
From Fischer. P

RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION ON THE DRAFT DEVELOPMENT BRIEF
FOR THE RAINBOW INDUSTRIAL ESTATE

1.0 Employment

1.1 The council claims that the draft development brief proposes to ‘double the
number of jobs on the site by providing new business floorspace’, increasing the
numbers from ’40-50’ to a ‘potential ‘(i.e. not guaranteed) 100. This is a gross
misrepresentation of the facts and the brief should be withdrawn for this reason
alone, as the justification for the option proposed is based on this misrepresentation.

1.2 In 2009 a Raynes Park Association (RPA) survey (extract attached) found that
approximately 130 people were employed by the businesses on the site, c.100 of
whom arrived at the site by car. Council planning officer Tara Butler confirmed at the
public meeting held on 10 July 2012 that she had counted c.100 cars parked on the
site during the working day on more than one visit to the site, which relates closely to
the RPA report figure. As broadly the same employers are still present on the site,
which I understand currently enjoys c.85% occupancy level (higher than in 2009), it
can be assumed that current employment provided by the businesses that tenant the
site is far closer to 130 than to 40-50.

1.3 Spatially the development option proposed in the draft brief is approximately two
thirds residential and one third employment. In other words the intention is to change
the primary land use from employment to residential. The fact that this option is the
only one offered in the draft brief infers that this quantity of housing is the only way,
financially, to enable what would be less, not more, ‘potential’ employment on the site
than the existing tenants actually provide. Workspace is a commercial enterprise. If it
wishes to improve the financial return on its assets, one would expect it to do this
through the normal business practice of raising either additional capital or debt, not
by selling land that is in current employment use for housing. It is frequently pointed
out to residents who object to planning applications that property value (and hence
financial return) is not a planning consideration, so any planning brief for the site
should consider use of the site solely on its land use merits and not on what might be
financially beneficial for the landowner at a particular point in time.

1.4 The new business floorspace proposed is low-rise B1 business use. A planning
permission for just such provision at 26 Bushey Road at the eastern end of the
Apostles was recently allowed to lapse due to the lack of perceived demand, which
presumably made building out the permission unprofitable for the land owner.
Interestingly, as with the Rainbow Estate, there is a healthy occupancy level on that
site by existing small businesses (mainly in the car repair and maintenance trades).
From the council’s perspective, when one would expect the retention of jobs within
the borough to be a high priority, displacing existing small and medium sized
businesses that have weathered the economic downturn reasonably well by
proposing new business floorspace of a type for which there is weak or no demand
(lack of demand, one suspects, at the rental levels developers wish to obtain) seems
ill thought out strategic planning.

1.5 The draft brief makes great play about its desire to provide business
accommodation for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs). What the draft brief
avoids any mention of is that the 85% occupancy level on the site indicates that there



is a clear demand by small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) for the kind of
employment land that the Rainbow Estate currently provides. In addition to either
deliberately or incompetently misrepresenting the level of employment provided by
the existing tenants of the site, the draft brief completely ignores the impacts of
relocating these tenants, of considering the merits of the ‘do nothing’ scenario, or of a
phased or partial redevelopment of the site for continued employment use, retaining
some tenants in the process. If the government’s policy that development must be
‘sustainable’ is to mean anything, then any development brief for change to a site
must take into account the impact of displacing the existing uses/users and
assessing whether the current use might be the most effective use of the site. This
draft brief signally fails to do this, which is another reason why it should be withdrawn
as not fit for consideration.

1.6 The existing businesses on the Rainbow Estate may not be to some people’s
taste, due mainly to the HGV movements they generate and the unsightliness of
some tenants structures, but their continuing success in difficult times indicates their
value to the local economy and the needs of their customers/clients. The council
seem oblivious to the importance (and limited supply) of 24 hour open storage and
access rights, which Rainbow provides and which the largest employers on the site
require in order to carry on their business. In discussion with the latter in 2009 it was
clear that they would be forced to move out of the borough if given notice to quit the
site. The only possible alternatives within Merton are apparently in the Mitcham area
and the traffic congestion there is so bad that they would not consider moving there.
In fact one of them moved from Mitcham to Raynes Park because the congestion in
the Mitcham area was so bad. I find it extraordinary that the council has apparently
made no effort to contact the businesses on the site before publishing the draft brief,
in order to assess the impact that displacing these businesses would have on the
local economy and job provision/creation generally.

