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Re Response to Consultation for plans for a replacement leisure centre on the site of The 

Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

1. OVERALL COMMENT 

a. All the so-called consultations on a new development on the site of the existing Kingfisher 

Leisure Centre are disingenuous and misleading as they are undermined by the apparent 

lack of any formal resolution by Kingston Council to demolish The Kingfisher Leisure Centre. 

In the absence of any such resolution – and any public consultation in advance of such 

resolution – any marketing exercise to “re-imagine” facilities at a possible replacement 

centre have no proper foundation. 

b. No cost comparison has ever been presented to show the financial implications of repairing 

and reopening The Kingfisher Leisure Centre with the predicted costs of building a new 

centre on the site. 

c. No comparison of the environmental benefits and harm of the alternatives of i. reopening 

and running The Kingfisher or ii. demolishing the Kingfisher and rebuilding a much larger 

centre on the site have been presented. 

d. No comprehensive feedback from previous “consultations” has been shown to residents and 

it is impossible to know if the council’s conclusions from the feedback are evidenced and 

justified.  

e. The council appears to be ploughing on with plans to build on the site of The Kingfisher – 

and by default demolish The Kingfisher - despite still facing the need to address the grounds 

laid out by Leigh Day solicitors 1in their letter dated 26 October 2021 for a possible legal 

challenge.  

f. It appears that the Council’s plans for the demolition of The Kingfisher Leisure Centre and 

the building of a huge new building on the site are inextricably linked to the provision of 

large-scale high-rise housing on the adjacent Cattle Market site. It appears likely that the 

scale, density, massing and height of such development will be dependent on the final costs 

of building the replacement leisure centre. It is highly questionable to market a new leisure 

centre and possible facilities within such a centre as though it is a stand alone project if the 

shape, form and density of other development is in any way linked to the costs of provision 

of such leisure facilities 

g. The lack of information and transparency regarding any financial dependency between these 

two projects  and other development projects such as the sale of The Guildhall and 

redevelopment of Guildhall 1 and 2 also highlights the disingenuous nature of a consultation 

which detracts from core details about massive interlinked projects that will overly-densify 

and urbanise Kingston and cause huge harm to people and the environment and tries to 

 
1 https://f0895c4f-8046-4005-a284-
ab80f919ab55.filesusr.com/ugd/8451a6_352aed0a8e614bfc8c43871e6aca4aa5.pdf 
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focus people’s attention on what kind of facilities people want to see in a new leisure centre 

and whether it should be linked to the adjacent Museum etc.  

 

2. SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

a. Assertions made in the consultation are not evidence based or substantiated with facts in 

any way. The questions are closed, leading, banal and/ or meaningless. Answering the 

questions would be pandering to a preconceived agenda of the council 

b. There is no assessment of the environmental impact of building such a huge development 

on this site. For example, football pitches on the roof will cause massive light and noise 

pollution across the area but no assessment of this impact or questions about it are asked? 

c. There are no questions on what we want a leisure centre in a conservation area in the heart 

of historic Kingston to look like or information given and questions asked about what will 

happen around the new leisure centre and elsewhere to facilitate its development 

d. There is no assessment of whether there will be a loss of any facilities currently provided by 

The Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

e. Implications on the Hogsmill chalk stream of the council’s planned use of water from the 

stream to heat and power a new leisure centre, mass development on The Cattle Market as 

well as development across Kingston Town is not mentioned, and our opinion on this critical 

matter is not sought 

f. We are not asked if we – as local taxpayers - would prefer for a small amount of money to 

be spent so The Kingfisher can be reopened or many tens of millions of pounds spent on a 

new centre that adds little or nothing to current facilities, is dependent on mass 

development happening all around and will create a huge financial obligation on the council 

and local taxpayers and expose us to even greater financial risk 

g. I believe that The Kingfisher Leisure Centre should not be demolished and that whatever 

money is needed to refurbish and reopen The Kingfisher is spent as a priority so that the 

centre can be re-opened 

h. The mass development being dumped on Kingston and of which an unnecessary new leisure 

centre is key is highly speculative and environmentally harmful and gives rise to significant 

financial and commercial risks over which the Council will have no control.  

i. The financial and commercial risks to which this mass development plan gives rise will 

expose local residents to even higher council tax bills, further cuts in services and a soaring 

local population competing for goods and services and packed in to what will be from 2022 a 

reduced peak hour service from Kingston and Norbiton in to London Waterloo. 

  



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 


