of conservation
and repair in a cash flow over an 11-year term with the enabling development
land receipts and draw down of grant. There is then a separate quarterly cash
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flow for the running of the park over a 9-year term reflecting the Business Plan
including the income, management and running costs.

The capital cash flow profiles the expected capital receipts of the enabling
development land assuming the land receipt is received with delayed payments
over a five-year period in order to match the spend profile more closely. The
Cost Plan and Cash Flow can be found at Appendix C.

KF and AECOM have worked together to optimise the enabling residential
development schemes which has then fed into the cash flow. Capital receipts
from the sale of enabling residential development sites have been identified as
the most significant available funding source. Other potential enabling
development sites have been investigated around the park but have not been
found to be sufficiently viable to contribute enabling development land value to
the wider scheme.

This financial information has informed the Business Plan for the park to
support the new Crystal Palace Park Trust (CPPT) and secure the long-term
future of the park. The Business Plan identifies the ability to fund and establish
income streams by utilising capital receipts in order to invest in destination
development, event management, marketing, operations, conservation,
fundraising and financial control. However, this currently gives rise to a small
funding deficit for the works of repair and conservation.

Once in a repaired and stable state CPP is expected to run up a c. £107,000
deficit over the 9-year term. It is expected that this deficit could be bridged
through the provision of a capital endowment. This model assumes a LBB
subsidy that tapers to c. £125,000 per annum by 2026/27. Therefore, a capital
endowment of c. £4.3 million is assumed to generate the return needed to
bridge the deficit.

Enabling
Development –
A Conservation
Led Approach

1.7 In accordance with Historic England’s publication “Enabling development
should be the minimum development necessary to secure the future of the
place”. The delivery of public benefits in addition to securing the future of the
place, for example affordable housing, tends to increase the amount of
enabling development required, and should therefore normally be avoided.

Current planning policy including the draft London Plan and political context
prioritises the delivery of affordable housing, particularly on publicly owned
land. The need to deliver up to 50% affordable housing on the residential sites
has been highlighted by officers of LBB as well as officers from the GLA. This
conservation led approach is particularly necessary at CPP as the less
ambitious conservation and repair scheme has been pared back to the
minimum acceptable and the provision of affordable housing would
detrimentally impact the land receipt from the enabling development which
contributes just over 50% of the funding solution. There would be no further
scope to increase the quantum of enabling development to mitigate the impact
of affordable housing provision on land value. Further detail on the enabling
development is provided in Section 5.



Enabling Development Case │ London Borough of Bromley │
Prepared on behalf of London Borough of Bromley │ 9 September 2020

Page 13

2.0 What is Enabling Development?
What is
Enabling
Development?

2.1 The Historic England Policy Statement describes ‘Enabling development’ in the
context of the historic environment as “development that would be unacceptable in
planning terms but for the fact that it would bring public benefits sufficient to justify it
being carried out, and which could not otherwise be achieved”. The subject is also
highlighted in the NPPF 2 which states “Local planning authorities should assess
whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would otherwise
conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future conservation of a
heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those policies.”

The heritage benefits of the proposed development should outweigh the dis-benefits
of departing from the development plan or from national planning policies. The policy
states that for those seeking consent for enabling development, seven tests will be
applied which helps ensure a rigorous approach by planning authorities to the
assessment. The seven tests set out in the policy below need to be met in order for
the enabling development to be valid;

Enabling development that would secure the future of a significant place, but
contravene other planning policy objectives, should be unacceptable unless:

h) It will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting;
i) It avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place;
j) It will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its

continued use for a sympathetic purpose;
k) It is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the

place, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase
price paid;

l) Sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source;
m) It is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum

necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm
to other public interests; and

n) The public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such
enabling development decisively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching
other public policies.

The
Conservation
Deficit

2.2 The case for enabling development is normally based on there being a conservation
deficit. This is where the existing value (often taken as zero) plus the development
cost exceeds the value of the place after development.

As already stated the case of CPP is atypical because it is a publicly owned asset
which is also a public park. We therefore have to assume that the park, whilst it might
have community value, has no market value in its current status or condition. This
therefore means that the conservation deficit in the case of CPP equates to the
reasonable costs of conservation and repair which are necessary to put it back on
the even footing that we have previously referred to. We would therefore argue that
the quantum of the conservation deficit should equate to the cost of the works which

2 Ministry for Housing, Communities & Local Government, ‘National Planning Policy Framework’
February 2019 p.59 paragraph 202
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AECOM has proposed, as described in section 4 of this report and further illustrated
in the cost plan and cash flow at Appendix C.
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3.0 The Seven Tests

3.1 In this section of the report we focus on each of the seven tests in the Historic
England Enabling Development Publication to demonstrate the case made.

The Seven Tests 3.2 a) It will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting

The proposed sites are carefully located to preserve the heritage value and setting of
the registered park and listed structures. They are:

· On the periphery of the park along existing residential streets;

· On previously developed residential land or developed land (Caravan Club); and

· Outside the setting of listed structures.

Development of these sites will:

· Restore the built-up boundary of the park which existed from the mid to late 19th

century and was lost following the Second World War;

· Recreate the ‘Village Green’ setting of the Cricket Ground, strengthening the
boundary of the park in the east;

· Create a clear and attractive public entrance into the park from the north-west;

· Open up areas in the north-west of the park currently inaccessible to the public;
and

· Provide space to form a new car park and coach park in the north-west of the
park, freeing up areas in the centre of the park to restore historic views and
structure of the park and provide a pedestrian friendly environment.

In addition, development will provide capital receipts to be invested in the following:

· Regeneration of the park. The main design principles and objectives which are
set out within the Design & Access Statement focus on the heritage value of the
park, reinstating views and preserving the original features. The aim is to re-
establish a coherent structure to the park of a strong central axis as a unifying
feature along which different character areas are located. This will focus on
strengthening and reinforcing the character of the different areas and the central
axis as well as reinstating the palace site and terraces as the focus for the park.
Key works will include:

o Renovation of the palace site as the focus of the park - open up fenced
off areas, create gardens to reinterpret the palace footprint both in the
horizontal and vertical plane, re-define the two levels of the palace and
restore panoramic views across the park and beyond;

o Rejuvenation of the Italian Terraces to re-create the formal setting for
the palace and facilitate events in the park to generate income for future
management of the park - conserve the Grade II listed Terrace Walls,
enhance access to ease movement between the terraces, improve
drainage and install services at key locations for staging events;
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o Restoration of the Paxton Axis as the central spine through the park -
remove clutter including car parking to re-establish historic views and
improve pedestrian movement, install and restore steps and ramps to
improve access between levels, use simple palette of materials and
scale to create a unifying feature and open up entrances at either end of
the axis to encourage visitors into the park; and

o Enhancement of the park infrastructure – remove redundant signage
and fencing, improve pedestrian routes, paths and entrances, enhance
wayfinding and open up access to under-used areas, maximise habitat
diversity and improve drainage and lighting.

· An endowment to support a sustainable business model for the park that will
ensure that any benefit created by the regeneration of the park is ongoing;

· A new not for profit management organisation – a Trust - to take on the
management and maintenance of the park from LBB, to provide the right
resources and expertise to manage a regional park with international
significance, without facing the financial and political challenges posed under
local authority ownership; and

· The proposed conservation works identified in the Regeneration Plan seek to
remove the assets from the Heritage at Risk Register and ensure the
safeguarding of the assets for the future.

b) It avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place

As mentioned above detrimental fragmentation is avoided as the proposed enabling
development sites are carefully located to preserve the heritage value and setting of
the registered park and its listed structures. The positioning of the sites ensure that
the historic features are restored and preserved and detrimental fragmentation is
therefore strategically avoided. Both sites are:

· On the periphery of the park along existing residential streets;

· On previously developed residential land; and

· Outside the setting of listed structures.

The ‘Crystal Palace Park Management & Maintenance Plan 2007’ outlines the
effective management strategy of the park. The report still has importance however
the management strategy has progressed since this was produced in 2007. One key
management aim which remains a key objective is to align the purposes and
objectives of LBB and the newly established Trust, with the National Sports Centre
(NSC) which occupies the central area of the park and other leased areas.

As previously highlighted, it is anticipated that the park will be transferred by LBB to a
governing Trust. This Trust will employ a staff team dedicated to the management of
CPP. The maintenance of the park is likely to be contracted out to a specialist
landscape maintenance provider, or to Capel Manor College, or a combination of the
two. The Business Plan has identified sources of ongoing revenue funding for the
park.

Alongside maintaining CPP as a public park, the number and variety of yearly events
and other activities will be increased and diversified with the aim to maximise
commercial revenue. The management driven and controlled by the Trust will ensure
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a dedicated and bespoke management and maintenance approach, similar to that of
the Royal Parks which will ensure integration and cohesion for CPP.

c) It will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its
continued use for a sympathetic purpose

In parallel with the development of the Regeneration Plan to identify proposals to
regenerate the park, a Business Plan for the future operation and management of the
park has been developed.

The overall objective of the Regeneration Plan is to regenerate CPP and secure its
long-term future through a sustainable business model. This will deliver an improved
park, with the ability to generate its own income and reduce its reliance on LBB
revenue funding. It is linked to the development of a new governance model for the
park in the form of a Trust.

CPP which is currently owned and managed by LBB requires regeneration and
ongoing governance and management which goes far beyond the day-to-day
property management responsibilities of a Council with such a large and broad
portfolio of public spaces to manage and maintain. LBB is keen to support, enable
and encourage the regeneration of CPP, but acknowledges the challenges involved
and the need for assertive governance and management that is dedicated to that
task.

A fit-for-purpose governance and management structure is needed to bring the
appropriate blend of skills and expertise to a project that aims to position CPP as a
destination of national significance. To that end, LBB recruited in 2016 a Shadow
Board of senior professionals with proven expertise and experience of destination
development, governance and management.

The Shadow Board is now established as the CPPT. They are currently seeking
charitable status with the aim of establishing a company arm to manage commercial
transactions in the future.

The intention is that once the capital scheme is delivered and the endowment
invested, LBB will transfer the management and maintenance of the park to the
Trust, with LBB providing a reducing revenue contribution.  In the interim, LBB is
working with the Trust to identify an incremental approach to the Trust taking on
responsibilities in the park whilst the capital scheme is delivered.  This is likely to
include the Trust taking a more active role in managing events, fundraising and
monitoring of grounds maintenance.

Future management of CPP is proposed to be through a hybrid approach, whereby
the Trust employs a lean, but expert management team that, in turn, outsources
most of the day-to-day operations to specialist providers.

The Business Plan identifies a business model that is predicated on an evolving
programme of special events and activities (large and small, community and
commercial) rather than a static product that demands high levels of consistent
footfall and sufficient resource for ongoing reinvestment and renewal.

A programming-based business model has been proposed as it has the following
benefits which will secure the long-term future of the park.
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The Business Plan includes the following baseline financial summary showing
potential income and expenditure for the Trust which generates a small forecasted
deficit of the stabilised business of the 9-year plan of circa £107,000.

CRYSTAL PALACE PARK: BASELINE FINANCIAL SUMMARY FOR
THE STABILISED BUSINESS PLAN

INCOME
Events £549,000
Leases £221,000
Grants, advertising and sponsorship £50,000
Car Parking £140,000
LBB contribution £125,000

SUB TOTAL £1,085,000

EXPENDITURE
Staff £366,000
Operations and Maintenance £674,000
Contingency @10% £104,000
Renewal & Reinvestment £48,000

SUB TOTAL £1,192,000

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) £107,000

REQUIRED ENDOWMENT
Endowment Fund £4,280,000

Average Annual Interest 2.50%
Endowment Income £107,000

Based on the assumptions above, the park is expected to operate at a c. £107,000
annual deficit. This deficit could be bridged through the provision of a capital
endowment. This model assumes a LBB subsidy that tapers to c. £125,000 per
annum by 2026/27. Therefore, a capital endowment of c. £4.3 million is assumed to
generate the return needed to bridge the deficit.

d) It is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of
the place, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the
purchase price paid

Since the transfer of CPP to LBB from the Greater London Council in 1986, the park
has presented a significant number of challenges for the local authority.  Having
already suffered from steady decline under the previous management regime, LBB
inherited a park that required a significant level of investment in terms of its ongoing
management and maintenance.  The park’s scale, complex landscape and its
significant number of important but damaged heritage features remain a challenge
for local authority budgets and expertise.  With pressure on LBB’s budgets
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increasing, LBB is not in a position to commit the level of funding required to ensure
that the park does not continue to deteriorate. Therefore, without large scale
investment into the park for restoration and regeneration, it is likely that there would
be:

· Further deterioration of the historic fabric with potential total collapse of some
parts of the terrace walls and loss of individual dinosaurs;

· Increase health and safety concerns;
· Increase in anti-social behaviour;
· Decrease in visitor numbers with associated impact on social well-being and

health;
· Deterioration in local economy and decrease in land values; and
· Increased pressure for development inappropriate to CPP as a registered

historic park and as a public park.

Furthermore, if this scheme does not go ahead, LBB’s aspiration to generate and
ring-fence additional funds for the park via a community trust governance model
cannot be brought to fruition.  The community trust model is dependent on the
delivery of capital improvements which conserve the heritage, improve the park as a
destination for visitors, and create income generating opportunities that will help off-
set ongoing revenue costs for the park.  It is also dependent on releasing the
endowment fund to provide the annual income to additionally support ongoing
revenue costs to enable a more sustainable future for the park.

LBB has undertaken to continue to contribute a significant annual sum to the park’s
maintenance, once the park is transferred to the Trust in order to demonstrate its
commitment and vested interest in the successful regeneration of the park.

They have also made provision for an endowment for the CPPT within the financial
model in order to provide an ongoing income to plug the shortfall.

Reference is made in section 5.7 of the enabling development guidance to market
testing and that “before any enabling development is considered the applicant
normally needs to demonstrate that real efforts have been made, without success to
continue the present use or to find compatible alternative uses for the place. This
should normally include the offer of an unrestricted freehold or leasehold…”.  This
would normally require market testing to prove that the circumstances of the place
are not unique to the current owners. Clearly in the case of CPP, as referenced in
Section 2.2 of this report CPP is a publicly owned asset and a public park so it
should remain in public ownership.

e) Sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source

The total cost of the Regeneration Plan is currently calculated at £40 million inclusive
of inflation, contingency and all fees.

LBB has been actively pursuing other sources of funding in order to provide a
balanced funding solution for the proposed works of conservation and repair which
form a part of the Regeneration Plan. The proposed enabling development would
deliver circa 50% of the funding requirement.

During the development of the Regeneration Plan research was undertaken into
viable funding and income opportunities to support the regeneration of CPP, this was
demonstrated in the Funding and Income Generation Report, 2016. Specifically, this
work involved reviewing and identifying:
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· Low risk external grant sources of capital improvement income;
· Potential capital receipts from residential development;
· Potential opportunities for extracting further value from existing leases within

the park;
· Potential demand for holding future events within the park and income

generation from these events; and
· Income generating potential of existing park assets and from other new

activities.

We have been provided with an updated schedule of sources of funding which LBB
has been actively pursuing and are potentially available. We have detailed the
potential sources for funding below;

Anticipated Income
National Lottery Community Fund £1,500,000
National Lottery Heritage Fund (NLHF) £5,000,000
Other £1,000,000
Crowdfunding – over a four year period £500,000
Historic England £1,000,000
Other Grants £6,775,000
Total £15,775,000

The delivery of the Regeneration Plan relies on a significant amount of grant income
being secured, in addition to the expected capital receipts from the enabling
development.  Significant progress has been achieved to date to secure this grant
funding.

Historic England

Historic England has been involved throughout the development of the Regeneration
Plan and are key supporters. The park is one of their priorities. They have indicated
that they would consider a grant of circa £1m towards sustainable repairs to the
Heritage at Risk. The whole park is on their Heritage at Risk register, in addition to
specific structures including the terraces. Historic England has previously provided
grants to the park including for the restoration of the sphinxes.

National Lottery Heritage Fund

An Expression of Interest was submitted to the Heritage Fund for a grant of £14m
through the new Heritage Horizon Awards to support the delivery of the
Regeneration Plan. At the end of December 2018 the Heritage Fund informed the
project team that the grant application had not been successful. However, the project
was subject to a positive pre-meet with Heritage Fund officers and the project clearly
meets the Fund’s priorities. Therefore it is very likely that a £5m grant could be
achieved through the standard grant programme.

The Heritage Fund’s strategic priorities are landscapes and nature, and Heritage at
Risk. Crystal Palace Park by its very nature meets the strategic priorities.

National Lottery Community Fund

A proposal has been submitted to the Community Fund for a grant of £1.5m through
the Reaching Communities England fund to support the delivery of the Regeneration
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Plan.  Reaching Communities funds projects which bring people together, improve
the places and spaces that matter to communities, and helps people reach their
potential.

These grant monies will focus on improvements to green space for informal sporting
and leisure activity, the replacement information centre, environmental and ecology
interventions, and the activity plan which will focus on reconnecting people with
nature and re-building pride in their community’s heritage, reaching
underrepresented groups, specifically young people in care, the unemployed, and
families without private gardens. The Friends group and volunteering network will be
reframed, focusing on mental health, wellbeing, and development of skills. People
will reconnect and feel ownership, reducing crime and vandalism in the park (Crystal
Palace has higher crime rates compared to London as a whole).

Crowdfunding

The park receives 1.4m visits each year, and there is huge amount of passion for
Crystal Palace Park locally. In addition the park enjoys an international reputation,
with visitors coming from overseas to see the site of the legendary Crystal Palace as
well as the dinosaurs. Previous crowdfunding projects have been on a small scale,
such as the bridge to dinosaur island, but have caught the public’s imagination.
Therefore whilst an ambitious target it is considered achievable over a period of four
years for £500k to be raised by focussing on specific popular projects within the
Regeneration Plan.

In addition to the grants and sources of funding identified, other grants will continue
to be exploited as they emerge. For example, the recent success in securing £2.34M
for the restoration of the Crystal Palace Subway from a previously unknown grant,
the Strategic Investment Pot fund has enabled the Subway project to be delivered
with a £500K grant from Historic England before the delivery of the Regeneration
Plan, maintaining momentum in the regeneration of the park.

Other Grants

LBB has recently secured a major grant from the SIP fund for the restoration of the
Grade II* Subway which is being undertaken as a separate project in 2020. The team
at LBB worked closely with the Friends of the Subway to pro-actively make the most
of all opportunities for the listed building. Subsequently a bid was made to the SIP
fund for £2.34m in September 2019 which was successful. A grant application for
match funding of £500k from Historic England was submitted following discussions
with their Heritage At Risk team. If this match funding bid is also successful works to
restore the Subway will commence in 2020. A separate bid of is being made to
Transport for London to waterproof the roof of the Subway under the key road
Crystal Palace Parade, however this will likely be managed as a separate piece of
work to its own timescale.

Even though potentially substantial amounts are available through grants, the level of
funding remains insufficient to enable the capital works to be undertaken and secure
the future running and success of CPP. The potential major funding source is
through capital receipts from residential development on the periphery of the park.

The capital works will only commence once the capital receipts from the housing
sites and the other grants are secure. The implementation of the Regeneration Plan
cannot happen before this time as these large sums of money could not be achieved
from any other sources. Once these monies are secure the scheme could continue at
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risk, without the other funding in place, subject to the agreement of LBB’s Executive.
If more money is secured from the housing capital receipts than anticipated this will
be used first to improve the quality of some of the paths, secondly to reduce the
amount of grant funding needed to be raised from other sources, and thirdly to
increase the Trust’s endowment. These three priorities have been identified because
of their impact on the conservation benefit. The pathways are crucial to both the
reinstatement of the overall historic landscape and access for all. The quality of the
paths will enable more people, particular those who have impaired mobility to access
all areas of the park. Additionally, they are core infrastructure that would be hard to
secure one off grant funding for in the future. The second priority of reducing the
pressure on securing the small grant funding has been identified so that the delivery
of the whole Regeneration Plan is more likely which will secure the park’s future and
the management and maintenance of the historic environment. The third priority of
further contributions to the endowment has been identified also to secure the park’s
future, and the quality of care of the landscape and its listed structures.

f) It is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the
minimum necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form
minimises harm to other public interests

Enabling development is development that would not normally be given planning
permission except for the fact that it would secure the future conservation of a
heritage asset. There is a direct conflict with the delivery of public benefits and
securing the future of the heritage asset. Current planning policy prioritises the
delivery of affordable housing, particularly on publicly owned land, and there is a
requirement to deliver up to 50% affordable housing which has previously been
highlighted by officers of LBB as well as the GLA. No affordable housing is included
within these sites as there is already a significant funding gap. If affordable housing
is included this would result in a reduction in the housing receipt, and more money
would therefore have to be raised through other means, which is considered
impossible. The Regeneration Plan is ultimately considered undeliverable if
affordable housing is included.

