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Dear Sir / Madam 
  
Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9 
  
We are writing to object to Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9, which deals with a proposed 
northern access road to the Willow Lane Industrial Estate and forms part of the Merton 
Local Plan (Consultation 2a). 
  
We became aware of this proposal thanks to Mitcham Cricket Green Community and 
Heritage (MCGC&H) posting a leaflet through our door on 1 January 2021.  Although 
it was not the happiest start to our New Year to have been notified of this policy 
proposal, we are very grateful to MCGH&C because had it not been for their kind 
efforts to take the time out to notify us, not only on a public holiday but also in the midst 
of a pandemic, this policy proposal would undoubtedly not have made it onto our radar. 
  
Although we accept it is unreasonable to expect the Council to bring to the attention 
of each and every resident in the borough a specific list of only the matters that will 
directly affect them in such an extensive consultation, it would appear the Council’s 
plans date back to at least 2004, being the date of a map and drawing which MCGC&H 
provided to us showing the proposed route. What we are struggling to understand, 
therefore, is how the Council could have been developing such plans for so long 
without ever contacting those most adversely affected.  None of the usual property 
searches one does prior to buying a house revealed the existence of such plans, but 
had they done so in 2012 when we chose to move here it would undoubtedly have 
impacted our decision. 
  
We explain below our specific reasons for objecting to Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9. 
  
Lack of clarity 
  
The “Appendices” document, which forms part of the consultation, states that the new 
access road will use “the Council’s long-standing preferred route”.  However, it does 
not explain what this route is (or at least, not that we could find from the many 
documents that form part of the consultation), with our understanding of the route 
informed only by the map provided to us by MCGC&H.  Given it is therefore unclear 
what route is being referred to in the consultation, we do not believe that the Council 
has written its proposed policy in a way that enables interested parties to understand 
the policy proposal properly. To us this feels like either a failure of due process or a 
significant weakness in due process. 
  
Outdated facts and circumstances 
  
On the assumption that the “long-standing preferred route” is referring to the 2004 plan 
provided to us by MCGC&H, we note that the map on which the proposed northern 
access road has been superimposed is out of date. It does not acknowledge, for 



example, the existence of all residential properties in the area covered by that 
map.  We have also been told the area behind the houses on Aspen Gardens to be 
part of Mitcham Common, whereas the plan suggests they are allotments. 
  
In our opinion, a policy proposal developed on the basis of an out of date or inaccurate 
map is likely to be a misguided one. 
  
Unsubstantiated claims of a positive impact 
  
In total we have only been able to find two very short paragraphs detailing the 
proposed policy: one on page 17 of the Transport and Urban policy document and the 
other on page 3 of the Appendices document.  We cannot find any evidence 
accompanying the policy proposal that shows why the positive impacts claimed would 
likely ever come to fruition. 
  
Firstly, the Appendices document states that the proposed northern access road will 
“enable removal of commercial traffic from residential areas”. However, it seems 
obvious to us that the opposite is true.  Instead, the construction of such a road would 
introduce commercial traffic into residential areas where there is currently none. All of 
the residents of Aspen Gardens and a number of those on Carshalton Road, would 
have such traffic passing much closer than they currently do.  Residents of Carshalton 
Road further away from the entrance to the access road would see northbound 
vehicles choosing to enter the industrial estate by such a northern access road, and 
southbound traffic choosing to leave the industrial estate by it, all of which currently 
use the existing Goat Road entrance passing very few residential properties.  In our 
specific case, it appears the access road would come within a matter of feet of our 
house. 
  
Therefore, we believe all the residents of Aspen Gardens and most (if not all) residents 
on Carshalton Road, would see a significant increase, not reduction, in the volume of 
commercial traffic that they are affected by. The number of residential properties which 
would be adversely affected is many times greater than the number which would see 
a reduction. 
  
Secondly, the Appendices document also states that the new access road will support 
regeneration of the industrial areas, whilst the main policy document makes a similar 
claim that growth of the Willow Lane Industrial estate is constrained by the absence of 
the proposed northern access road, and that regeneration opportunities are currently 
restricted. Again, it is unclear how these conclusions have been reached.  We could 
find no evidence put forward by the Council in documents accompanying the 
consultation which identifies examples of: 

 businesses deciding not to locate their operations at Willow Lane specifically 
because of the absence of the proposed access road; 

 businesses having relocated away from the industrial estate that would 
definitely have stayed had the proposed access road existed; 

 businesses having failed specifically as a result of the absence of an additional 
access road, but would have survived had the proposed access road existed; 
or 



 opportunities for regeneration of the industrial estate that were not available, 
did not materialise, or were restricted specifically due to the non-existence of 
the proposed access road. 

