
 
 



Tree Warden Group Merton has the following comments on a number of  sections of 
the draft Local Plan 2A. 
 
 
CH. 02 - GOOD GROWTH STRATEGY 
 
For the growth areas in particular, a commitment should be included for the preparation of 
a strategy of proposed off-road, pedestrian & cycleway networks prior to any future 
development taking place, to ensure they are effectively incorporated into individual site 
layouts when development is designed. 
 
 
CH.03 - URBAN DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES 
 
Where are the yardsticks by which developers should abide, as without them there is 
nothing to hold them to? 
 
 
CH.10 - CLIMATE CHANGE  
 
CC8.10, should make reference to maximising opportunities to enhance green 
infrastructure and tree planting, that sustainable measures be used i.e. trees planted in the 
ground (in generous minimum sized tree pits), be bio-secure and maintained (and if 
necessary replaced) for a minimum of 5 years to ensure their successful establishment (as 
we note in Chapter 12). Hedges are generally successful but reliance on green walls and 
planters which require a high level of maintenance and installation of automatic watering 
systems should be avoided, unless other more sustainable means are impossible. 
Planning of new and redirection of existing utility services will be essential, to allow tree 
pits of adequate size to be constructed in order to sustain tree growth. 
 
Note: Climate change may result in tree species selection being revised to be appropriate 
to the site location and conditions as set out in the Tree Strategy (as we note in Chapter 
12).  The stated preference for native species is too general and ill-informed. 
 
CC8.14, c) & d), titled Minimising Waste & Promoting a Circular Economy should also be 
applied to the parks management contract to good effect. 
   
CC8.16, Adapting to a Changing Climate, which it is noted applies to all development, 
should include front gardens (increasingly being converted for car parking use) and would 
require a revised SPG to be referenced in the Local Plan. 
 
 
CH.12 - GREEN AND BLUE INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
O8.1 
 
O8.1 e   is inadequately worded. Referring merely to increasing numbers of trees is 
meaningless. 
 
The council must give priority to the production of the Tree Strategy as an SPG document 
to be referred to in this section. The council sourced the money to commission the Open 
Space Study, the Playing Pitch Study and the Indoor Sports Facility Study. Whilst it 
decided as long ago as 2013 that a Tree Strategy was required the council has yet to 



commission what is a crucial element of enabling its response to its Climate Action Plan 
and the effective delivery of the environmental elements of this new Local Plan. We have 
been led to believe this is now considered a priority by senior council officers. 
 
With regard to the borough’s trees the only way of assessing real loss or net gain is by 
using i-Tree and CAVAT as set out in the London Plan (Policy G7 C) to assess tree 
canopy cover (i-Tree) and amenity value (CAVAT) of trees. To imply that if 10 existing 
mature trees are lost to development, then planting 11 new trees is adequate 
compensation fails to address the true value of trees. 
 
The illustration below explains just how much a single mature tree may contribute to the 
environment and what its true replacement value would need to be (and that is without 
considering its role as a host to myriad species of wildlife). 
 
 

 
 
The headline policy should state that the intention is to increase the extent of the 
borough’s tree canopy cover by a minimum of 10% by 2035 as set out in the council’s 
Tree Strategy. Whilst the Tree Strategy has yet to be produced, this is the minimum that 
should be the council’s intent. The Tree Strategy will need to provide guidance on what 
this would mean in terms of annual planting programmes. 
 



In the Justification section at 1.1.3 it should also refer to the council’s Tree Strategy which 
must be a priority. 
  
The use of ‘Tree Years’ calculations proposed by some should not be applied as it can 
seriously underestimate the value in ecosystem benefits of the canopy volume of a mature 
tree and fails to factor in the cost of establishing replacement trees. It is also not referred 
to in the London Plan policy.   
 