The introduction of affordable housing at the enabling development sites will result in
a lower capital receipt or increased density. The level of capital receipt derived from
a 100% private scheme covers just over 50% of total expenditure of conservation
and repair in the Regeneration Plan. The work LBB’s advisers have undertaken to
investigate a potential increase in the provision of enabling development in additional
locations at CPP has demonstrated that this would likely have a negative impact on
the historical setting of the park which is one of the key issues that the proposed
plans have aimed to mitigate and the existing scheme design illustrates the
maximum feasible from the two sites at Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas.

As part of the Regeneration Plan work the park was looked at afresh and seven other
sites were considered for housing. However, these were all discounted due to the
impact on Metropolitan Open Land and other planning designations. The
preservation of the character and historic significance of the site has been achieved
by ensuring that the enabling development sites are located;

· On the periphery of the park along existing residential streets;

· On previously developed residential land; and
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· Outside the setting of listed structures.

g) The public benefit of securing the future of the significant place
through such enabling development decisively outweighs the dis-
benefits of breaching other public policies

We have previously highlighted that all funding sources have been explored as can
be demonstrated in f) above. The residential enabling development with 0%
affordable housing ensures that value is maximised and the density of the
development is appropriate in order to preserve and respect the historic setting of the
site. Without 0% affordable provision the scheme would not happen because it would
not be financially viable and it would not deliver any housing.

Furthermore, the provision of 50% affordable housing potentially only benefits circa
300 people in contrast to the public benefits delivered by over 1.4 million park visits
to CPP annually.

As we have highlighted in a) the park’s scale, complex landscape and significant
number of damaged heritage features remain a challenge for the local authority in
terms of their budgets and expertise.  Without large scale investment and
intervention into the park for restoration and regeneration, it is likely that there would
be significant deterioration of the historic fabric with potential total collapse of the
some parts of the terrace walls and loss of individual dinosaurs, increased health and
safety concerns, increase in anti-social behaviour, decrease in visitor numbers with
associated impact on social well-being and health, potential deterioration in local
economy and decrease in land values and increased pressure for development
inappropriate to CPP as a registered historic park and as a public park.

Careful consideration of the future running of the park post development is also being
focussed on through establishment of the Trust with a key driver of the strategy being
the creation of a sustainable park business model to ensure that any benefit created
by the delivery of the Regeneration Plan remains ongoing through the effective
management and running of the park. The Trust’s charitable objectives are detailed
below and highlight the benefits of securing CPP’s future against the dis-benefit of
providing 0% affordable housing.

The Trust’s own charitable objects are as follows;

· Securing a Sustainable Future. Identify income streams and develop commercial
opportunities to regenerate the park as a whole and restore its role and
reputation as a place of international and national significance;

· Delivering a Vision on behalf of the Crystal Palace community. Coordinate and
integrate strategies and actions of stakeholders so the principles upon which the
park was founded remain relevant to current and future needs of the site and its
users;

· Welcoming for All. Ensure the park’s infrastructure, activities and events are
safe, accessible and inclusive and are available to all its users regardless of age,
gender ethnicity, belief or physical ability;

· Conserving the Park’s Heritage Assets. Restore, renew and enhance the historic
structures, monuments and landscapes in keeping with Paxton’s original vision
and including the Dinosaurs, Terraces, Sphinxes & Subway;
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· Enhancing the Environment. Promote biodiversity, mitigate energy use and
enhance its open and green spaces;

· A Place for Learning. Support the regeneration of the park as a resource for
interpretation and educational opportunities including local museums;

· Supporting Skills & Economic Development. Ensure local businesses and
training for young people and the local community is at the heart of the park’s
regeneration;

· A Place for Recreation & Enjoyment. Coordinate the development and
management of events and activities within the park, and its cultural, sporting
and leisure facilities, including the National Sports Centre; and

· A Place for Health & Well-being. Ensure the park provides space for play,
reflection and relaxation for the local community.

We believe that these points above, highlight the importance of restoring the park
and carrying out the required works which could not be entirely funded by LBB due to
their wider commitments and targets, furthermore the capital receipts only cover part
of the restoration works and the presence of affordable housing would only decrease
the potential capital receipt and ultimately would result in the scheme being
financially unviable and undeliverable.

Affordable
Housing

3.3 Section 6.1.4 of the Historic England Guidance states that:

“The delivery of public benefits in addition to securing the future of the significant
place, for example affordable housing, tends to increase the amount of enabling
development required, and should therefore normally be avoided, but some flexibility
may be appropriate. The inclusion, for example, of some small dwellings at the lower
end of the market, rather than minimising numbers of dwellings, may have little
impact on the scale of enabling development required, but can help address rural
need and contribute to sustaining a balanced community”.

We have stated in Section 1.7 of this report why the Regeneration Plan needs to be
delivered on a conservation led basis with reference to the seven test and NPPF
Paragraph 202.

Why There Is No
Need To Market
Test

3.4 Reference is made in section 5.7 of the enabling development guidance to market
testing and that “before any enabling development is considered the applicant
normally needs to demonstrate that real efforts have been made, without success to
continue the present use or to find compatible alternative uses for the place. This
should normally include the offer of an unrestricted freehold or leasehold…”.

This would normally require market testing to prove that the circumstances of the
place are not unique to the current owners. Clearly in the case of CPP, as referenced
in Section 2.2 of this report CPP is a publicly owned asset and a public park so it is a
community asset which should remain in public ownership.
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4.0 The Conservation Deficit
4.1 CPP is an atypical case as we have explained in Section 2.2 of this report. AECOM

and KF have worked closely with LBB and Historic England to pare back the 2007
Masterplan. This defines a balanced scheme of conservation and repair which will
deliver a secure future for the park.  This is all enshrined in the Regeneration Plan
and Business Plan at Appendices A and B respectively.

The
Conservation
and Repair in
the
Regeneration
Plan

4.2 The proposals for conservation and repair which are enshrined within the
Regeneration Plan and planning application are listed below.

1) Conservation and repair of heritage assets including:
a. A section of the Crystal Palace basement wall (Paxton Tunnel Wall);
b. The Upper and Lower Italian Terrace walls
c. The Bust of Sir Joseph Paxton;
d. The Gatepiers to Rockhills;
e. The North and South Railings and Walls, Crystal Palace Parade;
f. The Prehistoric Animal Structures; and
g. The Colonnade wall.

2) Landscape improvements including: removal of clutter, redundant fencing,
etc.; improvements to pedestrian routes; enhancement of habitat diversity;
restoration of historic views and the central park axis; re-establishment of
parkland and associated landscape;

3) Earthworks to re-profile the landscape on the Upper and Lower Palace
Terraces, , to create gardens on the Upper Palace Terrace and install utilities
infrastructure (for temporary use) on the Lower Palace Terrace to support
events on the Italian Terraces; landscaping to the Italian Terraces and
installation of utilities infrastructure to create 3.8 hectare event space and
earthworks to re-profile landscape in the Transitional Landscape area;

4) Full and partial removal of hard surfaces including: car/coach parking areas
within the Transitional Landscape area, comprising a net removal of 201 car
parking and 11 coach parking spaces; removal of existing playground within
the Cricket Ground area to be replaced by two new playgrounds within Tidal
Lakes area and English Landscape area;

5) Installation of wayfinding signs and low energy lighting on footpaths;
surface water drainage systems and benches;

6) Change of use of Caravan Site to part public open space and part residential;

7) Dismantling and reconstruction of Crystal Palace Park Road
maintenance depot up to 530 sqm to be located beside Sydenham Gate;

8) Alteration to highways access at Anerley Hill Gate entrance, Penge Gate
car park, Old Cople Lane (Rockhills Gate), Sydenham Gate car park; and

9) Creation of 3 additional accesses for the residential elements at Rockhills
and Sydenham;

10) Improvements to highway, pedestrian and cycle access points
throughout the Park;
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11) Modification of public car and coach parking areas to provide 136 car
parking spaces and 10 coach spaces, including:

a. The provision of 47 new car parking spaces at Rockhills Gate,
including 4 accessible;

b. The re-provision of 10 coach parking spaces at Rockhills Gate;
c. The removal of 15 car parking spaces at Sydenham Gate to provide

55 car parking spaces, including 4 accessible;
d. The removal of 10 car parking spaces at Penge Gate to provide 23

car parking spaces, including 2 accessible;
e. The removal of 47 car parking spaces at Sports Centre Road to

provide 6 car parking spaces;
f. The retention of 4 car parking spaces at Crystal Palace Museum;
g. The provision of one new accessible car parking space at the Cultural

Venue.

12) The construction of the following new buildings:
a. A cultural venue (Use Class D2) with viewing platform comprising up

to 2,300sqm, together with the change of use of the eastern end of
the Crystal Palace subway to museum / interpretation centre (Use
Class D1);

b. A Community Centre (Use Class D1) of up to 670sqm at ‘Rockhills’;
c. A 150sqm information centre (Use Class D1);
d. up to 737sqm of educational institution at the Capel Manor College

Anerley Hill Site (Use Class D1), and up to 3779sqm of educational
institution at the Capel Manor College Farm Site (Use Class D1) of
which 3399sqm comprises educational buildings and 380sqm
comprises ancillary shelters/ outbuildings

e. Up to 210 residential dwellings in 8 buildings up to a total of
18,847sqm comprising:

f. ‘Rockhills’ – 140 permanent residential dwellings (Use Class C3) in
2 blocks of up to 12,150sqm with a maximum of 5 storeys together
with 84 car parking spaces inclusive of 10 disabled spaces, 252 long
stay bicycle parking spaces and 18 short stay bicycle parking spaces;
and

g. ‘Sydenham’ – 70 permanent residential dwellings (Use Class C3) in
6 blocks of up to 6,697sqm with a maximum of 4 storeys together with
43 car parking spaces inclusive of 4 disabled spaces, 128 long stay
bicycle parking spaces and 8 short stay bicycle parking spaces.

13) Demolition of the following structures / features within the Park:
a. Nursery near Sydenham Gate;
b. Rangers’ Lodge near Sydenham Gate;
c. St Johns Ambulance building on Crystal Palace Park Road;
d. St Johns Ambulance facility and associated storage buildings in

Transitional Landscape area;
e. Buildings at Caravan Club;
f. Maintenance shed east of Crystal Palace Museum;
g. Park Depot near NSC; and
h. Crystal Palace Park Information Centre
i. Existing Capel Manor College buildings and hard surfacing
j. Four substations (2 adjacent to Penge Gate, one in the Transitional

Landscape, and one on the Lower Palace Terrace)
k. Breaking up of surface car parking/areas of hardstanding.

Costs Of
Conservation
And Repair

4.3 The costs of repair listed above total £40 million and are described in more detail in
the Cost Plan attached at Appendix C. The Regeneration Plan has been carefully
phased to target key conservation benefits in the early phases and establish an
income producing events business by 2024/25. The associated costs have been
profiled in the Cash Flow at Appendix C.
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The key conservation benefits in each phase are as follows:

Phase 1A – Italian Terraces and Tidal Lakes

1. Conservation and repair of heritage assets:

· The Prehistoric Animal Sculptures;
· The Upper and Lower Italian Terrace walls; and
· The Bust of Sir Joseph Paxton.

2. Earthworks and landscaping to the Upper and Lower Italian Terraces.

Phase 1B – Palace Terraces and Anerley Hill Edge
1. Conservation and repair of heritage assets:

· A section of the Crystal Palace basement wall (Paxton Tunnel Wall);
· The North and South Railings and Walls, Crystal Palace Parade; and
· The Colonnade wall.

2. Earthworks to re-profile the landscape on the Upper and Lower Palace Terraces,
to create gardens on the Upper Palace Terrace to reflect the layout of the
Palace.

3. Restoration of the arrival sequences from Crystal Palace Station and Crystal
Palace Parade.

Phase 2A - Transitional Landscape and English Landscape
1. Conservation and repair of heritage assets:

· The Gatepiers to Rockhills

2. Removal of hard surfaces and vegetation to restore historic views.
3. Restoration of the central axis (Paxton Axis) through the Transitional Landscape.

Phase 2B – Cricket Ground
1. Restoration of the eastern end of the central axis (Paxton Axis).

The order of the works to achieve key conservation benefits reflect the historic
significance of the individual assets, the amount of restoration required and the level
of impact renovation works will have on the overall heritage and amenity value of the
park.

5.0 The Enabling Development

Proposed
Enabling
Development
Scheme

For the purpose of this enabling development case, and as already mentioned in Section
2.2 of this report, we believe it is appropriate to assume that the market value of the park is
nil.

A public park which is a significant community asset would never be sold, therefore
enabling development is required to meet the costs of conservation and repair works whilst
also ensuring that there is the financial safeguarding and governance in place to maintain
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and manage the park successfully in future. This is the Regeneration Plan at Appendix A to
this report.

There are three key elements which have all been carefully considered in balance with
each other to define the enabling development solution for CPP:

- The residential Enabling Development scheme described at section 5.6 below and set
out in scheme drawings at Appendix D

- The Grant Solution referred to in Section 3.2d of this report

- The Capital Project of conservation and repair, referred to in Section 4.3 above and
elsewhere in this report, that will secure the future of the park and establish an events
business with new income streams.

Revenue
Generating
Proposals –
Business Plan

Revenue generating opportunities have been considered and described in the Fourth Street
Business Plan. The Business Plan is the most recent document and for the purposes of this
report, we have relied on the figures within this document.

The anticipated future income in the Business Plan (2020) which is summarised in Section
3.2 c and also attached at Appendix B is derived from four sources:

· Leases - Almost 60% this income is already being earned through secure leases
that will simply carry over into the future business. The remainder is conservatively
forecast based on proposals already received from interested third parties or by
reference to achieved commercial rents in nearby streets. This equates to a net
income of c. £221,000 per annum;

· Events – This has been forecast from previous years of events however a more
accelerated events programme is assumed equating to a gross profit of £549,000
per annum. The overall calendar and assumptions on average Gross Profit per
event are informed by reference to comparator parks like Alexandra Park, Finsbury
Park, Clapham Common and Victoria Park;

· Car Parking - A detailed transport assessment was undertaken by AECOM,
including a new car park utilisation survey concluding that current capacity is ample
for accommodating extant demand. As car parks are improved and enhanced
through the Regeneration, it is anticipated that modest car park charges will be
introduced, ultimately generating £140,000 per annum from the end of Phase III;
and

· Grants, Advertising and Sponsorship - As CPP becomes recognised as a strong
event destination, interest could develop from corporate sponsors and advertisers.
A notional amount of £50,000 per annum has been assumed at this stage, but
there is a strong potential upside if Crystal Palace Park is established as a strong
events destination.

Each is reliant on the success of the Regeneration Plan to maximise income.

Potential Sites
For
Residential
Enabling
Development

Nine potential sites for residential enabling development were identified for further analysis.
All sites were located on the periphery of the park with possible easy access from adjacent
roads and potential capacity to form part of the existing residential streetscape. The nine
sites are;

1. Rockhills Gate

2. Westwood Gate

3. Fisherman’s Gate
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4. Sydenham Gate (Proposed location of maintenance depot 2007)

5. Sydenham Villas

6. Secret Garden

7. Ledrington Road (discounted following consultation response in 2007)

8. Museum Garden

9. Norwood Triangle

Options
Appraisal for
Potential
Residential
Enabling
Development
Sites

An Options Appraisal (2018) of the nine sites considered the following:

· Current and historic land use;

· Planning framework including planning principles established in the 2010 outline
planning permission;

· Development issues – vehicular access, loss of trees, potential impacts on adjacent
properties, loss of public access and other considerations;

· Scale of development feasible within the site and potential capital receipt; and

· Potential impact on the sustainable Business Plan

Consultation responses were also analysed to understand concerns both in regard to
residential enabling development and the level of development.

On balance, more attendees at consultation events were negative about residential
development as it was perceived as ‘selling off park land’. Concern was expressed
regarding the exact amount of money raised and whether this would be sufficient to cover
the proposals identified in the Regeneration Plan. A number of comments and questions
pointed to the provision of affordable and social housing within the development but
understood the need to maximise funding to regenerate the park. Although reluctant there
was acceptance with the rationale behind the need for residential development and it was
understood that there was no other means of funding the continued maintenance and
ultimately the future sustainability of the park.

As a result of the above Options Appraisal all sites bar Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas
were discounted. Please find the Residential Enabling Development Technical Note 2019
which reports the Options Appraisal 2018 at Appendix F.

Proposed
Enabling Sites

As expressed through the consultation, some form of residential development is reluctantly
accepted to fund the regeneration. Site 1 – Rockhills Gate and Site 5 – Sydenham Villas
are considered the preferred locations as development of these sites would result in no
perceived loss of public park.

In addition, both sites have been previously developed and provide the opportunity to
restore the line of villas that enclosed the park from the 1870s to the 1950s. These sites
also have potentially fewer development concerns, as they are relatively level with a mature
tree and shrub framework to integrate the residential development into the park landscape
and have existing vehicle access points. Each site also has specific location opportunities.
At Rockhills:

· Potential to extend the public park with the removal of the caravan site;
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· Opportunity to improve access from the north-west and provide a gateway feature
to encourage visitors into the park; and

· Potential to include a community building as part of the development and provide
space for creating park related facilities including car and coach park and play area.

At Sydenham Villas, the sites are outside the area designated as:

· Metropolitan Open Land (MOL);

· Registered Park and Garden; and

· Site of Importance for Nature Conservation.

Development of these sites will however result in loss of rental income but the potential
financial return from residential development is substantial compared to the relatively low
rental income.

Residential Proposals at Rockhills and Sydenham Villas including illustrative plans can be
found in Appendix D.

Site Values for
the Rockhills
Gate &
Sydenham
Villa Sites

KF have undertaken appraisals for the current Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas sites.
We have undertaken appraisals based on two separate assumptions;

1) Assuming an unconditional sale and single land receipt in 2020/21

2) Assuming an unconditional sale and profiled payments from 2020/21 – 2024/25

The current values on the assumption that no affordable housing is required and assuming
an unconditional single land receipt provides the following values:

Rockhills Gate  £13,047,875

Sydenham Villas £8,025,216

Total £21,073,090

The net present values on the assumption that no affordable housing is required and
assuming an unconditional profiled income receipts provides the following values:

Rockhills Gate  £15,003,532

Sydenham Villas £9,221,409

Total £24,224,941

The development appraisals and assumptions applied can be found in Appendix E. As is
illustrated within the summary table on page 32 and the Executive Summary, the scenario
whereby receipts are profiled rather than a single upfront unconditional land sale result in a
negligible deficit for the project in comparison to a single payment. The Council therefore
intend to pursue the profiled receipt which is financially beneficial for the project.

Assumptions

AECOM has provided a guide on likely S106 contribution for a scheme of this nature at
£4,000 per dwelling. We have not yet made an allowance for Borough CIL contribution
given that the draft charging schedule is currently in the consultation process however we
can easily include this as and when it is adopted.

Site appraisals for the alternative residential sites have been updated for this report in order
to demonstrate the possible capital receipt to be gained from these to bridge the funding
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gap, which the requirement of affordable housing may impose. However as mentioned
above the alternative sites are not viable for a number of reasons including public
opposition to further residential development and the high planning risk involved in seeking
permission for further development.

Affordable
Housing
Financial
Viability

As previously discussed, current planning policy and political context prioritises the delivery
of affordable housing, particularly on publicly owned land. The need to deliver up to 50%
affordable housing at CPP has been highlighted by officers of LBB as well as officers from
the GLA. The impact of different levels of affordable housing on site values for Rockhills
and Sydenham Villas is as follows:

Combined Sites Residual Value

0% Affordable £21,073,091

20% Affordable £18,261,769

35% Affordable £11,228,389

50% Affordable £7,006,984

Rockhills Gate

0% Affordable £13,047,875

10% Affordable £11,192,948

35% Affordable £6,552,319

50% Affordable £3,767,041

Sydenham Villas

0% Affordable £8,025,215

10% Affordable £7,068,821

35% Affordable £4,676,070

50% Affordable £3,239,943

It is also important to consider the prices adopted within our appraisals for the different unit
typologies. Here is a summary of the individual unit prices which have been adopted based
on our local knowledge and recent sales evidence in the area. These values do however
demonstrate the relative affordability of the proposed scheme in the context of the wider
London market. The enabling development scheme is designed to be a more “accessible”
market product, and as such we consider that this product appeals to the a wider selection
of potential occupants.

