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As the planning application and report to Planning Committee stands, Councillors at the Planning 

Committee on 1 September 2021 must refuse this planning application on the following grounds 

which are expanded in full below: 

1. There is no justification for Council officers’ claim that the demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure 

Centre will lead to “no net loss of community facilities” and that the requirements of the Core 

Strategy and London Plan have been met by a decision of the Response and Recovery 

Committee 

2. The report to Planning Committee does not address the legal issues I raised in my initial 

response to the consultation  

3. Information on costs, viability, value for money and a cost-benefit analysis are all lacking, 

making impossible an informed and intelligent decision by councillors  

4. The Council has not honoured the Proprietorship Register requirement that written consent of 

Sport England is obtained prior to demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre  

5. The Council does not have the right to pre-determine the outcome of the application to 

register the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as an Asset of Community Value 

6. Assertion that the application to list the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as an Asset of Community 

Value has “little weight” is not justified 

7. The Council ignores the possible national significance of archaeological artefacts below the 

site and the possible high adverse impact to any such artefacts from the proposed demolition  

8. Incomplete information on the Conditions stipulated by Historic England to protect 

archaeological artefacts on the site during demolition is included in the report to Planning 

Committee, and stipulated detailed requirements re. evaluation trenches and removal of 

foundations and slabs are not written in as Conditions to an approval of this planning 

application 

9. There is a lack of Conditions to ensure excavation of trees does not cause harm to 

archaeological artefacts 

10. No environmental assessment of the planning application has been conducted 

11. The lack of a Heritage Statement undermines the legal soundness of the planning application 

12. No justification is given for lack of a requirement for a field evaluation - specified as necessary 

in The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (“NPPF”) paragraph 194 - prior to any 

demolition activity on the site 

13. Demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre with no on-site survey will result in loss of 

historical artefacts 



14. Unacceptable harm will be caused to Protected Trees by the demolition 

15. The Arboricultural Method Statement provides no enforceable protection to trees 

16. There is no requirement for oversight by, or the permission of, the Local Planning Authority 

Tree Officer during identification and agreement of keys stages for the implementation of tree 

protection measures and operations 

17. Stag beetles are not considered in Preliminary Ecological Appraisal, despite legal requirements 

to do so, and the report to councillors does not contain any Condition that is shown to meet 

statutory requirements for protection of this species 

18. There is no requirement for tree work to be conducted from outside the Root Protection Area 

of trees 

19. No processes are in place to protect any possible archaeological artefacts during tree work 

20. The Construction Traffic Management Plan is inadequate and projected traffic movements are 

not supported with any data or other evidence 

21. The Demolition Management Plan (DMP) does not demonstrate how statutory compliance 

will be achieved 

22. There remain unresolved discrepancies relating to information on waste recycling achievable 

from the demolition 

23. Incomplete and inadequate consultation has taken place on the Council’s plans for the 

Kingfisher Leisure Centre 



FULL RESPONSE 

 

1. There is no justification for Council officers’ claim that the demolition of the Kingfisher 

Leisure Centre will lead to “no net loss of community facilities” and that the requirements of the 

Core Strategy and London Plan have been met by a decision of the Response and Recovery 

Committee 

The council claims in point 14.4 of their report to Planning Committee that “.. given that Officers 

have concluded elsewhere in this report that the application would not result in the net loss of 

community facilities, it is considered that the pending ACV nomination carries little weight in the 

circumstances.” 

However, the “conclusion” that the demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre will not result in net 

loss of community facilities is not justified by evidence that all the facilities and activities recently 

provided at the Kingfisher can be provided elsewhere or in a different way. 

Indeed, the opposite conclusion must indeed be true - the demolition of a leisure centre without 

immediate reprovision of identical facilities must by nature result in the net loss of community 

facilities. There is also no evidence that the Council has the financial resources to fund any 

reprovision of the Kingfisher’s facilities and activities. 

