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PROPOSALS FOR SCRUTINY BY MERTON COUNCIL 
March 2016 

 
 
 1. Mitcham Cricket Green Community and Heritage takes an active interest 

in the future of the Cricket Green Conservation Area and its environs.  We are 

the civic society for this part of Merton and part of the wider civic movement 
through membership of the national charity Civic Voice.  

 

2. We welcome this opportunity to help shape the Council’s scrutiny priorities 
and make a number of suggestions.  These are each supported by a brief 

rationale.  We should be pleased to expand on any of the issues raised and look 

forward to being informed of the final selection. 

 
3. We are conscious of having made similar representations in 2015 and 

2014 and are disappointed at the lack of take up or indeed feedback.  The tone 

of the Merton Council invitation for input from the local community is open and 
encouraging and it would help build support for the approach if feedback was 

provided on which proposals have been taken up and whether they come from 

councillors or the local community.  We would also welcome feedback on why 
some issues have not been pursued and the criteria for prioritisation.  We regret 

that a number of the issues raised recur from year to year without any action 

being taken. 

 
4. We propose the following thirteen issues for scrutiny: 

 

1. Consultation procedures on planning applications - there is concern to 
improve consultation, including as a result of experience of limited 

neighbour notification; significant amendments being made to planning 

applications during the consultation period with limited or no public 

information that these amendments have been made; significant decisions 
being made using delegated powers rather than by the Planning 

Applications Committee; and officers making recommendations to the 

Planning Applications Committee prior to the end of the consultation 
period – thereby being unable to take account of all representations from 

the public. 

 



 

 

2. Officer conduct at Planning Applications Committee – we regret having to 
raise concerns about the tone and content of some advice that is provided 

by officers during the deliberations of the Planning Applications 

Committee.  This does not consistently set a supportive tone for members 

and it can also cross the boundary into advocacy for the applicant.  It is all 
the more important that we can be assured of the scrupulous neutrality of 

the advice provided by officers to the Planning Applications Committee 

when these meetings are no longer webcast.  
 

3. Effectiveness of street cleaning - there is a growing demand for action to 

improve street cleaning, including recent community-led campaigns. 
Concerns focus on known black spots and the failure to clean streets after 

regular rubbish collections 

 

4. Design Review Panel transparency - welcome improvements are being 
made to the working of the Design Review Panel but it still fails to publish 

material relating to pre-application consultations despite this occurring in 

other local authorities.  Some Design Review Panel minutes of meetings 
dealing only with pre-application proposals are worthless as they contain 

no information at all of what has been discussed.  

 

5. Quality of consultants used by Merton Council in preparing its own 
planning applications - the poor quality of consultancy reports used in 

support of Merton's own planning applications remains an issue.  Previous 

reports in relation to the proposals for Fair Green canopy (warranting a 
red rating from the Design Review Panel) and the development of 

Cranmer School (which was riddled with basic errors and poor evidence, 

including referring erroneously to a “proposed pipeline” rather than a 
proposed building (suggesting cut-and-paste re-use of consultancy reports 

prepared for other purposes)) demonstrate the issue.  With further major 

developments on Merton Council land in the pipeline it is imperative that 

Merton Council procures the best advice.  A focus for the review might be 
the quality of interaction between different council departments on 

development issues 

 
6. Effectiveness of Mitcham Common Conservators - an independent review 

of the Conservators' role is long overdue, especially in light of 

representations on planning applications which do not appear to have the 
best interests of the Common at heart; unclear procedures; limited 

transparency; weak agendas; a failure to secure external funding for 

engaging the local community in the wildlife, landscape and heritage of 

this wonderful local asset; a lack of forward planning and the lack of 
effective community representation on the Conservator body.  One 

example of the need for a review is that Mitcham Common’s Management 

Plan expired in 2012, is not available on its website and there has been no 
public discussion of a review.  

 

7. Contracting out – the process for arriving at decisions to contract out key 
services warrants further scrutiny, especially to ensure effective and 

transparent consideration of other options and appropriate community 

involvement.  This would help avoid the problems which have resulted 

from the recent procurement processes for green space maintenance 
 



 

 

8. Tree watering - failures to meet requirements for the regular watering of 
street trees resulting in the loss and decline of these essential elements of 

the street scene, and is a false economy. Street trees which are cared for 

thrive, those which are not cared for die and need to be replaced. 

 
9. School run and travel plans - the adequacy of measures to address 

problems caused by the school run - problems are regularly raised by 

councillors during discussions over school expansion but there is a lack of 
follow up monitoring or action.  School travel plans are poorly prepared 

and rarely implemented. Given the anticipated growth in rolls in the 

coming years, the measures the Council needs to take to ensure traffic 
plans are robust and implemented requires scrutiny – Date Valley School 

and Cranmer School are just two examples in our local area 

 

10.Planning enforcement – there have been welcome signs of improvement 
in the responsiveness of Council officers to enforcement issues being 

raised – nevertheless, the process remains opaque and under resourced.  

Local residents and community groups are frequently left in the dark as to 
whether and what enforcement action is taken on issues which they have 

raised and there is no equivalent online reporting mechanism to litter and 

fly tipping.  

 
11.Vacant buildings – there are too many vacant and run-down buildings in 

the area and Merton Council has both legal responsibilities and under-

used powers to address them.  It is also not taking advantage of 
opportunities, such as guardianship schemes. 

 

12.Pedestrian priority on crossings – recent changes to crossing times at 
pelican and similar crossings in the area are disadvantaging pedestrians 

and prioritising traffic flows.  The phasing is often such that pedestrians 

cross against the lights and road traffic is subsequently stopped for no 

reason.  Phasing and pedestrian crossing times change without public 
consultation or even notification. These perversities need to be monitored 

and Merton Council to use its powers and influence with TfL and others to 

ensure more appropriate crossing times. 
 

13.Shopping parades – the decline of some important shopping parades in 

the area – such as along London Road – is something that needs more 
active engagement from Merton Council, using its regulatory powers and 

positive incentives and support for local business. 

 

5. We look forward to the response. 

 