Type Price Range (£610 - £620/psf)
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Is PRS
Feasible in
This Location

1B2P £328,298 - £333,681

1B2P (WCH) £426,789 - £433,785

2B3P £400,525 - £407,091

2B3P (WCH) £492,448 - £500,521

2B4P £459,619 - £467,153

3B4P £485,882 - £493,848

With the proposed changes to government policy to prohibit the sale of new build leasehold
houses except where necessary and for ground rents on new long leases to be set at zero,
the original proposal to retain the freehold and sell the long-leasehold interest to provide an
income for the Trust has to be abandoned. A potential alternative is a Private Rental
Scheme (PRS) on part or the whole of the two sites to create a future income stream. KF
has consulted their specialist PRS team, their view is that PRS would work in this location
but only if both Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villa sites were to be sold together on this
basis. In order for PRS/build to rent to be viable there is a minimum level of units required in
order to offset the management costs. They have therefore advised that if a 210-unit
scheme was to be offered to the market then it could be well received however anything
less than this would create an inefficient scheme. It would be difficult to identify a party
willing to split any PRS income for such a low return.

However, LBB require capital receipts in order to fund the conservation works and, if PRS
was progressed in this location, then an income could be delivered but this would not
deliver the capital receipts required to fund the conservation and repair proposed.

Summary Of
The Enabling
Development
Solutions and
viability

The table below provides a summary of the enabling development solutions, surpluses and
deficits against the total cost of the Regeneration Plan.

Summary of Costs Costs (assuming unconditional
land receipt)

Costs (assuming NPV of
profiled land receipts)

Total Cost of Regeneration £40,000,000 £40,000,000

Expected Grants

National Lottery Heritage Fund £5,000,000 £5,000,000

National Lottery Community Fund £1,500,000 £1,500,000

Historic England £1,000,000 £1,000,000

Other Grants £6,775,000 £6,775,000

Total Expected Grants £14,275,000 £14,275,000

Other Income

Other £1,000,000 £1,000,000

Crowdfunding £500,000 £500,000

Total Other Income £1,500,000 £1,500,000

Capital Receipts

Rockhills Gate £13,047,875 £15,003,532



Enabling Development Case │ London Borough of Bromley │
Prepared on behalf of London Borough of Bromley │ 9 September 2020

Page 33

Sydenham Villas £8,025,216 £9,221,409

Total Capital Receipts £21,073,091 £24,224,941

Total Proposed Income £36,848,091 £39,999,941

Surplus/Deficit -£3,151,909 -£59

The summary table above, illustrates the two potential scenarios: 1) Where the
land is sold unconditionally as a single up front land receipt (this is market value)
and 2) Where land receipts are profiled and deferred over several years. The
second scenario improves the net present value and therefore results in a
negligible deficit for the project when compared to a single up front land payment.
The Council therefore intend to pursue the profiled receipt scenario which is
financially beneficial for the project and aligns land payments with the capital
works programme.

The details of this agreement and proposed dates that the Council would like to receive the
payments can be set out and agreed within the contract of sale with a purchaser. The dates
of the payments can be agreed between both parties and Council can align the incoming
receipts with the restoration programme to benefit the cash flow for the project.
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Appendices

Appendix A – AECOM’s Regeneration Plan 2019
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• Improve pedestrian routes and paths, and entrances.
• Provide limited low energy lighting to illuminate key 

pedestrian routes and structures. 
• Restore historic views where possible. 
• Introduce a SuDS system to reduce surface water discharge 

from the park and local flooding. 
• Enhance habitat diversity throughout the park and enable 

ecology corridors. 

Paxton Axis 
• Where possible return the route of the Paxton Axis to its 

original ground levels along the spine of the park. 
• Continue the Paxton Axis onto the Italian and Palace 
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and Crystal Palace Station. 
• Renovate the Anerley Hill and Norwood entrances. 
• Construct Capel Manor College on the Anerley site and integrate 
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Palace Terrace -Area B 
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back to parkland. 
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• Renovate the setting of the Concert Platform and improve 
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• Create new play area. 
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Appendix B – Fourth Street Business Plan January 2020
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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction and background
This paper sets out an initial business model for the future operation and management of Crystal Palace
Park. It is prepared in parallel to the capital scheme and describes the intended approach to the
operation, management and maintenance of the Park, along with a conservative forecast of income and
expenditure. This document has been prepared for the London Borough of Bromley with a view to
assisting the smooth and effective transition of Crystal Palace Park from local authority management to a
self-sustaining operation governed by an independent charitable Trust.

1.2 Governance and Management
Section 2 describes the proposed governance model following the implementation of the Regeneration
Plan and the subsequent operation and management of the Park. This is anticipated to be a close
partnership between the London Borough of Bromley and a newly constituted Trust.

A board of highly experienced professionals has already been assembled, bringing a collective skillset that
is fit-for-purpose and suited to the business model described by this document. The Trust has been
constituted and has already defined its charitable objects. It meets regularly and liaises closely with the
Council. Short pen portraits of all Board members are provided at Section 2.2 along with a summary of its
charitable objects.

This section concludes with a description of the proposed management model.  In short, it is assumed
that the business model can be delivered by a lean but expert team with the following skillsets:

1. Management and administration
2. Financial management
3. Event management and promotion
4. Operations
5. Contract management
6. Community engagement
7. Marketing
8. Landscape and estates management

1.3 Regeneration Plan
The Regeneration Plan has three interlinked components: the capital scheme, the business model and a
new, fit-for-purpose form of governance (the Trust). The capital scheme has been produced by a
multidisciplinary team led by AECOM and has been informed by a wealth of market research, public
consultation, landscape design and technical / engineering studies.  Moreover, it has undergone a
rigorous scrutiny and challenge process, through which different 6 different options and phasing
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strategies were distilled to a preferred option that combines an ambitious, aspirational vision for the Park,
with due consideration for what is fundable and deliverable in the short term and financially sustainable
in operation. Section 3 describes in detail, the vision for the Regeneration Plan and establishes the
physical, financial, market and community need for the capital investment.

1.4 Market Appraisal
The market has been appraised in detail, with consideration of the local market context, taking account of
both residents and tourists within the immediate area and within adjacent Boroughs.

Current park users have been surveyed extensively and consulted with a view to understanding their
motivations, drivers, needs and preferences.  An important finding of the research is a general feeling that
whilst inviting and attractive as a local amenity, the Park is lacking in animation, events, and ‘things to see
and do’.  So long as events and activities do not prevent public access to the Park, a programming-led
business model would thus appear to satisfy a current need for better activation of the Park.

It follows that another important market to test is the ‘supply side’ market of event promoters and
producers who generate and own the type of content that is suited to the types of spaces available at
Crystal Palace Park.  Put differently, how realistic is it to assume that a quality programme can be curated
for the Park that is appropriately scaled and managed, but sufficiently remunerative to underpin the
business model?  To provide some assurances in this respect, a ‘soft market testing’ exercise was used to
test the appetite for Crystal Palace Park among a large sample of operators in the following sectors:

1. Venue operators
2. Event / exhibition promoters
3. Event managers
4. Land owners
5. Local authority officers

The full soft market testing report is appended to the Regeneration Plan and summarised here at Section
4.4.  In short, while the Outer London location does cause some anxiety and mitigates against some types
of events (e.g. corporate hire), the quality, scale and nature of the Park and its genuinely spectacular
parkland settings are likely sufficient to overcome any locational disadvantage.  There is good reason to
be confident that a programming-led business model could be successfully implemented.

As a final test of this critical hypothesis, key industry specialists – including venue operators and event
promoters – were invited to visit the site and provide direct feedback on its potential as a destination for
different types of event.  Their reaction to the opportunity was generally positive.

1.5 Business Model
Before delving into a detailed financial projection, Section 5 outlines the basic business model in its
broadest sense.  This includes a description of the key benefits and advantages of a programming-led
model, along with measures to mitigate any resulting downside or risk. Appendix 2 provides an indicative



5

DRAFT

list of potential partners and promoters, if only to illustrate the depth and breadth of the market and the
range of ‘content’ that is available with which to curate a programme that is exciting, inventive and
profitable.

It is important to note that the business model places considerable importance on the benefits of
community engagement and participation in the events and activities programme.  This is considered a
commercial imperative that is central to the business model and not as a planning ‘obligation’ or a
mission-led activity.  Community events and activities – even if not profitable – help to create a strong
sense of place and will help the Park to generate a volume of content that ensures there is ‘always
something happening’ at Crystal Palace.  Local communities should be invited and encouraged to use the
Park as much as possible and the primary role of management should be to enable community-led events.

1.6 Financial Plan
The financial plan that cascades from this business model is described in detail at Section 6. It includes
detailed income and expenditure assumptions, generating a forecasted deficit in a stabilised year of
c.£110,000.  This is inclusive of grant-in-aid from the London Borough of Bromley of c.£125,000 per
annum and the benefit of a capital endowment of c.£4.3 million.  The first stabilised year is currently
anticipated to be 2027/28, after all phases of the Regeneration Plan have been implemented. The P&L
summary for a notional stabilised year is provided below at Figure 1.

Figure 1: P&L Summary

INCOME

EVENTS £549,000
LEASES £221,000
GRANTS, ADVERTSING, SPONSORSHIP £50,000

CAR PARKING £140,000
COUNCIL CONTRIBUTION £125,000
SUB-TOTAL £1,085,000

EXPENDITURE
STAFF (£366,000)
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE (£674,000)

CONTINGENCY (£104,000)
RENEWAL & REINVESTMENT (£48,000)
SUB-TOTAL (£1,192,000)

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) (£107,000)
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2 Governance and Management
This section describes the governance arrangements for Crystal Palace Park in operation, as well as a
proposed management structure.

The London Borough of Bromley owns the Freehold to the whole of Crystal Palace Park. The Greater
London Authority (GLA) controls the central sports area through a long leasehold interest. To secure the
long-term future and financial sustainability of the Park, this business model has been produced on the
basis that governance and management will transition to an independent Trust by issuing the new entity
with a long leasehold interest at a peppercorn rent.

2.1 The London Borough of Bromley
The London Borough of Bromley is a Greater London borough on the border of South East London and
Kent.  Bromley Council was constituted in 1965 through the London Government Act 1963.

The Council’s vision for Bromley is that by 2020, it will be widely recognised as one of the best boroughs
in which to live. A renewed vision for 2030 is currently being produced.

The borough will have a high and improving quality of life where:

Ø people choose to live, study and do business
Ø everyone has fair opportunities to maximise their talents, life chances, independence and dignity
Ø people have pride, take personal responsibility and have respect for others
Ø communities and citizens have opportunities to be actively involved in delivering this vision as

part of an innovative and vibrant local democracy
Ø public services are efficient and effective, supporting choice, influence and personalisation but

with safeguards for the most vulnerable what we do locally is sustainable for the future wellbeing
of our community

The vision for Bromley will be delivered through the Council’s key priorities:

Ø Quality environment – Bromley remains the ‘cleanest and greenest’ environment in London
Ø Vibrant, thriving town centres – Bromley is one of the most prosperous, thriving and skilled

boroughs in London
Ø Safer communities – Bromley is seen as one of London’s safest boroughs supporting

independence – everyone leads active, healthy and independent lives
Ø Ensuring all children and young people achieve their potential
Ø An excellent council – local public services are of the very best quality

The regeneration of Crystal Palace Park is a high priority project that simultaneously advances almost all
these agendas.

The site is designated a Strategic Outer London Development Centre (SOLDC) in the London and Local
Plans.



7

DRAFT

2.2 Crystal Palace Park Trust
Crystal Palace Park is of strategic importance to the Borough. The requirements of its regeneration and
ongoing governance and management go far beyond the day-to-day property management
responsibilities of a council with such a large and broad portfolio of public spaces to consider.

The council is driving forward the regeneration of Crystal Palace Park, but acknowledges the challenges
involved and the need for assertive governance and management that is dedicated to that task. Fit-for-
purpose governance and management is needed to bring the appropriate blend of skills and expertise to a
project that aims to position Crystal Palace Park as a destination of national, if not international,
significance.

To that end, the council has recruited a strong board of senior professionals with proven expertise and
experience of destination development, governance and management. The board was professionally
recruited in autumn 2016 and all trustees are senior professionals from varied backgrounds that
collectively bring a wealth of relevant experience and expertise – in destination development, event
management, marketing, operations, heritage conservation, planning, fundraising and financial control.
Most trustees also have a background in community engagement and/or have a personal connection to
Crystal Palace Park.  Short descriptions of each Trustee are provided below in Figure 2.

Figure 2: The Board of Trustees

Name Profile

Philip Kolvin QC

(Co-Chair)

Head of Cornerstone Barristers, which specialises in public, property and planning

law. He is a Patron of the Institute of Licensing and a Board  Member of the Sports

Grounds Safety Authority and the editor of a number of textbooks in his specialist

field. He had a long-standing interest in the green environment, having been the

Chairman of the Crystal Palace Campaign, a trustee of the Campaign to Protect Rural

England, an advisor to the Commission for Sustainable London 2012, and the author

of Saving Open Space, published by GreenSpace. Locally, he campaigned successfully

to extend the Green Chain Walk from outer to inner London and to save the Herne

Hill Velodrome as a cycling facility.

Martin Tempia

(Co-Chair)

Over thirty years’ experience in the in the film and television industry. Martin has also

worked for the National Council for Voluntary Organisations and has run a trade

association for independent production companies. He has produced television

drama, feature films, theatre plays and documentaries. This frequently entails script

development, raising finance, overseeing production and ensuring the delivery of the

production. He has served on numerous industry committees and as a consultant to

companies operating in the marketing and advertising sector. Martin has lived in the

Crystal Palace area for over twenty five years. He has been a governor at a local

primary school and became involved with Crystal Palace Park six years ago. From

2011 to 2016 he chaired the Crystal Palace Park Community Stakeholders Group and

was a member of the Park Executive Project Board .
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Name Profile

Simone Crofton Simone is a place-making and regeneration specialist with a background in property,

stakeholder engagement, charities and venture capital. Formerly the Chief Executive

of The Borough Market Trust and of the Institute of Imagination, she has worked with

wide range of private and charitable organisations. She is currently the Chief

Executive of the Dulwich Estate.

Simone has worked with a broad range of private sector and community

organisations providing advice at board, consultative and executive level. A particular

specialism is working with enterprises to develop sustainable business models. She is

a Fellow of the RSA and has been a Trustee of the Adventure Capital Fund, a Board

Member of the Southbank Cultural Quarter and Director of Better Bankside.

Andrew Close A resident of Crystal Palace for 15 years, Andrew is a qualified Town Planner and

urban designer.  He has worked as a policy advisor and operations manager in local

and central government and the third sector.  Among the insights and experiences

that he brings to the Board  are:

Ø A deep understanding of local community views and political aspirations;

Ø Experience of regenerate projects involving heritage re-use;

Ø Internal and external partnership working;

Ø Stakeholder management and negotiation;

Ø Managing outsourced design, delivery, operations and consultancy services.

Clive Maxwell A regular park user, having lived with his family in Beckenham for 13 years. A

distinguished career in Civil Service, bringing experience of working on matters of

major public interest.  Demonstrated skills in leadership, analysis, financial

management, communications and organisational change.

Extensive background in data-driven, evidence-based policy-making.  He has given

evidence in select committees and similar fora, including experience of media and PR.

Worked at board level with major companies, local authorities and other public

bodies. Longstanding experience of being a member of, and chairing, committees and

boards, mostly in the private sector, but also in the charitable sector.

Trustee of a medium-sized wildlife conservation charity, the Kent Wildlife Trust, and

chair of its audit committee. Personal interest in nature conservation and especially

birdwatching. Enjoys visiting the countryside, other open spaces and heritage sites.

Degree in Geography, with particular interest in economic and environmental issues
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Name Profile

Laurie Handcock A Heritage Director at Iceni Projects, Laurie’s professional life is focused on advising

on planning and development matters related to listed buildings, conservation areas

and other heritage assets, for a variety of private and public clients. He has worked

on projects ranging from the ongoing redevelopment of London Bridge Station, to

work at Hampton Court and Kensington Palace, and from large-scale housing

development down to extensions to listed houses. He was – until recently – a local

resident and has a personal and professional interest in the site. It’s his intention to

bring his understanding of the world of planning and heritage to the Trust, as well as

a passion for the historic environment, and a strong sense of how great a place

Crystal Palace Park could, and should, be.

Lucy Hopkins Began her career as a brand planner and researcher at a leading blue chip FMCG

company. Worked across several product categories spanning a range of customer

groups. Worked to inform marketing and brand strategy through both qualitative and

quantitative data analysis. Moved on to the global team, working in the luxury sector.

Lucy and her husband later set up a franchised estate agency in Crystal Palace,

growing it into a successful local agency. The flexibility of the business allows Lucy to

pursue her interests in the local community and in particular Crystal Palace Park. Lucy

is also the Chair of the Friends of Crystal Palace Park and has led the submission to

register the group as a Charitable Incorporated Organisation.

The Trust has already been constituted and has applied for charitable status. Its board of trustees meets
regularly, both independently and with senior LBB officers and councillors.

The Trust’s own charitable objects are as follows:

Ø Securing a Sustainable Future. Identify income streams and develop commercial opportunities to
regenerate the park as a whole and restore its role and reputation as a place of international and
national significance.

Ø Delivering a Vision on behalf of the Crystal Palace community. Coordinate and integrate
strategies and actions of stakeholders so the principles upon which the park was founded remain
relevant to current and future needs of the site and its users.

Ø Welcoming for All. Ensure the park’s infrastructure, activities and events are safe, accessible and
inclusive and are available to all its users regardless of age, gender ethnicity, belief or physical
ability.

Ø Conserving the Park’s Heritage Assets. Restore, renew and enhance the historic structures,
monuments and landscapes in keeping with Paxton’s original vision and including the Dinosaurs,
Terraces, Sphinxes & Subway.

Ø Enhancing the Environment. Promote biodiversity, mitigate energy use and enhance its open and
green spaces.
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Ø A Place for Learning. Support the regeneration of the park as a resource for interpretation and
educational opportunities including local museums.

Ø Supporting Skills & Economic Development. Ensure local businesses and training for young
people and the local community is at the heart of the park’s regeneration.

Ø A Place for Recreation & Enjoyment. Coordinate the development and management of events
and activities within the park, and its cultural, sporting and leisure facilities, including the
National Sports Centre.

Ø A Place for Health & Well-being. Ensure the park provides space for play, reflection and relaxation
for the local community.

To meet these objectives, the Trust will directly employ a small, but highly skilled and experienced team
of professionals with some combination of the following skillsets:

1. Management and administration
2. Financial management
3. Event management and promotion
4. Operations
5. Contract management
6. Community engagement
7. Marketing and promotion
8. Landscape and estates management

While it is premature to begin recruiting for these roles, allocations have been made in the financial plan
to ensure that the board will be competitive in the marketplace for talented individuals with the right
combination of skills and experience.
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3 The Regeneration Plan
The project aims to start the regeneration of Crystal Palace Park, in line with a long-term vision that is
true to the original spirit, ethos and intent of the Park and is fully consistent with the 1951 Crystal Palace
Act.

3.1 The Vision
Following extensive internal and external consultation, a compelling long-term Vision for Crystal Palace
Park has been distilled as follows.

Crystal Palace Park will be:

“a place of fun and recreation in the spirit of Paxton’s vision celebrating excellence in landscape
and horticulture, providing facilities and events in keeping with a park of international
significance.”

Cascading from this Vision are a series of strategic aims:

Ø To reinvigorate Crystal Palace Park as a contemporary and historic showcase in tune with
Paxton’s vision and to create a place of discovery, learning, recreation and fun

Ø To develop the Park’s local and regional identity and re-establish its national and
international significance

Ø To provide community benefits through both facilities within the park and connections to
local facilities and the economy

Ø To deliver a modern, financially and environmentally sustainable plan securing the long-term
future of Crystal Palace Park

3.2 The Need
This Vision is a sensitive response to some demonstrable physical, financial, market and community
needs.

3.2.1 Physical

A series of abortive masterplans and development proposals delayed the necessary reinvestment in Park
infrastructure and amenities needed to preserve its unique heritage and allow it to fulfil its role as a
natural and recreational asset of regional, if not national significance.  The Regeneration Masterplan
(2017) includes a condition survey that details and prioritises a series of important interventions that are
needed in the short and medium term.  These include works to the following areas:

Ø Park-wide infrastructure
o Footpaths
o Car parks
o Lighting
o Signage
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Ø Dinosaurs
Ø Playgrounds
Ø Water Management
Ø Historic Assets
Ø The Central Axis
Ø The Terraces

In addition, the Regeneration Plan considers a range of options for additional interventions and additions
that are needed to meet the aspirations of the Vision, including the creation of a business model that
secures the long-term future of the Park.