The Council mentions “net loss” arising from the demolition is mentioned is in the Conclusion to the 

report: 

  

 

The only other references to net loss are in references to policies that protect against such net loss: 

a.  the Kingston Core Strategy 2012 

 

b. The New London Plan 2021 which clearly states that any loss must be replaced by equivalent 

or better provision. There is NO evidence that Kingston Council has the resources and/or 

ability to deliver such alternative provision. 



 

The decision of officers to give SIGNIFICANT WEIGHT to the decision of the Response and Recovery 

Committee to approve “any” procurement strategies- including the Kingfisher (point 7.6 of report 

below) is NOT justified, does not provide any guarantee that new leisure facilities equivalent or 

better than those provided at the Kingfisher Leisure Centre will ever be built, and do not  satisfy the 

Policy requirements of the Core Strategy and London Plan in this regard. 

The Planning Committee must reject the proposal to demolish the Kingfisher on this basis alone. 

 

 

2. The report to Planning Committee does not address the legal issues I raised in my initial 

response to the consultation  

Issues include: 

a. Not meeting all policy or statutory requirements to protect archaeology on site 

b. Failure to request Sport England written consent for demolition 

c. Lack of a Heritage Statement accompanying the planning application 

d. No Conditions to protect stag beetle and their larvae when approving the 

application 

e. Inadequate Ecological Appraisal that does not include the stag beetle and their 

larvae as a protected species 

f. Lack of detailed information supporting predicted traffic movements to and from 

the site 

 



3. Information on costs, viability, value for money and a cost-benefit analysis are all lacking, 

making impossible an informed and intelligent decision by councillors  

Councillors are being asked to approve this planning application without any information on the 

estimated costs of the project under different scenarios and with no risk analysis.  

 

This is a critical omission because, if archaeological artefacts are discovered before demolition 

commences or during demolition, there will be significant delays to the demolition process which 

will cause costs to rise. There will also be delays to demolition if stag beetles and their larvae are 

found in any area of the site. 

 

In addition, Councillors do not have the information to make an informed judgement of whether the 

costs of demolishing the Kingfisher Leisure Centre – and the risk factors that could cause costs to rise 

(and the amounts by which they could rise)- could – in some scenarios - outweigh the costs and 

benefits of refurbishing and reopening the existing Centre.  

 

Given the financial strain that the council is currently under, the financial viability of the demolition 

has to be considered against alternative possible scenarios. 

 

No information is given about the point at which the demolition project that is the subject of this 

planning application would be deemed to become FINANCIALLY UNVIABLE, or at which it would 

make sense to refurbish and reopen the existing Centre.  

 

Such an analysis would include revenue that would arise from re-opening the Leisure Centre at a 

much earlier date than if the Centre is demolished with a subsequent delay of years before a scheme 

for the wider site, including residential development that the Council is pursuing with developers on 

the Cattle Market, is agreed and developed.  

 

There is, of course, no guarantee that the Council will ever have the money to build a new Leisure 

Centre offering all of the facilities and activities offered by the current Kingfisher Leisure Centre. This 

is a significant possibility given the significant deficits that the council is facing from its operational 

activities, the projected deficit of £50 million on the Cambridge Road Estate rebuild, and the decline 

in value of its commercial property portfolio. The council is not intending to do a full archaeological 

survey of the wider site of which the Kingfisher forms part in their development plans BEFORE they 

demolish the Kingfisher. Much of the land around the Kingfisher has NOT ever been developed and 

is likely to contain significant archaeological finds. The costs of excavating these finds and the delay 

to any proposed development on the wider site could easily be deemed to make the reprovision of a 

leisure centre on this site UNVIABLE. 

