
 
 
Future Merton Team        30th January 2021 
London Borough of Merton 
London Road 
Morden 
SM4 5DX 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
 
Policy Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9 
 
We are writing in connection with Proposal TN17 of Policy T6.9 (“the Proposal”) dealing with 
a Proposed Northern Access Road (“PNAR”) to the Willow Lane Industrial Estate (“the 
Industrial Estate”), and that forms part of Consultation 2a (“the Consultation”) on the 
Merton Local Plan (“the Local Plan”). 
 
We request that Merton Council (“the Council”) do not proceed with the Proposal and ask for 
it to be removed from the Local Plan at the earliest opportunity. 
 
About CRAG 
 
The Carshalton Road, Aspen Gardens and Goat Road Residents Association ( “CRAG”) 
exists to pursue the interests of the residents that live on these roads and that fall within the 
boundary of the London Borough of Merton. CRAG was originally formed to challenge 
equivalent plans that the Council had for such an access road in 1992. This objective was 
achieved the following year in 1993.  We were under the impression, therefore, that the 
Council’s desire to construct such a road was something that had been confined to the history 
books.  To learn that this is not the case has been devastating. 
 
Council’s approach to developing and communicating the Proposal 
 
CRAG became aware of the Proposal as a result of Mitcham Cricket Green Community & 
Heritage (“MCGC&H”) recently posting a notification through some of our doors.  Without 
MCGC&H bringing this matter to our attention we fear the Council would have moved 
forward with these proposals on the premise that no resident in the area objected and therefore 
would be either supportive or ambivalent, whereas nothing could be further from the truth. 
 
MCGC&H’s leaflet included a map / plan (“the map / pan”) dated 2004 prepared by the 
Council and identifies the intended location of the PNAR.  Having been made aware of the 
Proposal, and having now accessed the Consultation documents, it is unclear how anyone 
reading it could know where the PNAR would be.  We have since found an identical map / 
plan on the Council’s website here by means of a google search, a page that consists of many 
complex documents submitted to the Secretary of State in 2013. We presume for the purposes 
of this response, therefore, that this is the “preferred long-standing route” as it is referred to 
in the Proposal.  
 

https://www.merton.gov.uk/planning-and-buildings/planning/sites-and-policies-plan-and-policies-maps/sites-policies-plan-policies-map-submission


The same webpage includes a pdf document entitled “SP5.58 Willow Lane northern access 
road committee report”, the contents of were inaccessible this time last week due to a broken 
link.  As the link has only been fixed at some point during the last week of the Consultation 
we have not been able to consider any of its contents for the purposes of this response1, but 
also wonder how anyone else interested in the Proposal could have known of the existence of 
this report or its contents.  
 
Although the primary purpose of this letter is to explain why CRAG objects to the Proposal, 
we would also like to register our concern that none of our residents seem to have been 
contacted directly by the Council over the past 16-17 years despite the obviously negative 
impact the PNAR would have on their lives and in spite of the events of 1992/93. We wonder 
if the lack of engagement with residents to date is in the spirit of paragraph 128 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, albeit written in the context of an application to local authorities 
for planning permission: 
 

“Early discussion between applicants, the local planning authority and local 
community about the design and style of emerging schemes is important for clarifying 
expectations and reconciling local and commercial interests. Applicants should work 
closely with those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of 
the views of the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and 
effective engagement with the community should be looked on more favourably than 
those that cannot.” 

 
In our view, the Council has not “worked closely with those affected” nor “demonstrated early, 
proactive and effective engagement with the community” whereas we are engaging as quickly 
and as early as is humanly possible after having become first aware of the Proposal.  This has 
been made all the harder, as we are sure the Council can appreciate, due to the current social 
distancing laws and illness amongst residents. 
 
This concern over lack of contact with residents is also expressed in the context of the 
proposed policy wording in the Transport and Urban Mobility consultation document itself 
stating at T6.9(a)(iii) that developments should only proceed if “it can be demonstrated that 
transport providers, operators and other relevant parties [emphasis added] have been fully 
consulted.”  By its own standard of conduct, the failure to engage with the affected residents 
since at least 2004, who are clearly other relevant parties, in our view means that the Council 
should not look upon its own Proposal favourably. 
 
Reasons for our objection 
 
We present the reasons for our objection below. We believe the points we make are all self-
explanatory, but trust the Council will contact us if there are any which are not understood. 
 
1) All the objections and concerns which both CRAG and other interested parties raised in 

1992/93 are still valid and we could see nothing accompanying the Proposal to explain 
why those objections do not continue to be valid. 