3.2.2 Financial

The experience of the London Borough of Bromley is consistent with the findings of the NLHF’s research
into the “State of UK Public Parks” (2016).

“There are increasing demands on local services, large reductions in the level of public funding and the way

local authority financing is provided is going through a process of significant restructuring.

When combined, these represent very great challenges to those responsible for prioritising, budgeting and

delivering these services. At the start of the parliament in 2010, almost 80% of council expenditure was

financed by central government, by 2017 the revenue support grant will account for only 16% of spending

and by 2019/20 this is projected to be only 5%. This reduction is partially offset by the ability to retain a

greater proportion of business rates but ultimately the government plans to eliminate the revenue support

grant with local financing primarily provided by council tax and business rates.

The Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) has calculated that during the first half of this decade (2009/10 -

2014/15) grants from central to local government in England have been cut by 36.3% overall and 38.7% per

person. At the same time, demographic change that includes a growing population, people living longer and

more young children, places greater demands on the social care and support services that councils are

legally required to deliver.”1

In this funding context, the Borough has taken steps to secure the future of its natural and cultural assets.
By way of example, with the NLHF’s assistance, the Council has built the important Biggin Hill Memorial
Museum, which is now in the custodianship of an independent Trust.

Transferring assets to an independent Trust is also consistent with the prevailing trend among local
authorities. The State of UK Public Parks report finds that 50% of local authorities disposed of or
transferred Park assets from 2012 to 2016 and 59% considered doing so between 2017 and 2019.

1 NLHF State of UK Public Parks (2016), https://www.NLHF.org.uk/state-uk-public-parks-2016
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That said, the Council is aware of the challenges involved with this strategy, including the critical risk that
an underfunded Trust cannot regularly reinvest in the Park without excessive commercialisation that
restricts public access.

The capital scheme and the business model – in tandem – are specifically intended to ensure that the
Trust can confidently step into a business that is robust, resilient and financially sustainable. To that end,
different investment, product development, governance and management scenarios have been
thoroughly tested through a series of iterative options appraisals.  This discipline has informed a
Regeneration Plan and a business model that not only realise the vision, but also create new
opportunities for income generation, including – but not limited to – major events.

3.2.3 Market

The business model described by this document and physically expressed through the Regeneration Plan
is informed by extensive market research and a clear understanding of what the market needs.  Recent
NLHF research is once again instructive in this case. Figure 3 shows the main income generators from a
survey of 181 UK parks.

Figure 3: Top Income Generation Priorities for UK Parks

This is consistent with the findings of a similar APSE survey of local authorities that asked about areas in
which they intend to increase fees and charges over the next three years.  The results show a similar
prioritisation of income generating opportunities (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Areas that will likely see increased fees and charges in next 3 years
(Association of Public Service Excellence)

For Parks that are owned and operated by charitable Trusts, the focus on events and festivals is even
more pronounced.  The sample size is much smaller, so care must be taken in interpreting the results, but
a significant majority of respondents nonetheless report that the top three sources of income (by a long
measure) are: (1) Events and Festivals; (2) Gifts and Fundraising; and (3) Charging for services.

Importantly, some of these opportunities are not possible for Crystal Palace Park due to physical
restrictions and the ownership structure of the Park (i.e. whereby most of the sports facilities are, in fact,
situated within the Central Sports Area (CSA) that is owned and operated by the GLA).  Wherever
possible, however, the Regeneration Plan aims to enhance the amenity and heritage value of the Park,
while ensuring that any income generating opportunities are identified and optimised.  This includes the
creation of a ‘platform’ that allows the Park to compete effectively in the market for events and festivals
of all types and sizes; the creation of new food and beverage and leasing opportunities; the introduction
of car park charging; and – critically – the stimulation of repeat and regular park usage to increase and
crystallise the value of all these measures.

3.2.4 Community

Community consultation will be regular and ongoing, but to date has already returned important results
with respect to the identification and description of community ‘need’ for the project. The results of a
detailed study by Fluid are summarised below.
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The following were identified as clear priorities for the local community:

1. Activities and facilities for the whole community
2. Frequent and varied cultural events and facilities
3. Unchanged, but well maintained, preserved and managed
4. Enhanced access points, routes and wayfinding
5. Improved and accessible basic park facilities

This is clearly summarised in the detailed results illustrated in Figure 5, below.

Figure 5: How could the Park improve as an asset for you, your family and your community?
(Fluid, 2016)
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4 Market Appraisal

4.1 Introduction
This section provides an initial market appraisal for the project based on desk research, supplemented by
the following:

Ø A first phase of community consultation
Ø An extensive soft market testing exercise with different types of event promoters
Ø Site visits and face-to-face consultations with three separate experts in: (1) venue operations; (2)

event promotion; (3) venue design and deliver
Ø A set of telephone consultations with relevant officers in other London boroughs
Ø Case Study research
Ø Interrogation of publicly accessible accounts for other major parks in London

4.2 Local Market Context
An important feature of Crystal Palace Park – similar, in fact, to Alexandra Park in North London – is its
parallel importance to local and regional markets.

Day-to-day use of the Park is dominated by nearby residents using the Park as a local amenity – for sport,
leisure, play, recreation, dog walking and community events. At the same time, however, the rich history
and heritage of the site and the continued operation of the National Sports Centre, give Crystal Palace
Park a public profile and ‘reach’ that extends far beyond the immediate local market.

Its important sporting history and continued use of the name by a Premier League football club give the
Park national name recognition. For practical planning and marketing purposes, however, it is perhaps
best to think about a regional catchment area that broadly includes all South East London. This would be
analogous to comparators like Clapham Common, Alexandra Park, Mile End Park, Finsbury Park and
Victoria Park.

The resident market can thus be divided into a primary resident catchment encompassing residents
within a reasonable walking or cycling distance, and a secondary resident that extends beyond these
immediately adjacent wards to include the rest of the South East London Boroughs.  Figure 6, below,
summarises the key population, demographic, diversity and economic data for the Primary and Secondary
resident catchments.

This primary resident catchment is generally affluent, with unemployment rates that are well below the
national average – and, indeed, by comparison to the rest of London.  Household median income is above
average, and the workforce is generally skilled and well-educated. By comparison to the rest of England,
the catchment is ethnically diverse, although it is significantly less diverse that the rest of London. This
headline data, however, masks some notable deprivation indices in some of the wards immediately
adjacent to Crystal Palace Park. The Crystal Palace and Penge and Cator wards, in particular, have above-
average rates of crime and unemployment, with comparatively high rates of childhood obesity and adult
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claimants of incapacity benefit, which combine to provide an ‘aggregate wellbeing’ score that is markedly
lower than the London average.

Some of these indicators are less pronounced for the secondary resident catchment, which includes all
the adjoining wards and Boroughs.  Because it is such a large dispersed area, the aggregated data for this
secondary resident catchment obscures some important differences between the some highly affluent
and/or gentrifying areas, alongside areas of severe and structural economic deprivation.

Figure 6: The Primary and Secondary Resident Catchments

Note: Primary Resident Catchment includes the ward of Crystal Palace and 23 surrounding wards across 6 London
Boroughs. The Secondary Resident Catchment includes the remainder of those Boroughs, as well as the whole
of Greenwich, Wandsworth and Sutton.).

For major events with ‘headliner’ acts, it is not unreasonable to expect the Park to attract visits from all
over London, as well as Kent and Sussex. It bears remembering that Bromley was only absorbed into
Greater London through the Local Government Act of 1963 and until then had been a part of Kent.  Many
reminders of this ‘Kentish’ past remain, from the continued use of non-London postcodes through
continued coverage of local news in Kent Messenger titles and websites. This is worth considering insofar
as it reinforces the idea of Crystal Palace Park serving a larger and broader constituency than Bromley
alone or even South East London.

This implies the need for the Park to respond to very different markets. It needs to continue serving the
local day-to-day leisure and recreational requirements of an immediate local market that is generally
affluent, physically active and well-educated. At the same time, it can and should serve a much larger
regional market – particularly through larger events – that encompasses the whole of South East London
and Kent.

INDICATOR DATA INDEX DATA INDEX

Population 362,250 2,307,750

Number of Households 154,766 958,443

Median Household income estimate 39,209 127.5 39,410 128.1

% All Children aged 0-15 17.9 94.8 19.2 101.2

% All Working-age (16-64) 58.3 92.2 66.7 105.5

% All Older people aged 65+ 9.6 53.6 11.1 62.3

% BAME 34.1 233.2 35.3 242.1

% Not Born in UK 26.1 188.8 29.8 215.1

% English is First Language of no one in household 8.0 180.8 14.3 325.4

Employment rate (16-64) 71.9 101.1 73.6 103.5

% with no qualifications 13.5 59.3 16.4 72.1

% with Level 4 qualifications and above 34.4 126.5 49.0 180.0

PRIMARY RESIDENT
CATCHMENT

SECONDARY RESIDENT
CATCHMENT
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4.2.1 Tourists

By virtue of its history, profile and scale, Crystal Palace Park can be one of the Borough’s few major tourist
attractors.

Borough-level data on tourism and the visitor economy is sparse. The last major GLA study into local area
tourism data was in 2010, collating data from 2007-09.  While this makes it of limited use and reliability,
we cite it here if only because the Bromley market is likely to feature a very high proportion of people
visiting friends and relatives and this is a sub-segment of the tourist market that is largely immune to
changing trends and fashions and, instead, tends to track changes in population and demographics. It is
therefore worth noting that in 2009, tourists are estimated to have spent some £414 million in LBB, which
is relatively little by comparison to most other inner and outer London Boroughs and represents just 2%
of total tourism spend in London. This not wholly surprising and likely a reflection of the Borough’s
predominantly residential nature and a general lack of large-scale tourism product.

An important corollary to this, however, is the fact that there is relatively little competition within the
immediate vicinity for the time, attention and spend of visiting tourists. The high proportion of VFR
tourists is thus important to note as the behaviour of tourists visiting friends and relatives is most heavily
affected by the behaviour of their hosts. To attract tourists it is therefore important that (a) the Park is
used and well-received by local residents; and (b) repeat visits of local residents are rewarded with a
product and programme that is regularly refreshed.

Importantly – especially in terms of the project’s strategic fit with London tourism policy – a key tenet of
the new Mayor’s developing plan for London is the dispersal of tourism benefit more broadly and more
equitably throughout London as much as the attraction of new domestic and overseas tourists. There is a
general recognition that Central London benefits disproportionately from tourism through the sheer
weight of existing product and recent investment in Central London attractors.  This imbalance is
recognised in the Mayor’s recently published consultation document – “A City for All Londoners” – where
the objective is explicit:

“Another effective way I will spread economic benefits is by promoting tourism across the
whole of the city, including outside central London. … I will promote hidden gems to
international visitors including through London & Partners, and make local public spaces more
attractive and sociable. And my interventions to encourage participation in culture in all parts
of the city will offer tourists even more reasons to explore the whole of our city.” (p.51)

The strategic imperative of encouraging domestic and overseas tourist to spend more of their time (and
money) outside of the crowded Central London ‘honeypots’ is echoed by the Arts Council England, which
recently acknowledged that arts funding in the capital is ‘imbalanced’ – an issue that needs to be
addressed in future.

Crystal Palace Park has the potential to fit neatly into this re-balancing agenda, as it is currently one of
those ‘hidden gems’ and under-utilised tourism assets that – by virtue of its history and heritage – is
nonetheless well-known to domestic and international tourists.
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A notable opportunity is within the emerging market for the attention, time and spend of Chinese tourists
to London. This has traditionally been a small market for London, but it is growing rapidly in line with
growth in Chinese middle-class travel and the loosening of visa restrictions. It is a market that has a strong
affinity for English parks and gardens and already has some awareness of the Park. It is also drawn to
destinations that afford ample opportunities for picturesque experiences that can be shared on social
media, which might include the many ‘instagrammable’ views and vistas of the Park, as well as any
experiences created by the event programme.

4.3 Current Park Users
The Park attracts approximately 1.4 million users per annum, including almost 470,000 annual visits to the
National Sports Centre.

Surveys of Park users have been undertaken in connection with the latest masterplanning exercise, as
well as earlier funding and planning applications. A selection of key results illustrates general patterns of
use and local sentiment towards the Park and its key assets.

Wide public consultation was undertaken to support the 2007 Planning Application, including face-to-face
interviews and surveys.  In 2013, another user survey was carried out in connection with the mooted
Zhong Rong Holdings proposal for the Park.  This was expanded through a secondary exercise in 2014
designed to understand users’ priorities in the event that an incremental programme of improvements
was favoured over a single, large scale development projects.  Given its currency and the relevance of
questions asked, some of these results are useful to this business model.

4.3.1 2014 User Survey

In a 2014 survey, nearly 600 questionnaires were completed either in person or online. Broad conclusions
included:

Ø Almost everyone was in favour of public investment in the Park
Ø The desired focus for that investment varied equally between: built heritage, park landscape and

visitor facilities, indicating that all of these factors are important to the overall Crystal Palace Park
experience

Ø Nearly a third of users are members of a local community group, which makes these a useful
conduit for ensuring broad community participation in any future investment or event
programme

Ø The main activities that people engaged in at the Park were: walking, socialising, ‘a breath of
fresh air’, outdoor sport like jogging and cycling, and to see the dinosaurs

The survey reinforced the importance of Crystal Palace Park as an amenity for residents. Not only are
walking and socialising in the Park the most popular activities, but investment priorities are heavily
conditioned by those features that are unique to the Park and that differentiate it from any other Park
(i.e. the dinosaurs, the Sshinxes and the concert platform).
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4.3.2 2016 Consultation

To inform the latest masterplan, further public consultation was carried out by Fluid in 2016. This
provided additional insight into Park users and their needs and priorities.  The full Fluid report is available
separately, but some of the key results are highlighted here.

General use of the Park for walking and socialising remains important, as evidenced by Figure 7, as does
the public’s affection for the dinosaurs and the playgrounds.

Figure 7: Activities Undertaken in the Park

Source: Fluid, 2016

The survey was consistent in showing users’ preference for horticulture, landscape and existing heritage
over new facilities like visitor centres or leisure attractions. Unlike previous surveys, however, this study
prompted users to think specifically about special events and activities and these featured highly among
their future investment priorities (Figure 8).
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In terms of community engagement opportunities, “arts and events” once again dominated responses,
slightly ahead of “general volunteering” and “engineering, designing and making”.  By contrast,
opportunities to engage through on-site businesses, social work or educational initiatives (while not
negligible) attracted far fewer responses.

Figure 8: Priorities for Investment

Source: Fluid, 2016
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The Fluid consultation included a series of workshops with Park users, where specific issues related to the
emerging masterplan options were discussed.  Key outcomes included the following:

Figure 9: Summary of Community Workshop Discussions

Topic Area Key Findings

Top Site (Palace Terrace) Ø Renovation and removal of the “ugly” parts considered the top

priority, followed by some means of interpreting the original Palace’s

history and heritage.

Ø Opportunity for event and activity space.

Ø A clearly defined formal terrace to maximise views and strengthen the

prominence of the Palace in the park.

Ø An area for horticulture and relaxation.

Ø An interactive edge that provides facilities to both the events area

and wider park.

Ø A viewing platform.

Ø Renovated subway.

Events Ø Opportunity to develop an ever-changing event and activity space

that is consistent with the original intent of the Palace

Ø Priority was the restoration of the concert platform / concert bowl

Ø Live arts and cultural events and festivals needed

Ø To a lesser, but still significant extent, cultural events run by local

community groups considered important

Ø Very few respondents from the survey sample (only 3) were generally

opposed to “large events”

Ø Very few people (only 9) suggested the need for a new, permanent

arts space

Dedicated Community Provision Community provision also tended to come back around to the idea of special

events, albeit of a local scale or driven by community groups.  Specifically:

Ø Smaller scale commercial outlets, pop-up spaces

Ø Community event spaces located towards the bottom end of the park

Ø Smaller scale community events to compliment large scale

commercial activities

4.4 Soft Market Testing
The soft-market testing exercise was led by Knight Frank and included consultation with a varied category
of potential tenants, partners and promoters as a potential means to activate and animate the Park. The
purpose of this exercise was threefold: (1) to gauge the Park’s attractiveness and functionality as an
events destination through discussion with individuals and organisations for whom special events and
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exhibitions are ‘core business’; (2) to understand – from an operator’s perspective – what the key
strengths and weaknesses of the Park might be; and (3) to test different assumptions about how the
Park’s different spaces and assets could / should be used in order to exploit them to best commercial and
placemaking effect, while minimising disruption to regular Park users.

Consultees came from the following broad categories:

1. Venue operators
2. Event / exhibition promoters
3. Event managers
4. Land owners
5. Local authority officers

Below is a synthesis of the key conclusions.

Ø General agreement that the Park – as a business – can and should be predicated on an ‘events
based’ business model. Most consultees were familiar with and, in some way, engaged with
comparable destinations like Alexandra Park and Victoria Park and regularly drew comparisons to
those types of destinations. Of significance was its peripheral location and the fact that
permanent venues are difficult to sustain on a regular basis. Consequently, any destination of
scale that is outside of Central London, will typically rely on an events-based business model (viz.
Wembley, The O2, Alexandra Palace & Park, Kenwood House, etc.).

Ø Priorities in terms of promoting / staging events are operational and logistical efficiency, rapid
and effective contracting, standing capacity, and the character / ambiance of the site.

Ø Consultees were mostly aware of the Park and almost all agreed that it would be suited to large
events of different types, but particularly for outdoor concerts and festivals.

Ø Further consultation with AEG and Live Nation suggests that the preference would be for mid-
sized folk, blues and jazz events that might evolve into a multi-stage festival, rather than very
large pop concerts such as those held in Finsbury and Victoria Parks.

Ø Events become more efficient (and thus more profitable) for the promoter through repetition, so
there is a degree of concern about licensing and the possibility that successful events cannot be
repeated because of resident objections.  Several promoters said they would no longer consider
Alexandra Park for outdoor events for that reason.

Ø Few consultees were willing to comment on the most appropriate sites within the Park although
there was enough enthusiasm about the opportunity that almost all offered to visit and see for
themselves. They all stressed the importance of flexibility and adaptability and the need to put
events in the most appropriate spaces.
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5 The Business Model
Based on the market analysis described above, research into comparator destinations like Alexandra Park
and Victoria Park, and in depth consultation with operators and industry experts, it is believed that Crystal
Palace Park is best served by a business model that is predicated on an evolving programme of special
events and activities (large and small, community and commercial) rather than static product that
demands high levels of consistent footfall and sufficient resource for ongoing reinvestment and renewal.

A programming-based business model delivers the following benefits:

Ø It is inherently more resilient and adaptable
Ø It suits the Park’s outer London location that does not enjoy the regular tourist footfall of the

Central London or Royal parks like Greenwich and Richmond
Ø It is consistent with the experience and approach taken by other successful outer London

destinations of regional scale and significance, like Wembley, Alexandra Park and Palace, and
North Greenwich

Ø It affords the opportunity to strike a balance between major events with a regional catchment
and smaller community events of relevance and value to the immediate resident market

Ø It is fully consistent with the Vision and its aims and, indeed, is highly evocative of the Palace’s
original ethos and intent – it consequently builds on the site’s authenticity and heritage and
remains true to the spirit and meaning of the Act

Ø It is well suited to the particular strengths of the Park, as evidenced by the broad endorsement
provided by major event operators and promoters that was gleaned through soft-market testing

Ø The Park boasts spaces of a type and scale that are relatively rare in metropolitan London,
supported by transport infrastructure that is competent and a brand that is widely known and
understood – all of which is makes for an attractive and valuable proposition to event promoters
of varying types and sizes

Ø It meets the physical, financial, market and community needs identified above at Section 3.2,
including the demonstrable local demand for more events and activities that was clearly
expressed through a wealth of public consultation

Ø It allows for the development of multiple income streams that are complementary and mutually
reinforcing (i.e. special events generate footfall needed to drive the value of on-site leases and
other businesses like accommodation, leisure and F&B opportunities)

This approach is generally consistent with the direction of travel for many large parks, as identified by the
NLHF’s own State of UK Parks research.