 

Point 8.22 of the Archaeological Desk-based Assessment by Pre-Construct Archaeology states that 

construction of a new Leisure Centre on this site could cause further SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT 

on any archaeological artefacts existing below ground in this situation. The mitigations needed to 

avoid such adverse impacts and the costs of implementing them needs to be considered when 

evaluating the viability and the cost-benefit analysis of this application to demolish the existing 

Kingfisher Leisure Centre. Leave it standing and no damage is done. Demolish the centre and build a 

new one and the possibility of significant adverse impacts from both demolition and construction 

activities arise: 

 



 
 
 

4. The Council has not honoured the Proprietorship Register requirement that written consent of 

Sport England is obtained prior to demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre  

It appears inconceivable that Sport England would give their written consent to demolition without 

planning permission for a replacement leisure centre being sought simultaneously with approval for 

demolition. 

Under the Proprietorship Register for Title Number SGL651963 relating to the Kingfisher Site it is 

written that "no disposition of that part of the registered estate....is to be registered without a 

written consent signed by The English Sports Council (the trading name for Sports England)". There 

is no evidence that the Council has sought or received consent from Sports England to demolish the 

Kingfisher or any indication that Sports England would approve to a plan to demolish a leisure centre 

with no guaranteed reprovision of a swimming pool.  

The council asserts in its report to Planning Committee in 15.2 that Sport England consent is not 

required and that the absence of written consent is not a “material planning consideration”. 

However, not seeking written consent from Sport England for the demolition would seem to 

breach the requirements of the Proprietorship Register, a situation which councillors should not 

accept.  

The condition attached to the Proprietorship Register for the Kingfisher states clearly that "no 

disposition of that part of the registered estate" shall occur without Sport England written consent. 

Demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre must surely represent such a disposition. 

The council has embarked on a marketing campaign for a new leisure centre and a consultation on 

what residents would like to see in any such leisure centre. This does NOT represent any guarantee 

that a planning application will be submitted at any time in the future for any such centre.  

The council is not intending to do a full archaeological survey of the wider site of which the 

Kingfisher forms part in their development plans BEFORE they demolish the Kingfisher. Much of the 

land around the Kingfisher has NOT ever been developed and is likely to contain significant 

archaeological finds. The costs of excavating these finds and the delay to any proposed development 

on the wider site could easily be deemed to make the reprovision of a leisure centre on this site 

UNVIABLE.  



The council is already facing a £50 million projected deficit on the redevelopment of the Cambridge 

Road Estate and losses on its commercial property portfolio, as well as soaring costs on the building 

of a new dementia care home. The likelihood that it will ever be able to fund a new leisure centre 

equivalent to the Kingfisher could be considered low, and need to be tested in different financial and 

risk scenarios BEFORE demolition of the Kingfisher takes place. 

 

5. The council does not have the right to pre-determine the outcome of the application to register 

the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as an Asset of Community Value 

The Council states that the application for the Kingfisher Leisure Centre to be listed as an Asset of 

Community Value will be decided by 16 September 2021. This is after any decision to demolish will 

have been agreed and is therefore pre-determines the outcome of the application. No demolition of 

the building should take place until this application has been decided upon. 

 

6. Assertion that the application to list the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as an Asset of Community 

Value has “little weight” is not justified 

The council states in 14.4 that – although the application to list the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as an 

Asset of Community Value is a material planning consideration – because officers conclude in Point 

16 of their report that the demolition will NOT result in a “net loss” of community facilities, the 

application holds “little weight” in the circumstances. This conclusion is not sound as the Council 

has not made any legally-binding commitment to replace the Kingfisher Leisure Centre and there will 

be a continuing net loss of community facilities in Kingston for the foreseeable future and perhaps 

many years. 

 

The resolution above provides no guarantee that the Kingfisher Leisure Centre will be replaced or 

that ALL the activities of the current centre that make it eligible for listing as an Asset of Community 

Value will be re-provided.  

The officers conclusion that there will be “no net loss of community facilities” is not correct. 