O8.2 
 
It is interesting and welcome that this draft Local Plan (unlike the current one) once again 
acknowledges that there are swathes of the borough that suffer from a deficiency of 
accessible public open space and that policies are required to remedy this situation. 
However, the policies need to be more robust, both with regard to climate change and 
health and wellbeing. 
  
O8.2.d,e and g start with the words ‘Support’ and ‘Expect’ which give no definable 
measure of control. They should be replaced by the word ‘Require’. The words ‘where 
suitable and viable’ in O8.2d should be omitted. If major development is being proposed 
that inevitably intensifies the need for access to public open space, whether for residents 
or workers, then council policy should be that publicly accessible open space is required. It 
is not a ‘nice to have if possible’, it is essential. This is all the more necessary if it is in an 
area already deficient in public open space. 
 
O8.4 needs considerable correction and strengthening. 
 
The wording of this section would seem to indicate that no contact was made with the 
council’s Greenspaces section regarding its accuracy. For example the Greenspaces team 
routinely uses CAVAT to assess the amenity value of trees in monetary terms, has used i-
Tree to assess tree canopy cover and would not advise anything so crudely simplistic and 
inaccurate as the wording of O8.4.f regarding species selection. 
 
O8.4.a, b & c are weak. The words ‘Encourage’ and ‘expect’ are inadequate. The word 
that is needed is ‘Require’.  
 
Policy needs to state that existing trees will be protected and that should any losses of 
existing ‘tree canopy cover’ be agreed to by the council this must be compensated for in 
accordance with the London Plan and the council’s Tree Strategy.  
 
Policy needs to make clear that reference to value of trees to the environment includes 
their ‘ecosystem benefits’ as well as their ‘amenity value’. O8.4.e and O8.4.f need to be 
amended accordingly. 
 
Policy should ‘require’ developments to result in a net increase in ‘tree canopy cover’ 
(partially offsite if not possible on site). London Plan and council Tree Strategy should be 
specifically referred to in O8.4e. Mere reference to them in justification paragraphs is not 
good enough. 
 
Policy should state that planning conditions will require all new trees on development sites 
to be provided with generous minimum sized tree pits, be bio-secure and be maintained 
(and, if necessary, replaced within 1 year of dying) for a minimum of 5 years from final site 
completion to ensure their successful establishment. (Far too many newly planted trees, 
including street trees, die within five years of planting due to inadequate pit size and 



minimal aftercare, particularly insufficient watering.) This can be done via the Tree 
Strategy, provided that it goes into this level of detail and is clearly a SPG document. If it is 
not completed by the time the Local Plan is approved and published it most be clearly 
mentioned and referenced as a document that will form part of the Local Plan SPG.  
 
Policy should refer to species selection being appropriate to the site location and 
conditions as set out in the Tree Strategy. Crude simplification of referring to native, non-
native or exotic species is unhelpful and can be misleading. Whilst native species are 
appropriate in semi natural woodland, the majority of street trees and trees in urban 
situations in the borough are non-native and will need to continue to be so. Climate 
change is likely to result in some native species becoming marginal in southern Britain. 
O8.4f needs to be rewritten. 
 
Policy needs to give street trees priority over crossovers and road signage in residential 
areas. 
 
Policy should extend use of TPO’s to cover all ‘Heritage’ trees in the borough (former 
hedgerow trees from 19thC agricultural period and parkland trees in former country estate 
lands) and significant trees in Conservation Areas. Also include in Chapter 16 sections 
D5.1 to D5.5 which fail to reference ‘Heritage’ trees as part of the borough’s heritage 
assets.  
 
How exactly do planners expect O8.4.g (justification 1.1.59) to be enforced?  
 
Whilst we don’t question the intent, we consider this policy to be unenforceable in practical 
terms. 
 
Although all commercial plant material will have plant passports, that requirement did not 
prevent oak processionary moth and ash dieback from being brought into the country. 
 