Consultation with other London Boroughs and their event management teams also suggests that the
possibility exists to host a small number of very large and more remunerative events, which would reduce
the overall number of closures and would ultimately be less disruptive to regular users.  Larger events
usually have more experienced and professional promoters and production companies, putting in place
robust contractual arrangements that help to reduce the negative impacts on the parks.  Moreover, if a
longer-term relationship is built, the events can be fine-tuned to minimise negative impacts on both the
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Park and residents in subsequent years. This approach would furthermore respond to evident market
demand for a very large and technically competent (i.e. ‘plug and play’) open-air venue, with strong
transportation links, which is increasingly difficult for major promoters to secure on a regular basis.

Any large commercial event staged in the Park should also be required to demonstrate a clear community
benefit.  The nature and scale of this benefit will be negotiated but may include some combination of the
following, all of which have been used by other events elsewhere in London:

Ø Allocation of free or discounted tickets to the event

Ø Temporary event infrastructure being made available for some community events

Ø The funding of related community or park projects

Ø Employment of local people as temporary event staff or as volunteers

Ø Demonstrable links to local community group participation

Ø Contracting with local businesses

Ø The promotion of local projects

Ø Parallel or simultaneous community events

5.1 Placemaking and Community Benefit
The Regeneration Plan currently includes options that allow for the introduction of new products, like a
museum/gallery, sculpture park, high ropes course or camping/glamping site.  These and other
opportunities have been actively considered.

Only in circumstances where there is a relatively high degree of certainty about a project going ahead are
these opportunities reflected in the current Financial Plan (Section 6).  This applies – for example – to the
high ropes course, for which there has previously been a concept proposal and financial offer from a
credible operator.

Where the Council or Trust wants to retain the opportunity to develop something new in the Park, but
those concepts are insufficiently advanced to predict their financial impact – e.g. some form of cultural
space – they are referenced in the Financial Plan, but not accounted for.

As a general principle, however, the following discipline will be applied by the Board going forward.
Where something brings a substantial and demonstrable placemaking benefit to the Park and does not
adversely impact the core tenet of community access to public areas, then it will be considered on a
‘revenue neutral’ basis.  In other words, they would not necessarily need to generate additional income
for the Park, but they would need to cover their own costs including a reasonable Park service charge.
This might apply – for example – to an art gallery, an outdoor theatre or a sculpture park that may add
cultural and amenity value to the Park, but would probably not be able to pay a market rent.
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5.2 A Balance of Commercial and Community Events
A business plan that sets out to test, validate and describe the business model for Crystal Palace Park and
its long-term sustainability and resilience will invariably focus disproportionately on those aspects of the
business that generate the most income. That is where the commercial sensitivity lies and it is where key
stakeholders need to be reassured that the business plan is rigorous, well-researched and robust.

Any such focus on larger or more commercial events, however, should not be interpreted as indifference
to that whole constellation of smaller, community-driven events that can and should find a receptive
home within the Park.

A regular programme of community events not only engages residents and ensures that they take
‘ownership’ of the space.  It is an important source of content for filling out the calendar and sending a
signal to the market that there is ‘always something happening’ in Crystal Palace Park.  Indeed, the
measure of success for a programming-based destination is not the fact that people attend events when
they are happening; it is when people start visiting in the expectation that something is probably
happening even when they don’t know what that is.

Community events may be smaller and less remunerative and, in many cases, they break-even at best for
the venue.  But they are no less important, as they bring vital community engagement, branding and
imaging benefits.  If the programme were limited to a few large concerts, then local people could easily
start to feel alienated and those events will start to feel more ‘disruptive’ than they are.

More importantly though, community events simply generate more content, which cements the all-
important perception that the Park is an active and animated destination, which – in turn – generates the
footfall that is needed by other commercial activities in the Park (as well as its value to corporate
sponsors and event promoters).  There is a compelling commercial rationale and economic incentive for
encouraging community use that goes far beyond ‘something that we have to do’ and into the realms of
‘something that we want to do’.

Making sure that community groups engage with the Park and stage their own events there is mostly a
matter of management and culture and recognition of the value that community events bring to the
overall sense of place and the destination brand.  It is not uncommon that managers of parks or public
spaces – whether they are contracted or in-house – are hardwired to discourage these types of activities
due to their cost, maintenance, logistics or health & safety complications.  In response to an enquiry, the
first reaction is often to think of all the reasons why it can’t or shouldn’t happen.

That culture will be reversed at the Park.  A business model predicated on being an event destination
requires a fundamentally different mindset to the management and maintenance of a publicly funded
park.  Local communities should be invited to use the Park as much as possible and the primary role of
management is to encourage and enable these types events.
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6 Financial Plan

6.1 Introduction
This section summarises the outline financial plan for Crystal Palace Park.  Its key assumptions, explained
in detail below, are based on a combination of past experience, market research and benchmarking to
comparator parks and destinations in London and the South East.

6.2 Income

6.2.1 Lease Income

An anticipated schedule of leases is shown below in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Schedule of Leases

Importantly, almost 60% of this income is already being earned through secure leases that will simply
carry over into the future business. The remainder is conservatively forecast based on proposals already
received from interested third parties or by reference to achieved commercial rents in nearby streets.

Net income of c. £210,000 is well within the benchmark set by Alexandra Park in North London, which
earns at least £400,000 from individual leases and service charges.

6.2.2 The Event Programme

As described above, the proposed business model for Crystal Palace Park is driven by, but not wholly
dependent on, the events programme.  To put the proposed events programme into context, the Park
hosted 17 events in 2015/16, including 9 “large scale” events like open-air cinema, the Overground
Festival and the fireworks, and 8 smaller community events like Easter egg hunts and horticultural tours.

Going forward, a more aggressive events programme is assumed, as outlined below in Figure 11.  The
overall calendar and assumptions on average Gross Profit per event are informed by reference to
comparator parks like Alexandra Park, Finsbury Park, Clapham Common and Victoria Park.

PROPERTY TENANT
TRANSMITTER ARQUIVA

RESERVOIR THAMES WATER

CRICKET GROUND LANDSCAPE GROUP
OTHER CP Angl i ng, Park Boa ts

CRYSTAL PALACE PARK CAFÉ TBD

OTHER COMMERCIAL TBD
CONCERT PLATFORM TBD

TOILET BLOCK TBD

TOTAL £210,000

Plus  s ervice charges  @ 5% £10,500

NET RENTAL INCOME



28

DRAFT

Figure 11: Stabilised Calendar of Events

As a useful comparison and plausibility test, projected performance at Crystal Palace Park is benchmarked
against the actual performance of similar destinations (Figure 12).  Alexandra Park and Palace earns
considerably more than any other destination, as the Palace itself is serviceable for major events and
competes aggressively as one of the few London destinations that can host 5,000-10,000 standing
capacity indoor events. Of greater relevance are Finsbury and Victoria Parks, which are more directly
comparable in terms of scale, type and location.  The financial plan conservatively assumes that Crystal
Palace Park will earn less than these parks from events, even though consultees throughout the soft
market testing exercise were generally enthusiastic about its potential and compared it favourably against
others in London.

Figure 12: Total Income from Events Programme

It is furthermore shown below in Figure 13 that a relatively small number of very large events can
generate a disproportionate share of total income. Just 5 large “Live Events” – generating gross profit of
c.£60,000 per event – are thus expected to generate some 55% of total events income.

This is significant, as it allows for generally less disruption and restrictions to everyday Park users.
Finsbury Park – by contrast – features between 8 and 12 ‘ring fenced’ events per annum, at least two of

CATEGORY OF EVENT NUMBER PER EVENT
GROSS
PROFIT

% of
TOTAL

Chari tabl e / community 8 £3,000 £24,000 4%

Li ve Events 5 £60,000 £300,000 55%
Cons umer / trade shows 3 £12,000 £36,000 7%

Meetings  & Conferences 5 £3,500 £17,500 3%
Banquets  a nd Parties 5 £10,000 £50,000 9%
Fi lmi ng 12 £2,500 £30,000 5%

Brand activati on 6 £6,000 £36,000 7%
Weddi ngs 8 £6,000 £48,000 9%

Other 1 £7,500 £7,500 1%
TOTAL 53 £10,358 £549,000 100%
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which are weekend-long blockbusters with lengthy set-up and take-down periods, all of which extend the
period that large parts of the park are inaccessible.

Outside of a few very large events, the rest of the calendar can be accommodated within a Park of the
scale of the Park with relatively little disruption to regular use. This combination of a few large and more
remunerative events combined with a much wider array of smaller events – including those organised by
local community groups – provides for a more stable business model and richer programming of the Park,
without creating long or frequent periods where the most appealing and attractive parts of the Park are
denied to residents and visitors.

Figure 13: Number of Events (inner circle) and Net Income from Events (outer circle)

This implies a high degree of sensitivity to the income that can be expected from larger events.  It is
therefore worth noting the comparators below and the fact that the Park financial plan takes a
conservative approach to the modelling of future income streams.  The table below puts this in the
context of event hire income for major events at different UK parks, all of which are significantly higher
than the current assumption in the model.

Figure 14: Income from Major Events
Event Park Net Income to Council / Trust Restricted Access

SW4 Festival (2014) Clapham Common £93,000
(hire fee + box office)

5-day build
2-day event
2-day de-rig

SW4 Festival (2015) Clapham Common £110,000
(hire fee + box office)

5-day build
2-day event
2-day de-rig

Olympic Festival (2012) Victoria Park £450,000 (venue hire fee)
£80,000 (re-instatement fee)

17 days total

Wireless Festival Finsbury Park £446,000 (hire + reinstatement fees)
£15,000 (refundable damage deposit)

18 days total

Citadel Festival Victoria Park £132,000
(hire fee + box office)

3-day build
1-day event
1-day de-rig

5
Live Events

Charitable /
community

Live Events
£300,000

Consumer / trade
shows

Meetings &
Conferences

Banquets and
Parties

Filming

Brand activation

Weddings
Oth…
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Event Park Net Income to Council / Trust Restricted Access

British Summer Time Hyde Park c.£360,000 per concert
£80,000 disruption & reinstatement

RHS Flower Shows Tatton Park
Hampton Court

£100,000 - £120,000 3-5 day set-up
5 day show

6.2.3 Car Parking

Crystal Palace Park includes delineated spaces for some 330 cars and 11 coaches, although it is
understood that capacity could be significantly increased through more efficient design of existing car
parks.

A detailed transport assessment was undertaken by AECOM, including a new car park utilisation survey.
Surveys were undertaken during a ‘typical’ weekday and two ‘event’ days across identified car parking
areas located within the Park.  It concludes that current capacity is ample for accommodating extant
demand.

As car parks are improved and enhanced through the Regeneration Plan project, it is anticipated that
modest car park charges will be introduced, ultimately generating some £140,000 per annum from the
end of Phase III and the first stabilised year.

6.2.4 Grants, Advertising & Sponsorship

A notional amount of £50,000 per annum has been assumed at this stage, but there is a strong potential
upside if Crystal Palace Park is established as a strong events destination.

Programming-based events destinations tend to draw more interest from corporate sponsors and
advertisers than ‘static’ destinations.  Concert and event venues – from the Royal Opera House to The O2
– typically raise more sponsorship than museums and visitor attractions, specifically because sponsors can
tailor their offering to participants of different types of events. Even within museums, more sponsorship is
raised for specific exhibitions and events than for covering organisational overhead or core services.  As a
rule, the more a destination focusses on programmed rather than static product, the better the prospect
of a successful sponsorship campaign.

A full sponsorship inventory would need to be considered and valued and the Trust is mindful that the
Park is indelibly associated with some key assets – i.e. the NSC – that are outside its demise. It is also
understood that the lines have blurred between traditional advertising and sponsorship and more
experiential events, so there is a potential risk of double counting.

Finally, it is noted that corporate sponsorship has dropped off significantly since the Brexit vote and the
resulting economic uncertainty. While this effect is likely to be short-lived, it is uncertain what long-term
effects it will have on sponsors and the types of inventory they will look for in future.
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6.3 Expenditure

6.3.1 Staffing

Staffing costs assume a ‘lean’ but highly qualified in-house events management team. It is furthermore
assumed that very few events will be ‘self-generated’ and – instead – the bulk of the events programme
will be delivered through engagement with different promoters and community groups. The required
skillset is therefore skewed towards marketing, operations and contracting, which is similar to the
approach taken by other successful event venues and destinations. It is also assumed that day-to-day park
management and maintenance will be delivered via a contract with a specialist provider. Rangers,
wardens and gardeners are thus accounted for within the following operations and maintenance
expenditure section.

Figure 15: Staffing Schedule

As a comparison, this is of the same order of magnitude of the staffing expenditure by Lambeth Borough
Council on its special events team.  While that team has responsibility for animating a range of spaces
across the Borough, it is predominantly focussed on Clapham Common, which hosts most commercial and
community events. That team includes 2 full-time members of staff employed directly by the Council,
supported by three agency staff with specialist skills, amounting to a total staff budget of £332,000.

6.3.2 Operations & Maintenance

Allowances for landscape maintenance and conservation costs are based on previous experience of
operating the Park, tempered by available benchmarks from other major parks both within and outside
London.  Importantly, the costs of staging major events – including the cost of restoring the landscape to
its original condition – will be borne by third-party promoters and event organisers.  Nevertheless, for
prudence, a 10% contingency is assumed to allow for any unforeseen or incidental expenditures.

POST NUMBER SALARY ON-COSTS
EMPLOYMENT

COST
General  Ma nager 1.0 £60,000 20% £72,000

Events  Manager 2.0 £45,000 20% £108,000

Operations and Maintena nce  Manager 1.0 £45,000 20% £54,000

Marketing & Development Manager 1.0 £35,000 20% £42,000

Community Engagement 1.0 £25,000 20% £30,000

Landscape a nd Horticul ture Manager 1.0 £30,000 20% £36,000

As sis tant 1.0 £20,000 20% £24,000

TOTAL 8.0 £260,000 £366,000
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Figure 16: Operating Expenditure

This compares to c.£900,000 per annum for the management and maintenance of Alexandra Park,
inclusive of a £260,000 park management contract and some £300,000 per annum of maintenance costs.
It is also broadly comparable to the operational budgets at Finsbury Park, Victoria Park and Mile End Park.

The landscape maintenance budget is based on recent contracts signed by major landscape maintenance
contractors like Willerby Landscapes and ideverde. This has been checked against available data from a
sample of National Trust properties, where the estate management budget (separated from the buildings
management budget) ranges from 35% to 50% of all expenditure, depending on the size of the estate and
the relative importance of the built and natural heritage within any individual property. For the Park, we
are at the higher end of this range, which is not unreasonable given the scale of landscape to maintain
relative to a comparatively small amount of built space.

For completeness, landscape management budgets typically include the following, amongst other items.
Inspecting and maintaining greens, gardens and playing fields

Ø Inspecting and maintaining playgrounds and picnic areas
Ø Strimming, pruning and grass cutting
Ø Tree trimming, topping, surgery and other arboreal services
Ø Leaf clearance
Ø Management and monitoring of wildlife and biodiversity
Ø Maintaining dog areas
Ø Litter picking
Ø Emptying dog and litter bins
Ø Cleansing hard surfaces
Ø Attending to vandalised or damaged equipment, facilities, gardens or surfaces
Ø Liaising with site and facility users, as well as community, commercial and Council stakeholders
Ø Assisting in the preparation for large events
Ø Assisting with groundwork/volunteer initiatives

This is not an exhaustive list but provides a broad indication of what is covered by the landscape
maintenance budget.

ITEM ALLOWANCE

La ndscape Maintenance £350,000
La ndscape Cons ervati on £150,000
Marketing & Devel opment £59,900

Bui ldings  Mai ntenance £25,000
Insurances £25,000
Premis es £30,000
Offi ce suppl i es  & s ervices £14,000

Other £20,000
TOTAL £673,900
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Where event management is concerned, the management team will rigorously oversee the activities of
promoters and organisers, but it is expected that that expense will largely be borne by third parties.  It is
not unusual for major parks – whether publicly or privately run – to insist that promoters prepare a full
event management plan that provides clarity on issues like the following:

Ø Details of areas of responsibility and contact details
Ø Ground deposits, service charges and management fees
Ø Risk assessments
Ø Alcohol consumption and drugs policy
Ø Traffic management
Ø Stewarding and security
Ø Evacuation plan
Ø Noise management
Ø Food hygiene
Ø First aid and fire safety
Ø Crowd safety management
Ø Reinstatement bond and insurances

6.3.3 Benchmarks

The full budget (including staff, operations and maintenance, but excluding contingency and capital
reserves) has been benchmarked against the sample of independent trusts surveyed in the latest edition
of the State of UK Parks research that is carried out two-yearly by the NLHF and NESTA.  This is shown
below in Figure 17 and positions the Park squarely in the middle of the sample and slightly above average.

Figure 17: Comparative Operating Budgets

£2,529k

£1,800k

£1,500k

£1,300k £1,246k
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£500k
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£2,000k
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6.4 Financial Summary
The Park is expected to operate at an annual deficit, which is not unusual for a public park of this scale
which seeks to maximise access. This could be bridged through regular grant-in-aid or through the
provision of a capital endowment. This model assumes a reasonable combination of both measures, with
a Council subsidy that tapers to some £125,000 per annum by 2026/27, with a capital endowment of
c.£4.3 million generating the return needed to bridge the deficit. All assumptions are currently exclusive
of VAT and any further income generated through allowable gift aid.

Figure 18: Baseline Financial Summary

STABILISED

INCOME

EVENTS £549,000
LEASES £221,000

GRANTS, ADVERTSING, SPONSORSHIP £50,000

CAR PARKING £140,000

COUNCIL CONTRIBUTION £125,000

SUB-TOTAL £1,085,000

EXPENDITURE

STAFF (£366,000)
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE (£674,000)

CONTINGENCY (£104,000)

RENEWAL & REINVESTMENT (£48,000)

SUB-TOTAL (£1,192,000)

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) (£107,000)

REQUIRED ENDOWMENT

ENDOWMENT FUND £4,280,000

AVERAGE ANNUAL INTEREST 2.50%

ENDOWMENT INCOME £107,000
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Appendices
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1 Event Market Trends and Drivers
Based on an analysis of the demand for and supply of events in London as well as generally across the
sector, a number trends and range of insight has been identified across the following areas:

Ø General trends and insight across the events sector (Figure 19)

Ø Brand activation and experiential events (Figure 20)

Ø Live music and music festivals (Figure 21)

Ø Corporate events (Figure 22)

Figure 19: London events market broad trends
Economy Key Implications
The economic downturn caused
asset owners to review their real-
estate portfolios and explore new
venue opportunities

Ø This trend led to the creation of many non-traditional venues e.g. empty
offices, retail voids, public spaces, parks etc.

Ø Asset owners had to ‘sweat’ their assets and think in broad ways about how
they could be utilised.

Economic recovery is boosting the
supply of new venues and
refreshing existing stock

Ø The recession challenged event organisers to seek efficiencies and lower
budget alternatives, and this judiciousness has continued despite economic
recovery

Ø Developers of high value sites in prime locations are increasingly under
pressure to develop “meanwhile use” strategies, adding to the total stock of
available outdoor spaces

Ø Local authority austerity budgets have been particularly reflected in reduced
public funding for parks & gardens, encouraging more local authorities to
supplement income through their events business

Greater appreciation of the limits
of permanent arts / cultural
destinations

Ø Better understanding of the dynamics of the London leisure and tourism
market mitigates against large, static, exhibition or collections based facilities
and favours temporary or ephemeral events, festivals and activities

Marketing Key Implications
The demand for event venues in
London increased markedly after
the Olympics

Ø Although “meanwhile uses” and “pop-up events” existed before the London
Olympics, the trend accelerated sharply after 2012, when site owners and
event promoters were alerted to the demand for and value of temporary
events and activities

New direct-to-consumer marketing
methods

Ø The rise of online retail and huge disruption to traditional marketing
channels (esp. newspapers, television and radio) has led major brands to
seek new forms of experiential marketing through which they can establish a
direct connection to the consumer

Event organisers have become
more sophisticated in their
purchasing decisions

Ø Increased access to information, including internet based platforms of
events space, has led to greater ease of venue comparison

Ø Particularly in the case of large scale music concerts and festivals, a
disproportionate share of market risk now rests with the promoter, who
faces fixed costs for content and for venue hire. Mitigation of market risk is
therefore the promoters primary concern.