  
Were we thinking of locating a business to, or investing in, the Willow Lane industrial 
estate, the absence of the proposed northern access road is not what would deter us 
because the existing Goat Road entrance is more than adequate, especially given 
how close it would be to the proposed access road. Rather, it is the excessive waste 
caused by the casual litter dropping and the frequent fly tipping of more significant 
quantities of waste, the consequences of which spoils every road, pavement, footpath, 
ditch, verge and copse in the area – both internal and external to the industrial estate 
- not to mention other antisocial behaviour such as graffiti.  We also strongly suspect 
it is these problems which disincentivises potential customers from taking their custom 
to businesses located in the industrial estate.  We do not believe an extra access road, 
let alone the proposed northern access road, would provide the benefits suggested in 
the policy proposal. 
  
Instead, we believe that the growth, regeneration and investment wished for by the 
Council could be more effectively achieved, and at much lower cost and risk, by 
investing in the rectification and prevention of the antisocial behaviour referred to 
above, rather than hoping the benefits identified in the proposed policy would be 
achieved indirectly through construction of an access road in the Council's preferred 
location.  In fact, we anticipate such a road would provide the perfect conditions to see 
an increase in such antisocial behaviour in this part of Mitcham.  As a consequence, 
the proposed northern access road would not only fail to achieve the benefits 
presumed in the wording of the proposed policy, but instead runs a far greater risk of 
only succeeding in making the industrial estate less attractive to business and militate 
against growth, regeneration and investment. 
  
Shortly after we moved here, we were notified by the Conservators that they were no 
longer able to maintain certain areas of the Common due to funding cuts by local 
government.  Since then we and other residents have been fighting a losing battle with 
periodic litter picks of our own.  So we find it somewhat ironic the Council is suggesting 
spending what would presumably be millions to build a new road that would 
exacerbate such problems, but does not have the funds to maintain relatively small 
grants for the Conservators to be able to address what we believe to be the root cause 
of any barriers to growth and regeneration of the industrial estate. 
  
Thirdly, the policy proposal also states that “[t]his poor connectivity reinforces personal 
safety concerns”.  It is unclear what personal safety concerns the Council are referring 
to. Suffice to say that we do not believe the access road in the location proposed would 
remove any personal safety concerns (real or perceived). It seems to us that any such 
concerns could, however, be addressed by installing more cost-effective infrastructure 
to deter any threats to personal safety of pedestrians, whilst at the same time 
encouraging use of the existing pedestrian routes in a more socially responsible 
manner. 
  
Damage to the environment 
  



These are self-evident: noise, air, and visual arising from the destruction of mature 
trees and other flora, not to mention the impact on wildlife habitat. 
  
This environmental damage would, of course, have a very detrimental impact on the 
quality of life for those residents in the vicinity of the access road. 
  
Safety along Carshalton Road 
  
The turning from Carshalton Road into the new access road as shown on the 2004 
map would pose a serious safety risk not only to pedestrians and cyclists, but also to 
vehicles entering and leaving the nearby residential roads, in particular Aspen 
Gardens.  Its location vis-à-vis the existing bus stop, pedestrian crossing to Mitcham 
Junction tram stop and train station is also very problematic. 
  
We don’t think it is an exaggeration to say the Council would be creating a potential 
death trap. 
  
Absence of any cost benefit analysis 
  
We tried to find whether the Council has done any cost-benefit analysis to support its 
proposed policy, but could find none.  We summarise above many problems with the 
proposal whose costs would need to be assessed on a qualitative basis, and there 
could be others that we have not thought about. 
  
In addition, there are of course the obvious cash costs associated with construction, 
not to mention the devastating financial consequence that the proposals would have 
on those who own residential property close to the proposed northern access road. 
  
It isn’t even just the inevitable and material fall in property values (and for the worst 
affected could render their homes unsaleable in the future, ours included we fear), but 
in all seriousness will lead to mental health issues for the affected residents, potentially 
significant, the consequences and costs of which would then fall on the public 
purse.  Our mental well-being has already suffered simply by learning of the proposed 
policy. 
  
In short, we find it difficult to understand how such a policy proposal could have been 
developed without a detailed cost-benefit analysis being undertaken first.  Or, if one 
has been undertaken, why it doesn’t seem to have been exposed for prior public 
comment, with the results of the analysis being published to accompany the policy 
proposal as part of the consultation. 
  
Final thoughts 
  
The above are the logical reasons that are immediately apparent to us as to why 
Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9 should not be taken forward.  Further, we believe that if 
anyone in the chain of command at the Council responsible for developing this policy 
proposal lived in the affected area, we do not believe the proposal would have seen 
the light of day and made it into the local borough plan.  Instead you would have been 
developing policy proposals to address the problems with the area that we identify 
above, which in turn would we believe would more likely provide the catalyst for growth 



and regeneration of the Industrial Estate sought by the Council.  We would only be too 
willing to help you address those other problems to achieve this end. 
  
Therefore, please drop Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9. 
  
Yours faithfully 
  
  
 