Something like ash dieback can be spread by tree works teams that don’t adequately 
clean their tools after working in affected areas. Whilst qualified tree surgeons are aware 
of such issues and the regulations in force to ensure compliance there are plenty of rogue 
or unqualified tree loppers who knock on doors and offer to prune or remove trees from 
gardens and who don’t use proper safety wear or equipment and are completely 
unregulated. 
 
 
CH.15 - INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
IN16.1 b), should require highways engineers to be included in the dialogue between 
service providers and developers because there is currently a disconnect between the 
needs of tree health, the limited locations for street  trees due to random underground 
utilities and the intrusion of multiple feeder pillars and CCTV. Reference should be made 
to the Tree Strategy to ensure space for tree pits in relation to service runs. 
 
 
CH. 16 - PLACES & SPACES IN A GROWING BOROUGH 
 
This section is very general and should be significantly strengthened.  
 
LPD5.1 a. i) & iii), should specifically include retention and protection of existing trees, in 
addition to the planting of new trees (rather than meaningless term ‘landscaping’). 



 
v), should include significant and veteran trees as Merton heritage assets - ditto D5.5 b) & 
c) and the use of TPO’s extended to cover all ‘Heritage’ trees in the borough and other 
significant trees in Conservation areas. 
 
viii), requirement to avoid undermining design by variations, should include specific 
mention of trees planted in the ground. It is unsustainable and visually unacceptable to 
resort to trees being planted in pots due to existing underground utilities. The presence of 
services should be determined prior to the proposals stage and relocated to enable trees 
to be planted into the ground. 
 
D5.2 
 
g), tree planting, as part of changes to and enhancement of highways and the public 
realm, should be supported by highways engineers through including more trees and 
redirecting utilities to accommodate tree planting (included in the cost of development or 
road improvement works). In addition there is a solution available to avoid cluttering 
streets with parking signs, by the adoption of low level signs at the back of footpath. This 
would protect traditional locations for trees i.e. opposite or in line with party walls in 
residential streets. 
 
 j), the reference to the conversion of front gardens for vehicle parking, should be 
strengthened with the preparation of a strongly worded SPG for direction/guidance of 
residents and developers. The extent of paving (whether so called porous or not) should 
be limited to enable existing trees and soft landscape to be retained or planted with run-off 
directed to soft areas, which in addition would help minimise run-off into the sewage 
system. Increased monitoring and planning enforcement would be essential in support of 
this policy. 
 
D5.5, should include ‘Heritage’ trees to be retained, protected and celebrated (see LPD5.1 
v). A ‘Heritage’ tree can be defined as former hedgerow trees from 19thC agricultural field 
boundary subdivision and parkland trees surviving from former estate layouts which should 
be subject of TPOs if not already so protected. 
 
D5.6, Advertisements in the form of temporary banners hung on railings disfigure the 
borough in many locations and their use should be prohibited. 
 
D5.7, Re digital infrastructure. The design and location of paraphernalia should be further 
controlled as the measure suggested will not achieve the stated aim of protecting the 
public realm. 
 
 
CH.17 - TRANSPORT & URBAN MOBILITY 
 
T6.8, item j) 
 
The meaning of the term ‘the Council will seek to repurpose kerb space for other uses’ is 
unclear. Despite a need for increased allocation for cycle hire parking units, mobility 
scooters and deliveries etc, there is already much unnecessary clutter and current 
problems to be addressed. Reference should be made to correct the following: 

• CCTV cameras currently are permitted to take precedence over street trees. As part 
of the forthcoming Tree Strategy, departments (Highways & Greenspaces) should 



be required to cooperate together with utility companies to ensure locations for 
street trees are accommodated and prioritised. 

• Parking signs (which repeat at every group of bays) and payment meters currently 
take precedence over traditional tree locations (opp. party walls) to the detriment of 
the rhythm of street tree planting. This damages the streetscape. Low level signs 
positioned at the back of the footpath would solve the problem  
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