 

7. The Council ignores the possible national significance of archaeological artefacts below the site 

and ignores the possible high adverse impact to any such artefacts from the proposed 

demolition  

The Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (“ADBA”) by Pre-Construct Archaeology dated March 

2021 states clearly that there is the potential for archaeological artefacts of NATIONAL significance 

to be found on site: 



 

National significance is the HIGHEST possible significance. This is a higher significance than the 

“regional” significance to which the council refers in point 7.26 of their report to Planning 

Committee: 

 

 

Pre-Construct Archaeology continues to state in point 8.2 of their report that the proposed 

demolition could have a HIGH adverse impact on archaeological artefacts. This is not mentioned in 

the Officers’ report to Councillors, depriving them of an important piece of information that should 

inform their decision: 

 



 

8. Incomplete information on the Conditions stipulated by Historic England to protect 

archaeological artefacts on the site during demolition is included in the report to Planning 

Committee, and stipulated detailed requirements re. evaluation trenches and removal of 

foundations and slabs are not written in as Conditions to an approval of this planning 

application 

The council officers’ report for approval by Planning Committee does not give Councillors 

information on all of Historic England's detailed requirements and stipulations for Conditions needed 

for an approval of the proposal to demolish the Kingfisher Leisure Centre as outlined in their letter 

dated 8 July 2021 Ref 21/01935/CREG3 to the Council. These are of utmost importance given the 

possibility that there are artefacts of national significance beneath the leisure centre and the 

possibility that demolition could have a high adverse impact on any such artefacts. I believe that the 

omissions make it impossible for councillors at the Planning Committee to make an informed and 

intelligent decision on the proposed demolition and the Conditions and mitigations needed to 

ensure artefacts possibly of national significance are not damaged by an insufficiently controlled and 

managed demolition process. 

There is NO evidence in the officers’ report that the Pre-Demolition Structural Report has been 

revised to take account of the archaeological trenches which Historic England has stipulated will be 

needed. 

 

Council officers have truncated Historic England's consultation response1 in the following two places 

where they refer to it in their report. The omissions to which the truncations give rise mean that 

councillors considering the planning application will not be aware of the some of the essential 

actions and conditions Historic England have highlighted as necessary to prevent potential harm to 

any artefacts that may be present beneath the ground on the site.  

 
1 Letter from Historic England to Kingston Council re planning application to demolish The Kingfisher Leisure 

Centre 21/01935/CREG3 dated 8 July 2021 



 

Point 4 of Officers’ Report - Other Consultee Responses: 

 

Point 7.27 of Officers’ Report  – Archaeology 

 

Lastly, demolition of the Kingfisher Leisure Centre will mean that changes need to be made to 

infrastructure provision to the Library and Museum that are adjacent to the site. No consideration 

has been given in the Report to Planning Committee about possible HARM to archaeological 

artefacts that may arise from works needed to change infrastructure provision: 

 

Excerpt from Alan Baxter: Guildhall Redevelopment Programme – Preliminary Heritage Advice Note April 2021 

 

9. There is a lack of Conditions to ensure excavation of trees does not cause harm to 

archaeological artefacts 



The Arboricultural Report and Method Statement for the proposed demolition has been updated 

and added to the planning documents only on 20 August 2021. The demolition will involve the 

removal of several mature trees, the exact number still to be confirmed. 

It appears that the excavation process could cause significant harm to archaeological artefacts that 

may be directly beneath or around the tree under the ground. However, I believe that no measures 

are being required in the planning approval to prevent any damage from such excavation of trees. 

 

10. No environmental assessment of the planning application has been conducted 

There is no environmental assessment of this planning application despite the likelihood that it will 

have a major adverse effect on potentially a large number of sensitivity receptors and a major 

adverse effect on the natural and historic environment on and beyond the site. 

 

11. The lack of a Heritage Statement undermines the legal soundness of the planning application 

A Heritage Statement must legally be provided as a separate written document. This has not been 

done. The document is blank. 

The document named “Heritage Statement” states that the Heritage Statement is attached in the 

Demolition Management Plan (DMP). This is not the case.  