 

 
1 We only became aware it has been made available today (30th January 2021), being our last chance to submit 
this letter, having been prepared in the preceding 3 weeks since we were made aware of the Proposal by 
MCGC&H. 



2) The map / plan does not show 1A Aspen Gardens, despite this property having been 
built in 2002 (i.e. predating the map / plan) and being one of the two houses immediately 
adjacent to the PNAR. There are other inaccuracies, inter alia that it suggests the land 
behind the houses on Aspen Gardens are allotments, whereas in fact it forms part of 
Mitcham Common. If the map / plan was used as the basis for developing the Proposal, 
then it would have been based on misinformation. 

 
3) The Proposal seems devoid of any detail or evidence to explain why the PNAR would 

be beneficial. It seems to be comprised of only two brief paragraphs (one in each of two 
documents), which make unsubstantiated claims that certain benefits will accrue as if 
they are self-evident facts.  

 
We explain further by reference to each claim made in the Proposal in more detail in the 
Appendix to this letter. 
 

4) Describing the PNAR as a “northern” access road implies that it would be diametrically 
opposed to the existing southern entrance on Goat Road. In our view, use of the adjective 
“northern” gives a false impression to anyone reading the Proposal of, and hence 
exaggerates the extent to which, any perceived benefits of the PNAR would likely be 
realised. This is particularly true given the map / plan are not cross referenced from the 
document in which the Proposal is mentioned. The PNAR should be described as an 
eastern, or even south-eastern, access road given where it would join Carshalton Road. 

 
For the avoidance of doubt the PNAR will not at all be diametrically opposite to the 
existing southern access on Goat Road used by commercial vehicles, but its entrance 
from Carshalton Road will only be approximately 0.25 miles from the southern entrance. 
This is a very short distance in comparison to the internal circumference of the industrial 
estate and an even shorter one in comparison to the total distance a vehicle would have 
to travel in a circuit on roads external to the industrial estate. 

 
Therefore, the PNAR would only provide very limited saving (time and distance) to any 
vehicles travelling to business located anywhere in the industrial estate, with many 
businesses on the Industrial Estate not benefitting at all. Consequently, we believe it is 
highly unlikely that constructing the PNAR would provide the fillip to the Industrial 
Estate which the wording of the Proposal infers is needed. 

 
5) The pecuniary cost of constructing the PNAR will be high. In the current financial 

climate we are surprised to learn that it is not prohibitively so. We don’t deny the 
existence of these financial constraints, which makes it all the more baffling why the 
Council considers this to be a sensible use of its available financial resources. 

 
To the extent the Council has available funds to progress such a Proposal, as residents 
of Merton we believe there are many more worthwhile projects that would be of far 
more benefit to the borough as a whole, and which the Council could spend “our” money 
on.  This could include projects that would be of much greater benefit specifically to 
businesses on the Industrial Estate than the PNAR. Such projects would be achievable 
at much lower cost and much less risk than the PNAR. We would be happy to work on 
such projects with the Council and businesses on the Industrial Estate. 



 
6) There will be very negative financial consequences for homeowners, with property 

values severely impacted.  Some believe they would be put in a negative equity position, 
especially those that have recently moved here. The worst affected might be unable to 
sell their homes should they wish to do so in the future. 

 
7) The current stress, worry and anxiety caused to residents since being made aware of the 

Proposal is already having a detrimental impact on their mental health. These are the 
same stresses, worries and anxieties that residents experienced in 1992/93. The longer 
the Proposal exists, and should the Proposal ever result in construction of the PNAR, the 
worse this will get. 

 
8) The PNAR would cause significant environmental pollution: 

• noise pollution due to increased commercial traffic passing much closer to 
residential property; 

• air pollution due to increased commercial traffic (notably diesel-fuelled lorries) 
passing much closer to residential property; and 

• visual pollution due to the destruction of important parts of Mitcham Common, with 
mature trees and other flora being visually far more appealing than the PNAR that 
they would have to make way for. 

 
9) Wildlife will be negatively impacted. We believe the specific areas of Mitcham 

Common which will need to be appropriated, and then destroyed, provide sanctuary to 
a lot of interesting and important wildlife, inter alia robins, woodpeckers, wrens, 
starlings, jays, bumble bees, bluebells, urban foxes, and stag beetles. It would be a great 
shame to see this wildlife, which we frequently see around our homes, being killed or 
displaced from what is otherwise a very urban area. 

 
10) Other consequences that would cause a further material reduction in quality of life of 

the residents include the following: 
• Aspen Gardens in particular, as well as the most adversely affected houses on 

Carshalton Road, are very secluded and quiet residential areas, notwithstanding the 
proximity to existing public transport infrastructure, Carshalton Road and the 
Industrial Estate. It is the reason why we all chose to live here. The PNAR will 
destroy that tranquillity and we will no longer be secluded. 