Ø Other major considerations revolve around licensing risks and the likelihood
of turning one-off events into repeat performances
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Location Key Implications
Anything is possible Ø Traditional ‘fit for purpose’ venues face increased competition from a host of

new and interesting spaces, including public parks, public streets and
squares, fallow development sites, and arts/cultural destinations

Digital Key Implications
Increasing influence of mobile and
digital technologies

Ø Developments in mobile and digital technology continue to have an impact
on the way in which events are researched, booked, received and reviewed
by participants

Ø Events are becoming increasingly digitally interactive, particularly in the
genres of brand experiential events and mass-participation events

Multi-genre events Key Implications
The events market is moving away
from single-genre events

Ø Increasingly, larger events are combining their focus and delivering multi-
genre events e.g. artisan foods, craft drinks, different music genres and
dance formats, art and retail which can have the effect of broadening its
appeal

Figure 20: Public spaces and experiential events
Public space Key Implications
Investment in public space is on
the rise, driven by the real estate
recovery

Ø Investment has led to diversification in public spaces, with in-built spaces to
accommodate events

Asset owners are being required to
understand their spaces in a more
sophisticated manner

Ø They must understand the type, profile and pattern of footfall, and how this
varies from day to day and season to season to gain a clear picture of how
their assets can most effectively be utilised

Authentic and place relevant Ø It is becoming increasingly important for events to establish themselves as
authentic, and organic to their place. Events can even use their location as a
marketing tool, or an indication of quality or target audience

Local authorities Key Implications
Local authorities are being forced
to look commercially at their assets

Ø This trend is unveiling a larger range and volume of public spaces for events
Ø There is however a large variance in the approach and quality of different

London Councils to capitalise on the trend for event demand
Ø This is also leading to significant opposition to the perceived ‘closure’ or

restrictions being imposed on public parks and traditionally open spaces

No consistency for in-house or
outsourcing solutions

Ø There is no single model for structuring the delivery of events across the
London boroughs, although we note that the trend towards arms-lengthing
public parts into charitable trusts is being more widely considered as a
consequence of Local Authority budget cuts

Experiential events Key Implications
Increase in number and range of
experiential events

Ø This has resulted in a plethora of new market channels and a need/desire
from events operators to connect products directly with consumers

Ø Lead-in time is generally shorter than it has been for more traditional types
of events and promoters generally enjoy a wide range of choice of locations /
venues

Ø For destinations that can react quickly and efficiently, providing high quality
spaces, the margins can be significant

Landowners that can ease the
client’s process for selecting a
venue have a significant advantage

Ø Choice of venue comes down to a combination of: volume of target
audience, practicalities of the site, ease of securing the venue and
permissions.
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Figure 21: Live music and music festivals
Ticketing Key Implications
The split between ticket sales and
secondary spend is broadly
unchanged

Ø Broadly speaking, ticketing amounts to around three quarters of total spend,
with the balance going on secondary items like food, drink and merchandise

Support for more regulation of
ticket reselling

Ø Support for more regulation increases among those who have been to a
larger number of events (4+)

Venues Key Implications
Arenas are now the second most
popular type of venue

Ø Newer arenas are taking the market share from theatres and concert halls,
some of which are viewed as staid in comparison

Ø Arenas tend to be larger capacity, with greater flexibility

Outdoor venues are the fourth
most popular type of venue

Ø The popularity of outdoor venues, e.g. parks, forests, racecourses and
promenades is of obvious significance for CPP

Online sales Key Implications
Online is now the dominant
channel for ticket buying

Ø Nearly two-thirds of concert-goers bought their tickets online in 2014/15
Ø However, telephone bookings are still popular and 40% of people would

consider using this channel in the future

The potential for live music
ticketing apps looks strong

Ø One in ten adults have used a ticket buying app, which equates to half of all
concert goers in 2014/15

Ø A further 1/3 of adults are open to doing so in the future

Figure 22: London meeting and conference trends
Market Key Implications
Post-Olympic effect was strong… Ø As predicted, the meetings and conferences sector in London reported very

strong growth following the London 2012 Olympic Games

…but it has been badly affected by
Brexit

Ø The corporate hire, conferencing, incentives and hospitality sector was
immediately and severely affected by the economic uncertainty created by
the Brexit result. It is premature to speculate what the long term impact will
be, but anecdotal evidence suggests that most venues are still below target
and the corporate market is recovering slowly

Location remains a critical factor
for conference organisers

Ø Fit-for-purpose venues in easy-to-reach Central London locations remain the
preference for most major corporates and professional conference
organisers (PCOs).

Mid-market (i.e. size and quality)
supply of venues has become
increasingly saturated

Ø To stand out from the plethora of mid-market venues, venues have to be
high-quality, or particularly distinctive in terms of their location, history or
function

The market favours flexibility Ø Venues which can offer maximum flexibility and minimum constraints have
an inherent advantage
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2 Partners and Promoters
For a business model that is predicated on a regularly evolving programme rather than static product, the
Board needs to consider not only end-users and consumers, but also that critical tier of market
intermediaries that will help to deliver those events, activities and ancillary services.  Put differently, the
Park’s core market is not the concert-goer, but the concert promoter that will stage the show that attracts
the concert-goer.  This principle applies across the full range of possible events and activities, as well as
complementary products like accommodation (e.g. glamping) providers, high ropes operators, and the
organisers of mass participation sporting events.

The table at Figure 23 is certainly not exhaustive but provides an indication of the depth of the market for
different types of events, activities and products as further reassurance that the proposed events-based
business model has currency and is not beholden to a small number of specialist promoters.

Figure 23: Partners and Promoters

Type of Organisation Target Market / Partner

Major music, festival and live

entertainmet promoters

Live Nation
AEG Live
Festival Republic
Loudsound
MAMA Festivals
SJM Concerts
Kilimanjaro Live
Neil O’Brien Entertainment

Experiential Marketing Agencies iD Agency (Blinkbox music festivals, Pop up Haagen Dazs)
RPM (Sky Skills Studio, Weetabix Sports Days, Heineken Ice Rink+)
Clink Clink (Waitrose Donate Your Voice, Nike We Own the Night)
BecauseXM (Innocent Indoor Picnics, Evian Live Young Playground)
Helix (Lynx Shower, Kellogg’s Tweet Shop, IHG Bed Jump)
Wasserman (Vodafone 1984G Street, Barclays Premier League Tour)
Sketch Events (Corona Always Summer, Sony Floating Gallery)
Field Agency (Diageo Pop Up Festival, Just Dance Mobile Brand Experience)

Pop-up Bar and Restaurant

Promoters

Space Bars Ltd
London Union (Street Feast)
Background Bars
Brinkworth
Eataly
Ragged Edge
Brady Williams Studio
Y A O
AL_A

Sports events Sport Industry Group
IMG
Massive
Limelight Sports
International Group
Nova International



40

DRAFT

Type of Organisation Target Market / Partner

Circuses, Fun Fairs, Skating Rinks Zippo’s Circus
Carters Steam Fair
Irvin Leisure
London Wonderground
Moscow State Circus
John Parnham Funfairs
Bensons Funfairs
Polaris

Immersive and experiential theatre

& events

Artichoke
Punchdrunk
Secret Cinema
Zebedee
Les Enfants Terribles
Out of Joint
Dreamthinkspeak
RIFT
Omnibus
Colab

Glamping operators Caravan Club

Camping & Caravan Club

Forest Holidays

High Ropes Courses and Outdoor

Leadership Companies

Go Ape

Grahame Robb Associates

Rope Runners Ltd

Adventure Rope Course
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3 Case Studies
Figure 24: Case Study 1

Nike+ Fuelstation

Location
Clapham Common, London

About
The Nike+ Fuelstation at Clapham Common is a digitally enabled pop-up sporting clubhouse and brand showcase
designed to bring premium Nike experiences and services to London’s athletic community. Following the launch of a
Nike+ Fuelstation at Shoreditch’s Boxpark in March 2012, Nike opened their pop-up Fuelstation at Clapham Common in
July 2012 to take the experience directly to athletes. The pop-up combined elements of brand showcasing, retail,
training advice and facilities and events. The pop-up ran from 30th of July to 1st of October 2012. The Nike+ Fuelstation
was granted temporary planning permission from Wandsworth Council and avoided licensing laws by not directly selling
Nike products at the site, but by facilitating purchases from nikestore.com instead.

Key Features and Facilities
· One-to-one consultation events with professional athletes
· Ground floor Nike+ Innovation Zone – a digitally enabled space designed to allow visitors to join Nikeplus.com and

participate in Nike branding experiences
· Nike+ trail zone where visitors can trial Nike+ digital sports products
· NIKEiD terminals allowing consumers to design Nike products with the help of Nike Design Consultants
· Nike+ running clubs offering free run sessions
· Free daily training classes led by Nike coaches
· A calendar of one-off Nike brand experiences and events

Events
Although the pop-up was predominantly a brand showcase, one-off and programmed events included;
· Nike+ run club
· Nike training classes for women
· Nike football elite training
· Athlete talks and sessions – highlights included talks from legendary sprinter and 9 time Olympic gold medal

winner Carl Lewis and women’s marathon world record holder Paula Radcliffe
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Impressions

Address
Clapham Common
Windmill Drive
London
SW4 9DE

USPs
· Combination of commercial benefits and community benefits
· Pop-up created more permanent sports infrastructure
·  Tapped in to trends of marrying digitisation and sport
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Figure 25: Case study 2
Sensodyne Compete Protection pop-up

Location
Potters Field

About
In 2014, the experiential marketing agency Hot Cow designed a pop-up event for toothpaste brand Sensodyne, to help
launch their new product Sensodyne Complete Protection. Potters Field was chosen as the location for the event thanks
to its proximity to Tower Bridge; Sensodyne needed an iconic location that was marketable and provided ease of access
for the press and Londoners.

Key Features and Facilities
· The event was divided in to three separate ‘zones’
· Zone 1 was the ‘Sensitivity Zone’
· This was a stand offering people a choice of experiences including a 10 minute sensitivity dental check, a chance to

play and win a prize with the ‘How Sensitive Are You?’ buzzer game, free samples and advice from dentists.
· Zone 2 was the ‘Giant Molar’ – a 4 metre white molar tooth standing against the backdrop of Tower Bridge offering a

‘shareable’ photo opportunity.
· Zone 3 was an official Guinness World Record attempt for the World’s Largest Oral Hygiene Lesson.
· Dental experts guided a crowd of 232 people through an oral hygiene lesson in an attempt to break a world record.
· Staff also offered on-stage entertainment and called for crowd participation.

Outcomes
The event was widely considered to be a success, and has been cited as an example of an innovative brand experiential
opportunity.
· 150 media mentions
· Campaign reach of over 4,000,000
· 6,480 toothpaste samples distributed
· 600 goody bags rewarded to customers
· 230 people had professional pictures taken with the Giant Molar
· 200 dental sensitivity checks were carried out
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Impressions

Address
Potters Field Park
Southwark
London
SE1 2AA

USPs
· Created ‘sharable’ and far-reaching brand exposure
· High-impact, yet relatively inexpensive to set up and manage
· Professionally designed by Hot Cow for maximum campaign reach
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Figure 26: Case study 3
Made For London Eastpak pop-up

Location
Commercial Street, Shoreditch

About
In November 2014, the urban lifestyle brand Eastpak launched their first ever pop-up concept store ‘Made for London’,
described by the brand as a “future thinking retail and social experience”. The pop-up incorporated new approaches to
retail incorporating technology and cultural experiences, and Eastpak curated a programme of events including film
screenings. The store was used as a test bed for new digital approaches to retail such as interactive product tables and
touch screen pads. The insights learned by Eastpak from the pop-up are currently being rolled out to their global
network of multi-brand retailers. Eastpak also used local artists to engage the surrounding community in the design of
the store, and they ran a competition for three local artists to design an Eastpak bag. Customers were then given the
chance to win one of these bags through a raffle draw.

Key Features and Facilities
· The site was rented from appear [here], an agent specialising in shop and market space
· The pop-up used technology to sell bespoke backpacks
· Store included art installations
· Customers could win backpacks created by well-known designers such as Jean-Paul Gautier, as well as the three

created by local artists
· The concept was created by I-AM, a multi-disciplinary design agency and brand experience consultancy
· I-AM was selected by Deloitte Digital, on behalf of their client Eastpak
· I-AM’s brief was to curate and design a pop-up concept store to test digital browsing and shopping within a real store

environment, with little product on display
· The pop-up ran for six weeks in the lead up to Christmas 2014.

Events
Made For London hosted a programme of events tailored towards the trendy Shoreditch consumer market;
· Film screening
· Product raffles
· Installation art
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Impressions

Address
132 Commercial Street
London
E1 6NQ

USPs
· Test bed for the brand
· Eastpak created a ‘buzz’ around the pop-up through an events programme, raffles and using local artists, as well as

established designers to design one-off products.
· The insights learned from the pop-up events went on to inform Eastpak’s approach to digitising their retail offer.
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Figure 27: Case Study 3
British Summer Time Hyde Park

Location
Hyde Park

About
Barclaycard presents British Summer Time Hyde Park is a music festival held over two weekends once a year in London’s
Hyde Park. The event has been running since 2013, and this year’s edition saw Massive Attack, Florence + The Machine
and Carole King headline the first weekend (1st  - 3rd July), and Mumford and Sons, Take That and Stevie Wonder
headline the second weekend (8th – 10th July). The event is presented by AEG Live, the world’s second largest presenter
of live music events after Live Nation. BST Hyde Park was the first event that AEG held in Hyde Park since they acquired
the rights to host concerts there in November 2012. AEG’s five-year contract partnering them with The Royal Parks
began at the beginning of 2013. Westminster Council restrict the number of concerts held annually at Hyde Park to nine,
with a maximum attendance of 65,000.  The primary sponsor of the event is Barclaycard, and other partners include
Heineken, Amazon Tickets, Coca-Cola, Playstation Music, AXS, Deliveroo, Bacardi, Starwood Preferred Guest, Heidsieck
& Co Monopole and The Royal Parks.

Key Features and Facilities
· Six days of music split over two weekends
· Three music stages for each date
· Funfair operating on a pay-as-you-go basis
· Free Coca-Cola film nights on the weeknights between the two festival weekends
· Other weekday activities include daytime DJ’s, street food stalls, sports sessions, a horticultural show, Gorilla Flying

Circus Trapeze School and Wimbledon tennis screenings.
· 22:30 curfew
· Free summer sports activities including ping-pong and badminton
· Live stand-up comedy

Event info
· General Admission tickets from £59.50 - £72.00
· Premium tickets cost up to £275
· Daily capacity: 65,000
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Impressions

Address
Hyde Park
London

USPs
· High quality live music in central London
· A diverse range of music, with each individual day catering to different tastes
· Promoted by AEG Live, the second largest live music promoter in the world
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Figure 28: Case study 5
Greenwich Music Time

Location
The Old Royal Naval College, Greenwich

About
Greenwich Music Time is a series of summer concerts, hosted in the Old Royal Naval College in Greenwich, overlooking
the Thames across to Canary Wharf. This year’s edition saw performances from 2Cellos, Seal, Joe Bonamassa, David
Gray, 10cc and Jamie Cullum from the 5th to the 10th of July. The event was hosted by the Greenwich Foundation for the
Old Royal Naval College, and their partner events company Cuffe and Taylor. The event was promoted by Neil O’Brien
Entertainment. Greenwich Music Time has been running for three years and represents good practice in the delivery of
mid-sized outdoor seated concerts of around 5,000 capacity. Although Greenwich Music Time is aided greatly by its
exceptional and unique location inside the grounds of the Old Royal Naval College, it is still a useful barometer of quality
for that scale and type of live music event.

Key Features and Facilities
· Five consecutive days of concerts
· Students and recent graduates from Trinity Laban Conservatoire of Music and Dance, a site partner at the Old Royal

Naval College, provided an opening set before each show, thus increasing the local community benefit from an
otherwise purely commercial event

· Each concert also had a support act

Event info
· General Admission tickets from £37.50 - £85.00
· Premium tickets cost up to £155
· Daily capacity: 5,000
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Impressions

Address
Old Royal Naval College
2 Cutty Sark Gardens
London
SE10 9NN

USPs
· Exceptional and atmospheric location
· A diverse range of music, with each individual day catering to different tastes
· A more sophisticated and mature experience than other similar outdoor summer concerts
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Figure 29: Case study 6
South West Four

Location
Clapham Common

About
South West Four is an annual two-day dance music festival held on Clapham Common that has been running since 2004.
Headliners for this year’s edition included Rudimental, The Chemical Brothers and Dizzee Rascal. Clapham Common cuts
through both the London Borough of Lambeth and the London Borough of Wandsworth, although the festival is held on
Lambeth’s land. Lambeth recently endorsed a new events strategy aimed at boosting its revenue through high quality
commercial shows, a plan that included the controversial measure of increasing the noise limit for events from 70db to
75db. The festival is presented by Lock N Load events, who have been staging events at Clapham Common since 1999.
The event from the 27th to the 28th of August 2016 and closes at 23:00 on the Saturday and 22:30 on the Sunday.

South West Four represents the best in class of mid-sized London outdoor music events targeted at the young,
millennials demographic. It is also comparable to potential outdoor music events in CPP and is interesting for its
beneficial impact on nearby venues and businesses (esp. Clapham and Brixton).

Key Features and Facilities
· Eight music arenas
· Although soundsystems shut down at 10pm, local clubs such as Ministry of Sound and Electric Brixton host after

parties
· The festival hosts a broad range of dance music genres and sub-genres

Event info
· General Admission tickets cost £62.50 per day
· Daily capacity: 20,000
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Impressions

Address
Clapham Common
Windmill Drive
London
SW4 9DE

USPs
· One of London’s biggest and most notable dance music festivals
· Links with local clubs
· Location suits the target audience of the festival particularly well
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Figure 30: Case Study 7
Brixton Beach Boulevard

Location
Brixton

About
Brixton Beach Boulevard is a useful example of a high-quality pop-up event using temporary built environment to create
atmosphere, combining live music and DJ’s with street food, bars and a more diverse events programme.  It is a summer
pop-up rooftop bar that runs from the end of May to the end of August 2016. It is open from Thursdays to Sundays, and
is based on a 1980’s Miami theme. The pop-up event includes six restaurants offering a variety of street food and has
been designed by Space Bars Ltd, the same team behind Brixton’s South Pole Saloon, winner of Design My Night’s best
pop-up of 2015. The pop-up offers live music and regular DJ sets, as well as other programmed activities.

Key Features and Facilities
· Regular live music events
· DJ sets
· Private booths on offer for free (minimum £100 spend on drinks, 10-15 person capacity)
· Live sport screenings
· Retro film screenings
· Other programed events include sunset disco yoga and disco aerobics on the beach

Event info
· General Admission to the pop-up costs £4.00
· Admission to programmed events varies in cost
· Running from 27th of May to 28th of August 2016
· Thursdays and Fridays: 6pm – 11pm
· Saturday: 1pm – 12am
· Sunday: 1pm – 11pm
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Impressions

Address
Valentia Place
Brixton
London
SW9 8JH

USPs
· Brings the beach scene to South London
· Live music, DJ’s and party atmosphere combined with street food and other events such as film screenings
· Location suits the target audience of the festival particularly well
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Figure 31: Case Study 8
Winterville

Location
Victoria Park, London Borough of Tower Hamlets

About
Winterville is East London’s largest Christmas carnival. 2016 will see the third edition of Winterville, and the event will
return with a programme of attractions, entertainment, food and drink. 2015’s edition included performances from the
Moscow State Circus, Backyard Cinema’s The Winter Night Garden cinema and live music, theatre and cabaret in the
Dutch Spiegeltent. During last year’s event, the London Borough of Tower Hamlets negotiated significant discounts for
the ice rink, circus, cinema and crazy golf for local residents.