There is no HERITAGE STATEMENT in the DMP, simply a few paragraphs on “Archaeological and 

Cultural Heritage”.  This does not meet the requirements for a Heritage Statement as laid out below 

and the Application must be REFUSED on this basis: 

 

12. No justification is given for lack of a requirement for a field evaluation - specified as necessary 

in The NPPF 2021 paragraph 194 - prior to any demolition activity on the site  



The Kingfisher Leisure Centre (“Kingfisher”) forms part of a wider site which includes the old Cattle 

Market and areas of completely undeveloped land. The site is a Conservation Area and is in an 

Archaeological Priority Area and an Area of Archaeological Significance. It is also in two historic 

characterisation zones, Kingston Core and Kingston North. 

The Archaeological Survey that accompanies the application to demolish the Kingfisher Leisure 

Centre - a plan that will affect the wider site - is only accompanied by a desk-based assessment of 

the likelihood of archaeological interest on the site. Given the significance of past archaeological 

finds in the vicinity of the site, that has been recognised in the Survey, this appears not to comply 

with the NPPF 2021 which states in Paragraph 194 that a field evaluation may need to take place. 

The archaeological significance of a site in the centre of Kingston with the designations of national 

importance that this site carries, including the importance of finds from all periods on and around 

the site, must surely fall within the definition of necessitating a field evaluation. 

 

In addition, the conclusions of the Archaeological Survey are not based on sound argument. 

Evidence of the very rich archaeology on and near this site must necessitate a field evaluation of the 

site PRIOR to any demolition work. 

The report is contradictory. In part 7.5.1 it says if evidence of an on-site pottery is found, this could 

be considered of Regional to National Significance, whereas in the Conclusion, the report states that 

such evidence would only be of regional significance. 

Whilst admitting in 8.2.1 that demolition works will have a HIGH adverse impact on artefacts that 

may lie between foundations, no archaeological trial trench posting is recommended until AFTER 

demolition (Point 9.9). This will be too late. A similar statement is made about the HIGH ADVERSE 

impact of below ground REMOVAL of foundations in point 9.8 which highlights the need for a field 

evaluation of the site. 

Added to this, in 8.1.4, the consultants mention that the South East area of the site has “always been 

open ground”. Any disturbance to this area of the site could therefore have a significant adverse 

impact on heritage assets of archaeological significance. One can see clearly how a large area of the 

site that is undisturbed land in Appendix A of the Construction Traffic Management Plan. 

 

13. Demolition of Kingfisher Leisure Centre with no on-site survey will result in loss of historical 

artefacts 

The demolition of the Kingfisher with NO on-site archaeological survey will result in the damage to 

and loss of any artefacts between foundations and during the removal of foundations. This has been 

acknowledged by the consultants in the Archaeological Survey. 

 

14. Unacceptable harm will be caused to Protected Trees by the demolition 



The Arboricultural Report states that there are twenty two mature trees on the site. As a result of 

the proposed demolition, four of these trees – which are in a Conservation Area – could be removed 

to facilitate the demolition. Point 4.4 states that “the proposed development will remove a section 

of scattered mature and semi-mature trees located on the north east aspect of site, building B1 and 

areas of horticultural planting”. 

This area already suffers from extremely high levels of pollution and the removal of any trees cannot 

be permitted at a time of climate emergency.  

The trees also provide essential habitat for a wide range of creatures and stepping stones between 

areas of green space in Kingston, which are becoming increasingly rare. Many new trees planted by 

the council are not surviving even one year, so it is critical that all mature trees are preserved. 

 

15. Arboricultural Method Statement provides no enforceable protection to trees 

Conditions laid out in the Method Statement are not REQUIREMENTS. They simply state what 

SHOULD or, even more weakly, what “should ideally”, or “should wherever possible” be done. 

The conditions NEVER state what MUST happen, and the conditions can not therefore be enforced.  

Point 4.14 does not provide any guarantee of protection in that it says only that “the positioning of 

tree protection and the establishment of construction exclusion zones should initially be based upon 

the root protection areas…”. This leaves open the possibility for immediate changes to such 

protection and exclusion zones. 

