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3) Comments on Merton's draft Estates Local Plan (Eastfields). 
 
The Tree Warden Group Merton only mention below where we disagree with your findings. 
 
2) We are unable to complete this item as it is too general.  
 
3) Comments about the council's draft Estates Local Plan for Eastfields. 
 
Item 3.24. Last sentence needs correction. 
 
Site Analysis. 5. Public Realm and Open Space p50.  
Choice of colours is odd – it would be preferable to show Communal Amenity Space and 
Incidental Green Space in shades of green (soft areas) and show Pedestrianised Areas and 
Parking Courts as shades of orange (paved areas). 
 
Site Analysis. 6. Street and Frontages plan p52.  
The plan is not objective in regard to the first 4 key categories i.e. particularly Clear and 
Unclear Building Frontages which could not be much clearer. The report writer exposes their 
own agenda for the re-development. 
 
Site Analysis. 8 Landscape Analysis p54.  
The areas outlined to show Area of Poor Landscape Value are questionable and again not 
objective because they are little different in character to the rear of houses in Mulholland Ave 
and opp. Long Bolstead Rec which are not so categorised.  
Existing mature trees on boundaries with “unchecked” native shrubs such as elder, rose and 
hawthorn below (next to cemetery and BMX park) cannot be described as of Poor Landscape 
Value. Perhaps the report should suggest the boundaries could be managed as hedges to be 
more formal to make a more appropriate contribution to the landscape. 
Few existing trees have been shown on the plan, which should be rectified. 
 
Issue and Opportunities. Item 3.47 p56.  
There should be presumption that existing trees are retained, not just those in the central green 
space. 
 
Item 3,48 p56. Yes, retain the trees but maintain the undergrowth as hedges. 
 
Policy EP E1 Townscape plan p59. 
The symbols showing visual connectivity should surely also be shown towards the schools.  
 
Policy EP E2 Street Network e) (i) & (ii) p60. 
Great care should be taken in determining this choice in order to protect the root plate area of 
all existing off-site tree on the boundary and ensure they remain undamaged. 
 
Policy EP E2.  
Add an item f) to ensure that trees are a feature of residential streets and that if car parking in 
front gardens is proposed, that trees and hedges be required to be planted on party boundaries 
as well as street trees accommodated in public footpaths. Greenness should be a requirement 
of any re-development and trees help mitigate climate change and greatly influence the 
character of an area for the better. 
 



 2 

Policy EP E3 Movement and Access item item c) p62.  
The phrase “should penetrate to the site boundary…” is an unwise choice and “approach” 
would be more suitable. 
Add an item d) to aim for the re-development to accommodate green corridors to link off-site 
open spaces. 
 
Policy EP E5 Open Space item a) and item 3.75 p66. Meaning unclear. 
 
Item 3.72. A suggestion as to who might maintain these areas would be helpful. 
 
Item 3.73. See EP E3 d) above. 
 
Policy E5 Open Space plan p67.  
Surely in addition to the central open space, this plan should show space allocated for the 
swale and green links out of the site to the adjacent rec. and other off-site open spaces? 
 
Policy EP E6 Environmental Protection item a) p68.  
SuDS should include pavings. 
 
Policy EP E7 Landscape p70.  
See EP E2 additional item re tree cover. 
Item g) should require all existing trees to be retained wherever possible to encourage a 
mature landscape at the earliest time. 
 
Item 3.84 “scrub vegetation” is a derogatory term and could be replaced by “shrubby 
vegetation”. 
 
Item 3.86. Spelling mistake. 
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