• The area is already blighted by antisocial behaviour such as littering, fly tipping 
and graffiti. Other antisocial behaviour includes, on occasion, motorbikes being 
driven at speeds in a circuit around the industrial estate including along Tramway 
Path, which is a public right of way, behind Aspen Gardens and Carshalton Road. 
We believe the PNAR will provide further opportunity for such antisocial 
behaviour, i.e. extra road verges to throw litter into, an extra road to fly tip on, a 
better road to race a motorbike along, a more prominent place for graffiti artists to 
ply their trade etc. This will inhibit growth of the Industrial Estate rather than help 
it to thrive. (Please also refer also to the point we make in the Appendix in this 
regard.) 

• The current Covid-19 pandemic has served to remind us how fortunate we are to 
have our back gardens, which we have been able to enjoy peacefully during 
lockdown, a luxury which we are only too aware others do not enjoy. The residents 



of Aspen Gardens and a number of the houses on Carshalton Road would no longer 
be able to enjoy their gardens in the same way ever again were the PNAR to be 
built. 

 
11) The subsoil in the area renders properties susceptible to subsidence. There is concern 

that either the construction activity to build the PNAR, as well as the heavy goods 
vehicles that would then be travelling along it, would either exacerbate any existing 
subsidence issues that may be affecting properties or cause subsidence where currently 
there is none. 

 
12) The road will endanger the safety of a number of groups: 

• Children who currently play on the green in front of the Carshalton Road properties 
shown on the map / plan would find themselves playing right next to commercial 
vehicles as there would be little or no gap between the PNAR and the area on which 
they play. 

• Pedestrians attempting to cross over Carshalton Road at the pedestrian crossing 
currently located just south of Aspen Gardens would be adversely impacted due to 
its proximity to the junction between the PNAR and Carshalton Road. 

• Pedestrians walking along Carshalton Road will have to cross an extra road (i.e. the 
PNAR). 

• Vehicles turning into and out of both Aspen Gardens and Drake Road would be at 
much greater risk. Turning right into and out of Aspen Gardens would be made 
particularly hazardous given the location of the bus stop and the aforementioned 
pedestrian crossing were the PNAR to be sited as suggested on the map / plan. 

• Cyclists using the dedicated cycle lane on Carshalton Road, in the same way as 
pedestrians, will have to navigate their way across the PNAR. 

• It is unclear if the plans accommodate adequate provision for cycle lanes.  If not, it 
would be dangerous given the Council’s intention is for the PNAR to be used by 
commercial vehicles. 

 
13) It is unclear how the PNAR would be consistent with the Council’s other policy 

objectives of encouraging more journeys by foot and bicycle (policy references T6.5 
Prioritising walking and T6.6 Prioritising cycling in the Local Plan). Many in the wider 
community, including children accessing local schools and other local amenities further 
afield currently walk along Tramway Path, a public right of way. In the future they 
would have to share their journey with commercial vehicles using the PNAR. 
Consequently, such journeys currently undertaken by foot or by cycle will be reduced in 
favour of vehicle journeys (or made dangerous). 

 
14) The PNAR will involve the destruction of many mature trees and therefore be 

inconsistent with the Mayor of London’s vision of a National Park City announced in 
2019 and the goal of increasing the canopy rate by 10%. 

 
15) We do not know to what extent the Council has investigated the impact on traffic flow 

in the area were the PNAR to be constructed. Carshalton Road is a very busy road, and 
we suspect would worsen existing congestion in both directions. 

 
16) The PNAR as shown on the map/plan also indicates a spur road leading behind the 

houses on Carshalton Road. We are unclear what the purpose of this spur road is and 



what benefits would accrue from its construction.  If the intention is to create another 
link to the industrial area at the end of Drake Road, then clearly all of the residents on 
the affected stretch of Carshalton Road would be as adversely affected as those on Aspen 
Gardens. 

 
Conclusion 
 
In our view, the Proposal is not well thought through. It has not been appropriately exposed 
for comment, not least of which because it fails to clearly identify “the long-standing preferred 
route”. 
 
It does not provide any evidence to support the claims of benefit that the PNAR would bring. 
It is unbalanced because it fails to bring to the attention of interested parties any of the far more 
obvious problems, disadvantages and risks associated with such a project as set out in this 
response.  The benefits of the PNAR are unproven or spurious, whilst the costs and risks are 
undeniable. 
 