 

 

 



16. There is no requirement for oversight by or permission of Local Planning Authority Tree Officer 

of identification and agreement of keys stages for the implementation of tree protection 

measures and operations 

The lack of required input from the Council’s Tree Officer effectively delegates authority for 

decision-making to private contractors. This is NOT acceptable. 

 

 

17. Stag beetles are not considered, despite legal requirements to do so, and the report to 

councillors does not contain any Condition that is shown to meet statutory requirements for 

protection of this species 

The Arboricultural Report states that any work to trees should consider the potential presence of 

protected species and refers readers to The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. However, neither the 

Arboricultural Report or the Preliminary Ecological Appraisal make any reference to the protected 

Stag Beetle, the larvae of which – and in certain months the adults – may be present on site, both in 

roots of trees and in any other wood present on the site. The possible presence of the Stag Beetle,a  

protected species under the Habitats Directive and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Act 

2017, is ignored 

Kingston, as the Local Planning Authority and competent authority, must therefore consider the 

species as a material consideration in its deliberation, in addition to any safeguards laid down by 

Kingston’s Core Strategy. If they do not, this will not conform with the legal duties placed on the 

local planning authority under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 in which stag 

beetles are a protected species. The stag beetle has not been considered at all in the Ecological 

Appraisal and the applicant – also the council - has not put forward any proposals for how it intends 

to deal with any possible harm to stag beetles or their larvae through detailed Conditions and 

mitigation to satisfy the local authority that it has dealt appropriately with this matter. 

There is no mechanism in the Preliminary Ecological Assessment for Stag Beetle larvae even to be 

identified let alone protected as laid out in point 4.17 which states that “in the unlikely event that 

other protected species are found during site clearance or construction, works must stop 

immediately, and advice sought from a suitably qualified ecologist on how to proceed”. There is no 

commitment to leave wood that could contain stag beetle larvae in place: 



 

The report to Planning Committee merely states that officers have recommended a Pre-

Commencement condition “in respect of the presence of stag beetles”.  

 

The condition (below) is vague and meaningless, does NOT mention stag beetle larvae and does 

not lay out in any detail how the Condition will meet statutory requirements, what actions will 

be taken to establish the “presence” of stag beetles and their larvae and how actions to ensure 

statutory protections are adhered to will be monitored and enforced: 

 
Condition:  

 

18. There is no requirement for tree work to be conducted from outside the Root Protection Area 

of trees 

 

19. No processes are in place to protect any possible archaeological artefacts during tree work 

The Arboricultural method statement does not include essential measures and required processes to 

ensure that excavation work to trees does not cause damage to archaeological artefacts that may be 

present beneath the ground.  

Point 5.22 which relates to “excavation work” could also pose a positive threat of harm to any 

archaeological artefacts beneath or surrounding trees. 

 

 

20. The Construction Traffic Management Plan is inadequate and projected traffic movements are 

not supported with data or other evidence 



Councillors must NOT approve the demolition without further detailed information on traffic 

movements and the volumes of waste to be transported from the site. 

The assumption that there will only be a maximum of two construction vehicles a day travelling to 

and from the demolition site is not backed up with ANY evidence. 

The report to councillors does not provide sufficiently detailed information for Councillors to agree 

with officers’ conclusions. 

No information is given about predicted volumes of waste and how many vehicles of what kind are 

needed to remove it. 

It seems highly unlikely that the whole building can be demolished using only two vehicles a day. In 

addition, peak numbers of HGV movements in any month may not be spread equally over the month 

and not represent 2 per day as asserted in the Construction Traffic Management Plan. There needs 

to be a guarantee that movements of HGVs will be evenly distributed throughout the month and 

that they will occur at times that will have the least adverse effect on people en route and nearby.  

If there are only to be two vehicle movements maximum a day, this should be set as a required limit. 