1.7 The lack of consideration for existing businesses demonstrates the council’s
error in inviting the landowner, Workspace, to produce a draft brief that one
presumes is, in effect, their preferred way of maximising the return on their assets.
This is not a criticism of Workspace. Why wouldn’t they do so, given the opportunity?
However it reflects badly on the council and its abdication from its role to look at the
needs of the borough strategically.

1.8 At a more detailed level, the draft brief is guilty of using inappropriate and
factually incorrect language, the only logical explanation for which is an intent to
mislead. Just one example is the claim that the buildings on the site are ‘redundant’.
How can they be when they are in effective use by the tenants? Some, such as the
Westway and PTS buildings are perfectly seviceable light industrial buildings either
adapted or purpose built for their use. The condition of internal access roads,
pavement and drainage is poor, but that is a result of the landowner’s lack of
maintenance and even basic investment in the site.

2.0 Housing

2.1 The draft brief proposes 200-250 housing units, or more accurately flats at what
seems, given the total site area of 2 hectares, to be a density of c.140 units per
hectare, which, to relate it to its surroundings, is about three times the density of the
Apostles streets. This is in an area acknowledged by the council in the past to be
deficient in public open space and in which hundreds of new housing units have been
built in recent years without any new provision of public open space for recreational
respite. Given the density of development proposed and the indicative layout



provided in the draft brief, the site will not provide effective recreational open space
within the confines of the site for the residents of 200-250 flats.

2.2 The new housing would also considerably increase pressures on school places,
health facilities and sewerage and drainage infrastructure in the area. The draft brief
offers no credible explanation of how these pressures will be met. Yet, once again, if
the government’s requirement that development must be ‘sustainable’ is to be taken
seriously, this draft brief needs to explain how the recreational, educational and
health needs of these residents will be met. If that commitment is not forthcoming
then housing should not be proposed on the site. It is no longer good enough to say
that S106/CIL money will be obtained from the developers, relieving them of any
obligation to make provision on the site, without local residents knowing in advance
where in the vicinity of the site, if at all, the necessary facilities will be located.

2.3 The parking provision discussed at the meeting on 10 July 2012 (a total of c.200
spaces for all users?), although said to be in line with London Plan policies, is likely
to be inadequate, and is likely to cause parking problems within the site. Despite the
walking distance to streets with uncontrolled parking in the vicinity of the site it is
likely that there would be an unacceptable knock on impact on other residential
areas.

3.0 Traffic

3.1 The draft brief makes generalised statements that cannot be justified.

3.2 Whilst HGV movements would obviously be substantially reduced compared with
the existing situation, no figures are given on what the overall traffic generation would
be, as, to quote the draft brief, ‘they are not yet known’. Yet the draft brief claims
there will be a reduction in traffic impact!

3.3 The more white-collar business uses and residential development proposed
would generate traffic primarily at the peak rush hour/school run period. The existing
site generates traffic more evenly throughout the day, the construction and transport
businesses on the site generating most of their inward and outward traffic before the
morning peak and over an extended period straddling the afternoon/evening peak.
So although overall traffic generation by the proposed development might prove to be
less, peak time traffic generation might be worse. Without detailed figures, the
council is being misleading when it states that ‘the development brief in outline
proposes to …. reduce the traffic impact of the site’. That may be the case but
equally it may not. That claim should not be made when there are no figures to
substantiate it and will have misled members of the public at the consultation stage
as a consequence.

4.0 Sustainability

4.1 Due to the erroneous claim that the proposals in the draft brief would double the
number of jobs compared with the numbers employed by the existing site tenants,
the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) consequently contains numerous errors and false
claims, examples of which are set out below.

4.2 The SA fails to address the impacts of displacing existing businesses on the site
to other locations in terms of how their employees and clients will be affected and



how the businesses themselves would be affected, e.g. additional cost of operation,
increased travel times and consequent energy use and pollution impacts.