Key Features and Facilities
· Plonk Crazy Golf 9-hole course
· Winterville Fairground including themed rides and a popular Ferris wheel
· Kids’ Quarter providing activities for young families including a Santa’s Grotto
· Christmas market
· Vintage and artistic market; the Bizarre Bazaar
· Bar Humbug pub serving seasonal drinks, as well as many other bar stalls around the site
· Winterville Circus arena
· Ice rink
· The Winter Night Garden cinema
· Live theatre, cabaret, music, comedy and pantomime

Event info
· Entry to the event is free, but many attractions are charged
· 2015’s sponsorship partners included Time Out London, Dalstonist, Birra Moretti, Southern Comfort, Caledonian

Brewery, I Heart Wines and Higgidy
· The 2015 edition ran from November 26th – December 23rd

· Monday – Thursday 3pm – 10pm, Friday 3pm – 10:30pm, Saturday 11am – 10:30pm, Sunday 11am – 10pm
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Impressions

Address
The Bow Brook
London
E3 5TB

USPs
· Good range of attractions within the event
· Makes use of popular and established local operators e.g. Plonk Crazy Golf and Backyard Cinema
· East London’s biggest seasonal event
· A highly profitable event for the LBTH
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Figure 32: Case Study 9
Anatolian Cultural Fete

Location
Clissold Park

About
Clissold Park’s Anatolian Cultural Festival is a celebration of Anatolian culture, offering visitors the chance to engage with
traditional dance, music, cuisine, performance and sport. It is one of the UK’s biggest cultural events and this year
celebrated its 9th anniversary, running from the 27th to 30th of May. The event was hosted in Clissold Park in the London
Borough of Hackney. The festival is free of charge, and encourages people from different background to celebrate
Anatolian culture. 2013’s edition of the festival saw 60,000 visitors, including 2,000 school pupils. The event is run by the
not-for-profit organization Anatolia Community Association.

Events during the festival
· Ottoman Marching Band
· Oil Wrestling
· Puppet Shadow Show
· Traditional Theatrical Plays
· Jongler Show
· Turkish Art
· Sword Shield Folk Dance
· School visit sessions
· Turkish cuisine events

Event partners
· Turkish Airlines
· Kinas Solicitors
· Lebara Mobile
· Bellona
· TRT
· Sam’s Cars
· Vatan
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Impressions

Address
Clissold Park
London
N16 9HJ

USPs
· UK’s largest Anatolian cultural festival
· Dance elements of the fate are particularly popular
· Funded through commercial sponsorship
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Figure 33: Case Study 13
Carters Steam Fair

Location
Touring show, multiple locations

About
Carters Steam fair is a travelling vintage fair, founded in 1977. It is a family-run business that is now managed by the
second generation of Carters. Carters Steam Fair operate and maintain a large collection of vintage rides and stalls, with
some rides dating back to the 1800’s. Their operating base and restoration workshops are located in Maidenhead,
Berkshire. The fair travels to locations in the south of England, spending around a week in each location. The fair
includes around 19 attractions, depending on site and locational constraints, and employs around 50 people. The fair
uses a system of tokens for visitors to pay for rides, instead of cash. All rides are available for private hire for events and
film and television, with costs starting at £450 a day for side stalls and ranging up to £3,000 for the larger rides. Rent
charged to Carters Steam Fair varies from place to place, but is particularly high in London; Lambeth Council charge the
fair £4,000 in rent for two days’ usage of Clapham Common.

Key Features and Facilities include
· Jungle thriller ark
· Steam gallopers roundabout
· Chairoplane
· Dive bomber
· Giant octopus
· Dodgems
· Steam yachts
· Arcade
· Coconut shy

Events
Recent and upcoming London locations include;
· Southwark, Geraldine Mary Hemsworth Park
· Hammersmith, Ravenscourt Park
· Peckham, Peckham Rye Common
· Stoke Newington, Clissold Park
· Dulwich, Bel Air Park
· Tooting, Tooting Bec Common
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Impressions

Address
Carters Yard, White Waltham, Nr Maidenhead, Berkshire SL6 3LW

USPs
· Represents best-in-class for vintage fairs
· Attractions can be individually hired out
· The vintage and nostalgia elements of the fair manage to overcome the negative connotations that can sometimes be

attributed to traditional fun fairs
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Appendix C – AECOM Cash Flow and Cost Plan



Notes

Crystal Palace Park (CP Nr 17)Project:

Estimate:

No. Description Quantity Unit Rate Amount

PROJECT SUMMARY

Crystal Palace Park - Adjusted for GLA

Italian Terrace - Site Area: 72,325, Phase 1A 8,792,603

Tidal Lakes - Site Area: 81,154, Phase 1A 3,567,515

Anerley Hill Edge - Site Area: 22,719, Phase 1B 896,806

Palace Terrace - Site Area: 58,789, Phase 1B 6,878,398

Transitional Landscape - Site Area: 147,474, Phase 2A 2,600,400

English Landscape - Site Area: 167,641, Phase 2A 2,209,679

Paxtons Axis - Site Area: 12,344, Phase 2A 1,255,223

Cricket Ground - Site Area: 99,409, Phase 2B 1,420,673

Other 893,712

Professional fees - 7.65% %28,515,008  8 2,181,398

Reserved Matter LBB Fees item1 50,000.00 50,000

Building Control Fees item1 50,000.00 50,000

Inflation from 2019: 19-20: 0.8%; 20-21: 1.8%; 21-22: 2.4%; 22-23: 3%

onwards

item1 2,816,631 2,816,631

Costs incurred / committed to date  returned to the Council including OPA LBB

fees and AECOM fees under purchase order of £563,866

item1 1,185,000 1,185,000

LBB Endowment 1 item 4,280,000 4,280,000

LBB Staffing and Legal Costs including Lease Terminations 1 item 400,000 400,000

Activity Plan (Requirements of Grants) 1 item 750,000 750,000

Total	   40,228,038

Page 1Printed: 17/01/2020Ref: 60489040



Crystal Palace Park v8_Revised version

No inflation for Business Model but inflated for Capital Costs
0% Affordable on Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas
Profiled Capital Receipts from FY20 to FY 24 on Rockhills Gate and Sydenham Villas

1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

ANNUAL CASHFLOW (No inflation for Business Model but inflated for Capital Costs)

Up to 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29

2. CAPITAL WORKS - EXPENDITURE
COSTS INCURRED TO DATE RETURNED TO THE
COUNCIL

(£1,120,000)

CONSTRUCTION
PHASE 1A - PROFESSIONAL FEES (£78,192) (£709,162) (£118,194)
PHASE 1A - CONSTRUCTION (£865,280) (£7,847,694) (£1,307,949)
PHASE 1B - PROFESSIONAL FEES (£373,982) (£198,268)
PHASE 1B - CONSTRUCTION (£4,138,540) (£2,194,061)
PHASE 2A - PROFESSIONAL FEES (£241,836) (£214,152)
PHASE 2A - CONSTRUCTION (£2,676,199) (£2,369,837)
PHASE 2B - PROFESSIONAL FEES (£81,717) (£95,337)
PHASE 2B - CONSTRUCTION (£904,293) (£1,055,009)
MAIN CONTRACTORS PRELIMINARIES £0 (£550,829) (£980,962) (£930,393) (£697,394) (£409,266) (£131,876)
MAIN CONTRACTORS OVERHEADS & PROFIT £0 (£70,805) (£441,433) (£318,844) (£278,383) (£184,170) (£59,344)
RESERVED MATTER LBB FEES / BUILDING CONTROL FEES (£20,000) (£20,000) (£20,000) (£20,000) (£20,000)
INFLATION DURING CONSTRUCTION PERIOD £0 (£41,441) (£603,222) (£593,171) (£723,714) (£620,012) (£245,040)

LBB ENDOWMENT (£4,280,000)
LBB STAFFING AND LEGAL COSTS INCLUDING LEASE TERMINATIONS (£66,667) (£66,667) (£66,667) (£66,667) (£66,667) (£66,667)
ACTIVITY PLAN (£125,000) (£125,000) (£125,000) (£125,000) (£125,000) (£125,000)

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) (£1,120,000) £0 (£1,818,214) (£10,794,139) (£12,272,740) (£7,221,521) (£4,995,113) (£1,778,272) £0 £0

3. CAPITAL WORKS - INCOME
NATIONAL LOTTERY HERITAGE FUND / OTHER GRANTS £0 £253,617 £1,599,880 £1,153,264 £1,008,982 £669,350 £314,906 £0 £0
NATIONAL LOTTERY COMMUNITY FUND £375,000 £375,000 £375,000 £375,000
HISTORIC ENGLAND £250,000 £250,000 £250,000 £250,000
OTHER GRANTS £0 £348,723 £2,199,835 £1,585,738 £1,387,351 £920,356 £332,997 £0 £0
OTHER £250,000 £250,000 £250,000 £250,000
CROWDFUNDING £125,000 £125,000 £125,000 £125,000

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) £0 £0 £602,340 £4,799,715 £3,739,003 £3,396,333 £2,589,705 £647,904 £0 £0

4. LAND RESIDUAL VALUE - ALL DETAILS AS PROVIDED BY KNIGHT FRANK
ROCKHILLS GATE £3,000,706 £4,501,060 £4,501,060 £3,000,706
SYDENHAM VILLAS £1,844,282 £2,766,423 £2,766,423 £1,844,282

GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) £0 £4,844,988 £0 £7,267,482 £7,267,482 £4,844,988 £0 £0 £0 £0

NET SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) (£1,120,000) £4,844,988 (£1,215,873) £1,273,058 (£1,266,255) £1,019,800 (£2,405,408) (£1,130,368) £0 £0

CUMULATIVE SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) (£1,120,000) £3,724,988 £2,509,115 £3,782,173 £2,515,918 £3,535,718 £1,130,310 (£59) (£59) (£59)

QUARTERLY CASHFLOW (No inflation for Business Model but inflated for Capital Costs)
1 2020/21 2020/21 2020/21 2020/21 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 2021/22 2022/23 2022/23 2022/23 2022/23 2023/24 2023/24 2023/24 2023/24 2024/25 2024/25 2024/25 2024/25 2025/26 2025/26 2025/26 2025/26 2026/27 2026/27 2026/27 2026/27 2027/28 2027/28 2027/28 2027/28 2028/29 2028/29 2028/29 2028/29 CHECK
2 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
3 INCOME
4 EVENTS £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £18,000 £42,000 £42,000 £18,000 £34,950 £81,550 £81,550 £34,950 £51,900 £121,100 £121,100 £51,900 £82,350 £192,150 £192,150 £82,350 £82,350 £192,150 £192,150 £82,350 £549,000 OKAY
5 LEASES £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £55,250 £221,000 OKAY
6 GRANTS, ADVERTSING, SPONSORSHIP £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £5,700 £13,300 £13,300 £5,700 £5,700 £13,300 £13,300 £5,700 £7,500 £17,500 £17,500 £7,500 £7,500 £17,500 £17,500 £7,500 £50,000 OKAY
7 CAR PARKING £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £35,000 £140,000 OKAY
8 COUNCIL CONTRIBUTION £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £37,500 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £31,250 £125,000 OKAY
9 SUB-TOTAL £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £145,750 £169,750 £169,750 £145,750 £168,400 £222,600 £222,600 £168,400 £179,100 £255,900 £255,900 £179,100 £211,350 £331,150 £331,150 £211,350 £211,350 £331,150 £331,150 £211,350 £1,085,000 OKAY
10 EXPENDITURE
11 STAFF £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£24,000) (£80,250) (£80,250) (£80,250) (£80,250) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£91,500) (£366,000) OKAY
12 OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£72,600) (£108,900) (£108,900) (£72,600) (£88,800) (£133,200) (£133,200) (£88,800) (£103,460) (£155,190) (£155,190) (£103,460) (£134,800) (£202,200) (£202,200) (£134,800) (£134,800) (£202,200) (£202,200) (£134,800) (£674,000) OKAY
13 CONTINGENCY @ 10% £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£2,400) (£15,300) (£18,900) (£18,900) (£15,300) (£18,000) (£22,500) (£22,500) (£18,000) (£19,500) (£24,700) (£24,700) (£19,500) (£22,600) (£29,400) (£29,400) (£22,600) (£22,600) (£29,400) (£29,400) (£22,600) (£104,000) OKAY
14 RENEWAL & REINVESTMENT £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£12,000) (£48,000) OKAY
15 SUB-TOTAL £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£168,150) (£208,050) (£208,050) (£168,150) (£198,300) (£247,200) (£247,200) (£198,300) (£214,460) (£271,390) (£271,390) (£214,460) (£260,900) (£335,100) (£335,100) (£260,900) (£260,900) (£335,100) (£335,100) (£260,900) (£1,192,000) OKAY
16

17 GROSS SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£22,400) (£38,300) (£38,300) (£22,400) (£29,900) (£24,600) (£24,600) (£29,900) (£35,360) (£15,490) (£15,490) (£35,360) (£49,550) (£3,950) (£3,950) (£49,550) (£49,550) (£3,950) (£3,950) (£49,550) (£107,000) OKAY
18

19 ENDOWMENT £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £26,750 £107,000 OKAY
20

21 NET SURPLUS / (DEFICIT) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) (£26,400) £4,350 (£11,550) (£11,550) £4,350 (£3,150) £2,150 £2,150 (£3,150) (£8,610) £11,260 £11,260 (£8,610) (£22,800) £22,800 £22,800 (£22,800) (£22,800) £22,800 £22,800 (£22,800) £0 OKAY
22

23 GRANT £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £26,400 £26,400 £26,400 £26,400 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £15,000 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 OKAY
24 CAPITAL RECEIPT £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£11,400) (£11,400) (£11,400) (£11,400) £11,400 £11,400 £11,400 £11,400 (£500) (£500) (£500) (£500) £1,300 £1,300 £1,300 £1,300 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 OKAY
25 FINAL £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£22,800) (£22,800) (£22,800) (£22,800) £30,750 £14,850 £14,850 £30,750 (£3,650) £1,650 £1,650 (£3,650) (£7,310) £12,560 £12,560 (£7,310) (£22,800) £22,800 £22,800 (£22,800) (£22,800) £22,800 £22,800 (£22,800)
26 CUMULATIVE £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 (£22,800) (£45,600) (£68,400) (£91,200) (£60,450) (£45,600) (£30,750) £0 (£3,650) (£2,000) (£350) (£4,000) (£11,310) £1,250 £13,810 £6,500 (£16,300) £6,500 £29,300 £6,500 (£16,300) £6,500 £29,300 £6,500
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Appendix D – Residential Proposals at Rockhills and Sydenham Villas –
Parameter and Illustrative Plans
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Appendix E – Development Appraisals – Knight Frank



 Crystal Palace Park
 Rockhills Gate
 No Affordable - Single receipt

 Development Appraisal 
 Licensed Copy 

 29 November 2019 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  LICENSED COPY
 Crystal Palace Park
 Rockhills Gate
 No Affordable, Single Receipt

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Private Residential Flats  1  88,770  620.00  55,037,400  55,037,400 

 NET REALISATION  55,037,400 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Fixed Price  13,047,875 

 13,047,875 
 Stamp Duty  641,894 
 Legal Fee  0.50%  65,239 

 707,133 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  Units  Unit Amount  Cost 

 Parking  1 un  0  0 
 Parking (Parking Spaces)  84  5,000.00  420,000 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost 
 Private Residential Flats  104,435  180.00  18,798,353 
 Community Centre  10,398  245.00  2,547,510 
 Totals  114,833  21,345,863  21,765,863 

 Contingency  5.00%  1,088,293 
 Demolition  100,000 
 Mayoral CIL  104,435 ft²  5.57 /ft²  581,705 
 S106 (£4,000 p/dwelling)  560,000 

 2,329,998 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  10.00%  2,176,586 

 2,176,586 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  550,374 
 550,374 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Agent Fee  1.50%  825,561 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.25%  137,594 

 963,155 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  2,129,604 
 Construction  1,554,641 
 Other  639,271 
 Total Finance Cost  4,323,516 

 TOTAL COSTS  45,864,499 

 PROFIT 
 9,172,901 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 

 IRR  16.22% 

 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000)  3 yrs 1 mth 

  Project: G:\_Strategic Consultancy\_Clients\London Borough of Bromley\October 2019 work\New Appraisals\Rockhills Gate - No Affordable - Land Value split.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.00.000  Date: 29/11/2019  



 Crystal Palace Park
 Rockhills Gate
 No Affordable - Split Receipt

 Development Appraisal 
 Licensed Copy 

 29 November 2019 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  LICENSED COPY
 Crystal Palace Park
 Rockhills Gate
 No Affordable, Split Receipt

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Private Residential Flats  1  88,770  620.00  55,037,400  55,037,400 

 NET REALISATION  55,037,400 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Fixed Price  13,047,876 

 13,047,876 
 Stamp Duty  641,894 
 Legal Fee  0.50%  65,239 

 707,133 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  Units  Unit Amount  Cost 

 Parking  1 un  0  0 
 Parking (Parking Spaces)  84  5,000.00  420,000 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost 
 Private Residential Flats  104,435  180.00  18,798,353 
 Community Centre  10,398  245.00  2,547,510 
 Totals  114,833  21,345,863  21,765,863 

 Contingency  5.00%  1,088,293 
 Demolition  100,000 
 Mayoral CIL  104,435 ft²  5.57 /ft²  581,705 
 S106 (£4,000 p/dwelling)  560,000 

 2,329,998 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  10.00%  2,176,586 

 2,176,586 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  550,374 
 550,374 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Agent Fee  1.50%  825,561 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.25%  137,594 

 963,155 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  504,983 
 Construction  1,554,641 
 Other  308,233 
 Total Finance Cost  2,367,857 

 TOTAL COSTS  43,908,842 

 PROFIT 
 11,128,558 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  25.34% 
 Profit on GDV%  20.22% 
 Profit on NDV%  20.22% 

 IRR  27.92% 

 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000)  3 yrs 10 mths 

  Project: G:\_Strategic Consultancy\_Clients\London Borough of Bromley\October 2019 work\New Appraisals\Rockhills Gate - No Affordable - Land Value split.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.00.000  Date: 29/11/2019  



 Crystal Palace Park
 Sydenham Villas
 No Affordable - Single Receipt

 Development Appraisal 
 Licensed Copy 

 29 November 2019 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  LICENSED COPY
 Crystal Palace Park
 Sydenham Villas
 No Affordable - Single Receipt

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Private Residential Flats  1  47,243  610.00  28,818,230  28,818,230 

 NET REALISATION  28,818,230 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Fixed Price  8,025,216 

 8,025,216 
 Stamp Duty  390,761 
 Legal Fee  0.50%  40,126 

 430,887 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  Units  Unit Amount  Cost 

 Parking  1 un  0  0 
 Parking (Parking Spaces)  42  5,000.00  210,000 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost 
 Private Residential Flats  55,580  180.00  10,004,400  10,214,400 

 Contingency  5.00%  510,720 
 Demolition  50,000 
 Mayoral CIL  55,580 ft²  5.57 /ft²  309,581 
 S106  280,000 

 1,150,301 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  10.00%  1,021,440 

 1,021,440 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  288,182 
 288,182 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Agent Fee  1.50%  432,273 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.25%  72,046 

 504,319 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  1,309,207 
 Construction  736,508 
 Other  334,730 
 Total Finance Cost  2,380,445 

 TOTAL COSTS  24,015,189 

 PROFIT 
 4,803,041 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  20.00% 
 Profit on GDV%  16.67% 
 Profit on NDV%  16.67% 

 IRR  15.74% 

 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000)  3 yrs 1 mth 

  Project: G:\_Strategic Consultancy\_Clients\London Borough of Bromley\October 2019 work\New Appraisals\Sydenham Villas - No Affordable - Land Value Split.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.00.000  Date: 29/11/2019  



 Crystal Palace Park
 Sydenham Villas
 No Affordable - Split Receipt

 Development Appraisal 
 Licensed Copy 

 05 December 2019 



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  LICENSED COPY
 Crystal Palace Park
 Sydenham Villas
 No Affordable - Split Receipt

 Summary Appraisal for Phase 1 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Private Residential Flats  1  47,243  610.00  28,818,230  28,818,230 

 NET REALISATION  28,818,230 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Fixed Price  8,025,216 

 8,025,216 
 Stamp Duty  390,761 
 Legal Fee  0.50%  40,126 

 430,887 
 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  Units  Unit Amount  Cost 

 Parking  1 un  0  0 
 Parking (Parking Spaces)  42  5,000.00  210,000 

 ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost 
 Private Residential Flats  55,580  180.00  10,004,400  10,214,400 

 Contingency  5.00%  510,720 
 Demolition  50,000 
 Mayoral CIL  55,580 ft²  5.57 /ft²  309,581 
 S106  280,000 

 1,150,301 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  10.00%  1,021,440 

 1,021,440 
 MARKETING & LETTING 

 Marketing  1.00%  288,182 
 288,182 

 DISPOSAL FEES 
 Sales Agent Fee  1.50%  432,273 
 Sales Legal Fee  0.25%  72,046 

 504,319 
 FINANCE 

 Debit Rate 6.000%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Nominal) 
 Land  310,594 
 Construction  736,508 
 Other  137,149 
 Total Finance Cost  1,184,251 

 TOTAL COSTS  22,818,996 

 PROFIT 
 5,999,234 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  26.29% 
 Profit on GDV%  20.82% 
 Profit on NDV%  20.82% 

 IRR  29.48% 

 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.000)  3 yrs 11 mths 

  Project: G:\_Strategic Consultancy\_Clients\London Borough of Bromley\October 2019 work\New Appraisals\Sydenham Villas - No Affordable - Land Value Split.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.00.000  Date: 05/12/2019  
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Crystal Palace Park

60553431-REP-ZZ-004 July 2018 (edited August 2019)

Crystal Palace Park Regeneration Plan – Outline Planning Application

Residential Enabling Development Technical Note

Introduction

This technical note has been prepared to provide background to the choice of the proposed
residential enabling development sites identified in the Crystal Palace Park Regeneration
Plan.