The traffic projections show vehicle movements in July and August 2021 . This is not possible as the 

demolition has not been approved yet and further UNDERMINES the vehicle movement projections: 

 

 

21. Demolition Management Plan (DMP) does not demonstrate how statutory compliance will be 

achieved 

The DMP includes the following Key Sensitive Receptors only in point 5.2: Kingston Museum, 

Kingston Quaker Centre, Fairfield Bus Station and Residents of Fairfield Street. 

NO assessment whatsoever is made of the effects on air quality and dust pollution from the 

demolition project and no assessment of the DEGREE of adverse effect on each Key Sensitive 

Receptor is given eg minor, major and so forth. No assessment is given of the NUMBER of people 

who will be affected at each Key Sensitive Receptor. 

This application MUST not be approved without such an assessment. 

Measures listed for controlling effects are “if applicable” and “where possible” “kept to a minimum” 

and so forth.  



In addition, only residents of Fairfield Street are deemed to be affected by the demolition – with no 

evidence given as to the reason for this conclusion.  

Why will people living on other roads near the demolition site not be affected by the project in 

terms of noise, dust and NO2 pollution? This is not assessed in any way. 

The DMP does not state how the objectives and targets laid out in Figure 3 “Performance Targets for 

Kingfisher Demolition” will be achieved through specific actions given the specific nature of the site, 

access to it, its historical significance and environmental factors affecting it.  

 

22. There remain unresolved discrepancies relating to information on waste recycling achievable 

from the demolition 

The Site Waste Management Plan Point 4.3 contradicts the figures given in the DMP for diversion of 

waste from landfill. This discrepancy needs to be corrected before the application is considered. The 

SWMP states that segregated material will be recycled at a level of at least 90% with mixed 

construction waste recycled at a rate of at least 75%. 

The council officers state in point 12.3 that the Site Waste Management Strategy for the demolition 

is “acceptable”.  

Councillors must not accept this assertion without first insisting that officers address the discrepancy 

above. 

 

23. Incomplete and inadequate consultation has taken place on the Council’s plans for the 

Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

There has been no consultation on whether the Kingfisher should be demolished and none on 

whether it should be demolished WITHOUT a simultaneous application being submitted for a new 

leisure centre, approval of which any demolition would need to be dependent. 

Consultation by the council has been about what residents would like a new leisure centre - that 

may never be built - to look like. The decision to demolish has been presented as a fait accompli. The 

consultation on the form and content of a possible new leisure centre was thus constructed with a 

pre-determined end which is to demolish the existing leisure centre. 

The council states in its “Consultation Sheet” that: 

 

However, the Council NEVER asked as part of the consultation whether residents would prefer the 

Kingfisher to be repaired and re-opened, or demolished and rebuilt and never stated that it planned 

to apply to demolish the Kingfisher Leisure Centre with no simultaneous application to build a new 

centre.  The statement above is therefore inaccurate and misleading.  

It is also of great concern that consultants in the Construction Traffic Management Plan make it clear 

in point 1.1.3 that the Kingfisher is “now deemed surplus to requirements” which implies the council 

actually has no intention of replacing the leisure centre at all. 



The council had not at any point made clear that it would be applying to demolish the Kingfisher 

BEFORE applying for permission to rebuild.  

The planning application to demolish the Kingfisher has been kept quiet by the Council and not 

publicised, even though the council has – while the planning application has been open – been 

publicising plans for a “new leisure centre” that may never happen.  

The planning application was found by chance and has been made available for comment for the 

MINIMUM period possible, including the summer holidays. 

It would also not be right or democratic and would breach Gunning principles of consultation for the 

council to have consulted on provision of “a new community leisure, well-being and cultural 

destination in the town centre” when the action it is actually planning to take is the DEMOLITION of 

the existing leisure centre.   

Two updated documents were added to the planning application on 19 and 20 August 2021. This 

gives residents six working days to consider the changed information – which is not highlighted in 

either document and to respond. The period falls in the summer holidays and over the August Bank 

Holiday weekend. 