Therefore, we request the Council removes the Proposal from the Local Plan at the next 
available opportunity, and consigns it to the history books once and for all as the residents 
were under the impression had been done back in 1993. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
CRAG Committee 
 
cragresidentsassociation@gmail.com 
  

mailto:cragresidentsassociation@gmail.com


Appendix: Critique of the assumed benefits of the PNAR as stated in the Proposal 

Claim made in Proposal Why this is, or is likely to be, incorrect 

“Growth of the Willow 
Lane Industrial estate is 
constrained by a two- way 
access from the south and 
a restricted single lane 
one-way street from the 
north.”  
 
(p.17, Transport and Urban 
Mobility document) 

The Industrial Estate is indeed accessed by a two-way access 
from the south (from Goat Road) and a restricted single lane 
one-way street (Willow Lane). However, that does not mean 
growth is “constrained”. Willow Lane is inaccurately described 
as a street “from the north”. It would more accurately be 
described as an access from the east. Please also refer to our 
observation in the main body or our letter on the misleading 
description of the PNAR as being a “northern” access road. 
 
We would like the Industrial Estate to thrive. But if it is not 
currently thriving, we do not understand how it has been 
concluded that the PNAR provides the solution. In our view, if 
growth has been constrained, it would have been as a result of 
the many other problems that have blighted our small corner of 
Merton over the last few years such as casual littering, large 
scale fly-tipping, graffiti, and abandoned vehicles, all of which 
are likely to deter businesses from locating to the Industrial 
Estate. It would also act as a deterrent for customers taken their 
custom to those businesses on the Industrial Estate, particularly 
those offering B2C products and services. 
 
We would be more than willing to work with the Council and 
business on the Industrial Estate to resolve these issues. 

“This poor connectivity 
reinforces personal safety 
concerns and restricts 
regeneration opportunities.”  
 
(p.17, Transport and Urban 
Mobility document) 

We do not believe that the Industrial Estate has poor 
connectivity. It has fantastic public transport connectivity with 
Mitcham Junction railway station and tram stop on its doorstep. 
Mitcham tram stop may also provide more convenient access to 
some of the business located in the north of the industrial estate. 
 
These links would be the envy of most other industrial estates, 
which tend to be located a long way from such public transport 
infrastructure. The Goat Road entrance is more than adequate 
for commercial vehicles. 
 
Nor do we believe the totality of the existing road and rail 
connectivity restricts regeneration opportunities. If regeneration 
opportunities have been restricted, then we believe it would be 
as a result of the antisocial behaviour referred to above. 
 
The Council does not explain what it perceives as the personal 
safety concerns or how the PNAR would remove such concerns. 
Therefore, we do not understand the claim that the absence of a 
PNAR reinforces personal safety concerns or how its 
construction of the PNAR would remove them. 



“[The PNAR] will enable 
removal of commercial 
traffic from residential 
areas…”  
 
(p. 3 of Appendices, Road 
Network Improvements) 

We do not understand how the Council has reached the 
conclusion that diverting commercial traffic away from a very 
short section of Goat Road, a section of road that has very few 
residential properties, will remove such traffic from residential 
areas. 
 
The map / plan shows that a road built specifically to 
accommodate commercial vehicles (i.e. diesel fuelled lorries) 
will bring such traffic many, many times closer to all residential 
properties on Aspen Gardens and several houses on Carshalton 
Road (in some cases within feet) than is currently the case. Even 
the houses on Carshalton Road not shown on the 2004 map / 
plan will likely be adversely affected as northbound and 
southbound traffic (accessing and leaving the Industrial Estate 
respectively) would pass in front of those houses when accessing 
the industrial estate, or leaving it, by the PNAR. 

“…whilst supporting 
improvements to the Goat 
Road / Wates Way 
Junctions.” (pp. 3-4 of 
Appendices document, 
Road Network 
improvements) 

We are unclear if the Council means improvements to the 
junction [singular] of Goat Road with Wates Way, or if it is 
referring to junctions [plural] to also include the junction of Goat 
Road with Carshalton Road. 
 
Subject to seeing the plans, we do not object to the Council 
improving either or both of those junctions. 
 
However, we do not understand how the PNAR would cause 
either of these junctions to be improved. We presume the 
Council are not suggesting that improvements to these junctions 
will occur naturally or by osmosis, purely as a result of 
constructing the PNAR. Yet when the sentence is read in full, 
this is seemingly what is being suggested. 

“Supports regeneration of 
the industrial estate.” (p.4 
of Appendices document, 
Road Network 
improvements) 

This is the same assertion as is made on p.17 of the Transport 
and Urban Mobility document. Please refer to our comments 
above accordingly. 
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