4.3 The SA fails to address the fact that the residents of the proposed housing would
put increased pressure on public open space in an area that has been acknowledged
by the council to be deficient in public open space provision.

4.4 With regard to ‘reasonable access to basic services within a reasonable distance
(10 minutes walk)’ under ‘Basic Needs’, the SA fails to address the achievability of
such access to schools places, health facilities and public open space.

4.5 Under ‘Work and Economic Success’ the SA perpetuates the misinformation that
the proposals would ‘potentially’ double employment opportunities when in fact they
would barely maintain and probably reduce employment levels compared to the
existing situation. The proposals would not ‘enhance local job opportunities’ as is
claimed. They are likely to adversely affect local job opportunities by displacing the
existing SMEs on the site. The SA also fails to address the possible loss of jobs to
the borough and the impact on the existing businesses on the site, their employees
and customers if they are displaced to other locations. Given the diverse range of
uses currently on the site that would be displaced, the SA cannot claim that the
proposals in the brief will ‘expand employment in a diverse range of sectors’ when
nobody knows what businesses might tenant the development proposed in the brief.

4.6 The ‘Transport and Access’ section of the SA fails to address the effect of
changed travel impacts on the displaced businesses and their employees and
customers.

5.0 Summary

5.1 In summary, the consultation documentation is highly misleading to the extent
that consultees are not provided with adequate accurate information to make an
informed assessment of the proposals in the draft development brief.

5.2 Any development brief or, in old parlance and more accurately, planning brief
should consider the site in its borough wide context, particularly in the case of
employment land, where changes will have impacts beyond the site itself. The report
as presented completely fails to do this and is therefore not fit to be presented for
consultation. The council should be acutely embarrassed at having put its name to
this document. As a Merton resident I am both angry and embarrassed that it
considered it acceptable to do so.



TABLE 1 : RAINBOW INDUSTRIAL ESTATE QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 
 

Figures for the site as a whole (excluding Network Rail, which would not be affected by the 
Eco Park proposals) as at 1 January 2009 

  
 
 

 
Confirmed, 
see note 1  

 
Estimated, 
see note 2 

 
Total 

1 How many people work at your business premises on a  
daily basis, whether employees, agency, or self-employed, 

 
a) 

 
on site? 

 
50 

 
c.5 

 
c.55 

 
b) 

 
largely off-site, driving vehicles in the course of 
business? 

 
70 

 
c.8 

 
c.78 

  

Overall totals 
 

120 
 

c.13 
 

c.133 
 

2 Approximately how many of them travel to and from work by 
 

a) car? 
 

c.100 c.13 c.113 

b) public transport? 
 

c.15 - c.15 

c) on bicycle or on foot? 
 

c.5 - c.5 

 

3 If they travel by car, how many park 
 

a) 
 

within your premises? 
majority majority majority 

 

b) 
 

somewhere within the industrial estate? 
a few a few a few 

 

c) 
 

in the surrounding residential streets? 
 none  none  none 

  

4 On average how many traffic movements each day 
does your business generate through 

in 
(see note 3) 

out 
(see note 3) 

 

a) 
 

workers commuting to and from work? 
 

 

c.80 - 85 
 

c.80 - 85 

b) workers driving in and out of the site during the day 
as part of your business operations? 
 

 
c.70 - 100 

 
c.70 -100 

  
c) 

 

Customers/delivery vehicles visiting your business? 
 

 

c.20 - 30 
 

c.20 - 30 

 

5 If you have to re-locate, will this adversely affect yes no 
 

a) 
 
your business? 

 
All except as 

shown on right 

 
PTS, Essential 

Scaffolding 

 
b) 

 
your customers? 

 
All except as 

shown on right 

 
Walsh, Essential 

Scaffolding 

 
Note 1 

 
Based on information provided by all but a small number of the smallest businesses on the site. 

 
Note 2 

 
Interpolated from the figures provided by similar small businesses on the site. 

 
Note 3 

 
Some workers share cars/vans to work. PTS did not provide any traffic generation figures. As the 
company most likely to receive deliveries/customers, the figures above are on the low side.  

 