Potential Residential Enabling Development Sites

Nine potential sites for residential enabling development including Rockhills and Sydenham
Villas are identified. Some were originally considered in 2007 and others during 2016 to
2018. All nine sites are located on the periphery of the park with possible easy access from
adjacent roads and potential capacity to form part of the existing residential streetscape. The
nine sites are:

· Rockhills (proposed in 2007 Masterplan)

· Westwood Gate

· Fisherman’s Gate

· Sydenham Gate (proposed location of maintenance depot 2007 Masterplan)

· Sydenham Villas (proposed in 2007 Masterplan)

· Secret Garden

· Ledrington Road (proposed location of College building in 2007 Masterplan)

· Museum Garden

· Norwood Triangle (discounted following consultation response in 2007)

The nine sites are shown on Figure 1 and each has been analysed considering the following
principles:

· Current and historic land use;

· Planning framework including planning principles established in the 2010 outline
planning permission;

· Development issues – vehicular access, loss of trees, potential impacts on adjacent
properties, loss of public access and other considerations;

· Potential impact on the sustainable Business Plan; and

· Scale of development feasible within the site and potential capital receipt.

Knight Frank has assessed the potential capital receipt with no affordable housing and with
increasing amounts of affordable housing. This assessment is presented in the Appendix A.



Crystal Palace Park

60553431-REP-ZZ-004 July 2018 (edited August 2019)

In addition, consultation responses received in March 2018 were also reviewed to
understand concerns both in regard to residential enabling development and the level of
development.

On balance, more attendees at consultation events were negative about residential
development as it was perceived as ‘selling off park land’. Concern was expressed regarding
the exact amount of money raised and whether this would be sufficient to cover the
proposals identified in the Regeneration Plan. A number of comments and questions pointed
to the provision of affordable and social housing within the development but understood the
need to maximise funding to regenerate the park. Although reluctant there was acceptance
with the rationale behind the need for residential development and it was understood that
there was no other means of funding the continued maintenance and ultimately the future
sustainability of the park.

Consultation did not address alternative locations for residential enabling development but
due to the concern expressed regarding loss of park, there is a presumption in favour of
locations currently outside the perceived public park area.

Figure 1 Potential Enabling Development Sites



Crystal Palace Park

60553431-REP-ZZ-004 July 2018 (edited August 2019)

Crystal Palace Park – Review of sites for residential development on boundary of park

Location Current and Historic Use Planning considerations Development consideration Business Plan Impact Potential scale of
residential development
and Value (April 2018)

Summary of Key Opportunities and
Constraints tor Development

Site 1: Rockhills
(proposed in 2007
Masterplan)

Current Use
· Caravan site (Area of caravan

site larger than proposed area
for residential development)

· Accessible for caravan club
members

· Excluded from public park
· Vehicular entrance for caravan

site, covered reservoir and TV
mast

· Residential property to the
east

Historic Use
· Site of private residence  -

Rockhills, home of Sir Joseph
Paxton from 1853 until his
death in 1865, demolished
1959

· Gardens extended east
towards Westwood Gate, later
extended south and eastern
spur replaced by housing

· Extant planning permission
for 108 dwellings

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden (RPG)

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Grade II Gateposts

· No loss of publically
accessible park

· Topography – high point
in park

· Potential loss of mature
trees

· Setting of listed gateposts
· Historic remains of

Rockhills gardens
· Relationship with

adjacent property
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing) to be
considered

· Area already partially
developed and has history
of development

· Potential to utilise existing
vehicular access

· Vehicular access to
development however
adjacent to busy junctions
of several roads

· Boundary between public
park and residential
private space difficult to
define and may be an
issue

· Potential to create public
access to public park,
provide parking and a
community building

· Increase in scale of public
park asset

· Loss of lease income from
caravan site

· Improved access from the
north-west potentially
could increase footfall

· Enhanced car and coach
parking to facilitate
activities including events
in the park

· Additional access point
for servicing with
improved access to Lower
Palace Terrace and Italian
Terraces

· Potential to construct a
community building to
increase offer in north
west of park

140 properties in two blocks
£12,654,960

Opportunities
· No loss of public park
· With removal of caravan site

opportunity to extend existing
public park and provide new park
facilities

· Restoration of built development
along Westwood Hill

· Significant potential capital receipt
as scale of site has potential to
achieve a greater height and bulk
of development compared to
other sites

· Planning principle established in
2010 with extant planning
permission for 108 dwellings

Constraints
· MOL, grade II* RPG, and

Conservation Area
· Loss of income from caravan site
· Mature trees

Site 2: Westwood
Gate

Current Use
· Pedestrian park entrance from

Westwood Hill between
existing residential properties

· Bus lane and wide junction just
outside entrance

· Closed public toilet block
· Part of public park
Historic Use
· Early additional entrance into

park – may have been for
maintenance vehicles (shown
OS 1871)

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden (RPG)

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation
(Grade I)(SNIC)

· Loss of public park
· Potential loss of existing

pedestrian access to the
public park

· Loss of disused toilet
block

· Creation of a vehicular
access to the
development could
impact on existing bus
lane and adjacent junction

· Potential loss of mature
trees

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

· Loss of access from the
north may reduce overall
footfall in the park

· Loss of public toilet
building which is
considered an asset to be
re-purposed as potential
income generating facility

2 villas (approximately 23
properties)
£2,745,237

Opportunities
· Restoration of built development

along Westwood Hill
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· Loss of pedestrian access into park
· Loss of toilet block
· MOL, grade II* RPG, Conservation

Area and SINC
· Mature trees
· Infill development between

existing properties
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Location Current and Historic Use Planning considerations Development consideration Business Plan Impact Potential scale of
residential development
and Value (April 2018)

Summary of Key Opportunities and
Constraints tor Development

· Location of Villa built 1870s
(shown OS 1894)

· Villa removed after WWII and
new entrance created (shown
OS 1953)

· Relationship with
adjacent properties
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing) to be
considered

· Previously developed
· Potential to restore line of

villas enclosing the public
park

Site 3: Fisherman’s
Gate

Current Use
· Pedestrian and vehicular park

entrance from Crystal Palace
Park Road between existing
residential properties

· Part of public park
Historic Use
· Part of public park (shown OS

1871)
· Location of Villa (45 Crystal

Palace Park Road) built 1870s
(shown OS 1894)

· Villa still evident after WWII
but bomb damaged.
Demolished in 1953 (shown OS
1953)

· Fisherman’s Gate opened 1953
for vehicular and pedestrian
use

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden (RPG)

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation
(Grade I) (SNIC)

· Loss of public park
· Potential loss of existing

pedestrian and vehicular
access to the public park.
Reduces access for
Angling Club to
Intermediate Lake

· Topography
· Relationship with

adjacent properties
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing) to be
considered

· Previously developed
· Potential to restore line of

villas enclosing the public
park

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

· Loss of pedestrian and
vehicular access from the
north may reduce overall
footfall in the park

· Loss of direct access to
the Intermediate Lake
may reduce attraction of
lake to be leased to
Angling Club

2 villas (approximately 23
properties)
£2,528,585

Opportunities
· Restoration of built development

along Crystal Palace Park Road
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· Loss of vehicular and pedestrian

access into park
· MOL, grade II* RPG, Conservation

Area and SINC
· Mature trees
· Infill development between

existing properties

Site 4: Sydenham
Gate (proposed
location for
maintenance depot,
2007 Masterplan)

Current Use
· Adjacent to Sydenham Gate
· Location of park lodge
· Public park – Grass and trees
· Residential property to the

west
Historic Use
· Part of public park (shown OS

1871)
· Western section used for villa.

Eastern section retained as
public park adjacent to
Sydenham Gate (shown OS
1894)

· Villa removed after WWII  and
restored to public park(shown
OS 1953)

· Sydenham Gate enlarged after
demolition of 29 Crystal Palace

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden (western
section)

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation
(Grade I)

· Loss of public park
· Topography – undulating

land
· Potential loss of mature

trees
· No existing access points

to re-use
· Relationship with

adjacent property
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing) to be
considered

· Previously partially
developed

· Potential to restore line of
villas enclosing the public
park

· Potential to improve
Sydenham Gate entrance

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

· Alternative location for
maintenance depot may
need to be identified

5 villas (approximately 58
properties)
£6,314,918

Opportunities
· Restoration of built development

along Crystal Palace Park Road
· Potential to improve Sydenham

Gate entrance
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· MOL, grade II* RPG, Conservation

Area and SINC
· Mature trees and undulating land
· Alternative location for

maintenance depot may be
required
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Location Current and Historic Use Planning considerations Development consideration Business Plan Impact Potential scale of
residential development
and Value (April 2018)

Summary of Key Opportunities and
Constraints tor Development

Park Road 1971 (part of car
park)

Site 5: Sydenham
Villas (proposed in
2007 Masterplan)

Current Use
· Consists of three areas:

o Nursery
o St. John’s Ambulance

depot
o Park Maintenance

depot
· Excluded from public park with

mature  tree and shrub belt
· Residential property between

two parts of the site
Historic Use
· Park of public park boundary

of trees and shrubs (shown OS
1871)

· Location of three Villas built
1870s (shown OS 1894)

· Villas still evident after WWII
(shown OS 1953)

· Villas demolished after 1953

· Planning permission in
place for 72 dwellings

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· No loss of publically
accessible park

· Potential loss of mature
trees

· Area already developed
and has history of
development

· Potential to use existing
access points for
residential development

· Relationship with
adjacent property
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing) to be
considered

· Potential to restore line of
villas enclosing the public
park

· Potential to minimise
visual impact by retain
existing mature tree and
shrub belt between the
development and the park

· No loss in scale of public
park asset

· Loss of lease income from
nursery and St. John’s
Ambulance as tenants

· Maintenance depot would
need to be re-located

6 villas (approximately 70
properties)
£6,940,628

Opportunities
· No loss of public park
· Outside MOL, grade II* RPG, and

SINC
· Restoration of built development

along Crystal Palace Park Road
· Planning principle established in

2010 with extant planning
permission for 72 dwellings

Constraints
· Conservation Area
· Mature trees
· Loss of lease income from  nursery

and St. John’s Ambulance as
tenants

Site 6: Secret
Garden

Current Use
· Community nature garden
· Part of public park
· Residential properties to the

south
Historic Use
· Part of public park
· Possibly used as quarry or for

disposal of material during
construction of park (shown
OS 1871)

· Location of single villa with
large garden (shown OS 1894)

· Villa removed after WWII and
became part of public park
with possible location of ponds
(shown OS 1953)

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Loss of public park
· Loss of mature trees
· Loss of community facility
· No existing access from

Crystal Palace Park Road
to re-use

· Relationship with
adjacent property
(daylight, sunlight and
overshadowing)

· Previously developed

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

4 Villas (approximately 46
properties)
£5,048,534

Opportunities
· No opportunities identified
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· Loss of community facility
· No existing vehicular access
· MOL, grade II* RPG, and

Conservation Area
· Mature trees
· No previously developed line of

villas along road

Site 7: Ledrington
Road (proposed
location for College
building 2007
Masterplan)

Current Use
· Area of open space with

mature  trees, shrubs and
amenity grass

· Location of recycling bins

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Loss of public park
· Loss of mature trees
· Area never subject to

development

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

No values as high build cost
makes site not viable

Opportunities
· Potential to create gateway

building at entrance to park
Constraints
· High build cost makes site

unviable
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Location Current and Historic Use Planning considerations Development consideration Business Plan Impact Potential scale of
residential development
and Value (April 2018)

Summary of Key Opportunities and
Constraints tor Development

· Appears to be outside of public
park although still part of the
park

· Railway tunnel below
Historic Use
· Originally separated from the

body of the park by the
Colonnade Wall – appears to
be area of open space with
trees, shrubs and amenity
grass (shown OS 1864)

· Ledrington Road constructed
along southern edge (shown
OS 1894)

· Railway line that connects to
Lower Level Station is below
the surface in a tunnel (shown
OS 1953)

· Access road for NSC
constructed along eastern
boundary in 1960s

· No existing access to re-
use

· High build cost with
railway tunnel beneath

· Loss of amenity in new
residential development
with railway tunnel
beneath

· Potential to create
gateway building as
entrance to park

· Loss of public park
· No existing vehicular access
· Loss of amenity in new residential

development with railway tunnel
beneath

· MOL, grade II* RPG, and
Conservation Area

· Mature trees
· Not previously developed
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Summary of Key Opportunities and
Constraints tor Development

Site 8: Museum
Garden

Current Use
· Partially used as a

maintenance storage area with
mounds of green waste and
shipping containers

· Other areas mature trees and
shrubs

· Part of public park but access
not encouraged

· Narrow vehicle access beside
Museum building

Historic Use
· Originally excluded from main

body of the park by South
Wing of Crystal Palace –
appears area used as gardens
or maintenance yard (OS 1864)

· Crystal Palace School of
Engineering constructed 1873.
Extended into area with large
building along park boundary
to the south and 3 smaller
buildings to the north (shown
OS 1894)

· Buildings still evident after
WWII (as shown OS 1953)

· Demolition of buildings after
1953

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden

· Crystal Palace Park
Conservation Area

· Site of Importance for
Nature Conservation
(Grade I)

· Setting of Listed Terrace
Walls (Grade II) and locally
listed Museum building and
South Tower

· Loss of public park
· Topography – land slopes

to the east
· Loss of mature trees
· Existing access  narrow

and potentially awkward
beside Museum

· Relationship to setting of
Museum ,South Tower
and Terrace Walls to be
considered

· Previously developed but
for educational purposes
not residential

· Site on route identified by
TfL for tram

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

· Potential impact on
setting of Museum
building reducing income
generation potential

5 villas (approximately 58
properties)
£7,396,894

Opportunities
· Previously developed
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· Narrow existing vehicular access
· Relationship to setting of

Museum, South Tower and
Terrace Walls

· MOL, grade II* RPG, Conservation
Area and SNIC

· Mature trees and topography
· Development previously

associated with educational uses

Site 9: Norwood
Triangle (discounted
after public
consultation in
2007)

Current Use
· Norwood Gate entrance
· Garden built in 1980s
· Part of public park
Historic Use
· Maintenance buildings and

yard for Crystal Palace (shown
OS 1871)

· No entrance from Norwood
Triangle (shown OS 1871)

· No public access to area
· Service access created from

Norwood Triangle (shown OS
1894)

· Area cleared after Crystal
Palace fire in 1936 (shown OS
1953)

· Area closed to the public until
the 1980s

· Metropolitan Open Land
(MOL)

· Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden

· Setting of Listed Terrace
Walls (Grade II) and locally
listed Museum building and
South Tower

· Crystal Palace Acts of
Parliament

· Loss of public park
· Loss of mature trees
· Topography as at high

point in park
· Potential loss or

compromise of public
access from Norwood
Triangle

· Relationship with site of
palace

· Previously developed but
as maintenance facilities
for palace

· Site on route identified by
TfL for tram

· Site discounted in 2007
following lack of support
from public consultation

· Loss of public park
reducing scale of asset

· Changes to access to park
from Norwood Triangle
and Crystal Palace Bus
Station which may reduce
footfall

Values not produced as site
did not receive community
support in 2007

Opportunities
· Previously developed
Constraints
· Loss of public park
· Lack of community support
· Impact on Norwood Gate  and

access from Crystal Palace Bus
Station

· Relationship with site of palace
· MOL, grade II* RPG, Conservation

Area and SNIC
· Crystal Palace Acts of Parliament
· Mature trees and topography
· Setting of Listed Terrace Walls

(Grade II) and locally listed
Museum building and South
Tower
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Preferred Locations

Of the nine sites considered for residential enabling development, two sites provided the
greatest number of potential opportunities and the least constraints: Site 1 Rockhills and Site
5 Sydenham Villas. Consultation has also demonstrated that community support is for sites
outside the existing area of public park. Site 1 Rockhills and Site 5 Sydenham Villas are the
only sites that result in no loss of public park

Other key advantages of both sites include:

· Previously developed land;
· Able to restore the line of villas that enclosed the park from the 1870s to the 1950s and

strengthen the park boundary;
· Relatively level and therefore easier to build;
· An existing mature tree and shrub framework which can help to integrate the residential

development into the park; and
· Existing vehicle access points.

Site 1 Rockhills also has the following opportunities:

· To extend the public park with the removal of the caravan site;

· To improve access from the north-west and provide a gateway feature to encourage
visitors into the park; and

· To include a community building as part of the development and provide space for
creating park related facilities including car and coach park and play area.

Finally, Site 5 Sydenham Villas has fewer planning constraints as it is located outside the
area designated as:

· Metropolitan Open Land (MOL);

· Registered Park and Garden (RPG); and

· Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SNIC).

In summary of the nine sites examined, Site 1 Rockhills and Site 5 Sydenham Villas are
considered to be the most appropriate for residential enabling development.



CRYSTAL PALACE PARK   
Alternative Residential Sites 

April 2018 

KF have been asked to look at the capital receipt which could be achieved if it was possible to
develop additional sites on the perimeter of the Park in order to demonstrate that all possible
options have been considered. No sites have planning or community support and have been
looked at for indicative purposes only.

The assumptions applied on the alternative sites are broadly in line with the assumptions used for
the appraisals of Rockhills Gate & Sydenham Villas. As the Council does not require architect input
at this stage KF have provided a very high level view on the values based on the schemes already
drawn up for Sydenham Villas. The additional sites identified are essentially ‘infill’ areas between 
existing houses and therefore Sydenham style villas are likely to be the most appropriate. It should
be noted that no site investigation has been undertaken at this stage or consideration of additional
massing.

We have looked at Ledrington Road as a potential residential site however this was considered by
KF in 2016 when we concluded that this site is not viable for residential use as it sits above the
railway tunnel.  Our experience with over station development elsewhere in London for TfL and
Crossrail confirms that to mitigate the effects of train noise and vibration (which would otherwise
affect the values and saleability of the residential) would require a transfer slab. This only really
becomes viable where values and massing/ height support the significant uplift in construction
costs.  We conclude that values and the type of lower density low-rise housing scheme that would
be appropriate here will not support this here.

Additional
Alternative Sites

No
Affordable

10%
Affordable

20%
Affordable

35%
Affordable

50%
Affordable

Secret Garden (4
villas)

£5,048,534 £4,425,174 £3,796,952 £2,882,960 £1,977,923

Maintenance Depot
(5 villas)

£6,314,918 £5,535,585 £4,750,395 £3,607,814 £2,476,434

Fisherman's Gate (2
villas)

£2,528,585 £2,215,384 £1,899,943 £1,441,417 £987,370

Westwood Gate (2
villas)

£2,745,237 £2,410,368 £2,073,261 £1,582,238 £1,095,696

Museum Gardens (5
villas)

£7,396,894 £6,509,361 £5,616,072 £4,311,164 £3,017,469

Total £24,034,168 £21,095,872 £18,136,623 £13,825,593 £9,554,892
Table 1 

Based on our understanding of the required repair and conservation works in the Park, we
understand that the current shortfall in funding (assuming no affordable housing) is circa £9 million.
However if affordable housing is required by the GLA, this shortfall will increase significantly as
demonstrated by the below table for the previously appraised Rockhills Gate and two Sydenham
Villa sites.



Table 2 

As an alternative to the additional sites in table 1 above, early indications are that the additional massing
required at Rockhills Gate to bridge the £9 million funding shortfall would be approximately 55,000 sq ft of
additional Net Saleable Area (NSA). Based on the average unit size of the current scheme this would equate
to approximately 74 additional units. This work is to follow.

This document has been produced in the course of our development consultancy role, as an informal 

document solely for the use of the party to whom it is provided for illustration and discussion purposes only. 

It does not constitute a valuation and must not be construed or relied upon as such. 

Total Value of Both Sites Residualised Price
No Affordable £20,032,077
10% Affordable £16,842,051
20% Affordable £13,775,950
35% Affordable £9,301,094
50% Affordable £4,858,756




