
Response submitted on behalf of the Dundonald Liberal
Democrats (Fairclough. A)

Overall. Merton needs to maintain, and indeed improve, its employment land
and opportunities for new jobs - small and medium-sized businesses employ
huge numbers of people across the capital. We agree that any planning brief
for this site should aim to reduce the traffic impact of the site, that any homes
built on the site should be sustainable and that any such development should
include both affordable and family homes. The current station drop-off/access
is not ideal, and we would welcome improvements to this.

However, we have a number of concerns/comments about the current draft
planning brief as follows:

Impartial planning. Many residents/residents groups have voiced concerns
about the close working relationship between Merton Council and the site's
owner, Workspace, in preparing this draft planning brief. The strong feeling is
that this is an unwelcome precedent, which may lead to a conflict of interest
and potential compromise of the Council's commitment to safeguard the
interests of its taxpaying residents. The planning brief should represent the
Council’s aims and plans for the site. Yet Workspace is involved in drawing up
these aims and plans. We feel this has led to the draft planning brief
substantially reflecting Workspace's preferred development.

Impact on local amenities. If adopted as a Supplementary Planning
Document, the draft planning brief would make it very difficult for Merton's
planning application committee to oppose any planning application up to 250
residential units. Yet nothing in the draft planning brief sets out how local
services will deal with a residential development of the size proposed – in
particular the extra pressure on local schools, but also on GPs/health
services/police etc and on things like local drains and sewers. We do not feel
it's appropriate to put decisions on these issues off until the planning
application stage, which is what is suggested in the FAQs supporting the draft
planning brief. As this is a major concern of local residents, dealing with this
issue should be a key part of paras 5.9/5.10. We feel that the planning brief
needs to be much clearer about what s 106/CIL contributions would be
needed and how they would be used.
The housing element in the proposals is to fund improvements to the
employment land (specifically to resolve land contamination issues). What is
not clear is the cost of this, and whether there are alternative ways of getting
this funding aside from building flats - and instead, ways that allow more
employment space on the site? 200-250 flats is Workspace's preferred
solution, but there is no need to necessarily write this into the planning brief, if
there are other potential solutions - this could be left to the planning
application stage.
We are concerned that the number of residential units would only be
achievable by building seven storey (potentially eight) high blocks in parts of
the development - which in turn will impact on the "character of the area" for



the purpose of future developments (this impact thereby completely
undermining the supposed "maximum" limit of five storeys for the residential
blocks ).

Employment. To meet Merton's planning policy, employment opportunities in
the borough should be increased. It is estimated that there are currently
around 50 jobs on the site. However, the Raynes Park Association have
questioned whether this figure takes into account those employed to make
site deliveries, which might make the current employment figure more like 70.
Furthermore, until the plumbing suppliers moved out, over 100 people were
employed on the site. On this basis, the job creation/employment
opportunities offered by these new plans would not actually double that
already available - a key plank of the planning brief.
There is no mention of what will happen to the existing tenant businesses if
the site is developed (for example, will Workspace offer them suitable
alternative premises)? We would like to see a firm offer of support being made
to the existing businesses as a requirement of the development of this site.

Housing. If flats are built on the site, who will manage them? Workspace say
that they have several sites which also contain housing as well as businesses,
but they were vague about how these were operated. We would like to see
the planning brief go further on the quality of environment for people living on
the site, including in respect of space to play for children.

Traffic and access. Because the site is next to a railway station, it is
assumed that workers, or residents and their visitors, would not bring or use
cars. But we need to know the real impact on traffic and parking in the area.
Plus poor air quality in Raynes Park is a real issue – traffic is a major source
of this.
Would the proposed improvements to the site access and the station drop-
off/kiss and ride be enough? A potential spanner in the works is the planning
application by another developer to convert of the former Raynes Park Station
Master’s house to flats. The proposed car parking to go with that conversion
would stop plans to expand the access road onto the Rainbow Industrial
Estate.


