
Re. Inspection of Accounts, Objections, Request for Report in Public Interest and Request for 

declaration certain payments are contrary to law 

Cc Kingston Council,  

To: Grant Thornton 

I hereby give notice that I: 

1. request that you make yourself available to discuss Kingston Council’s 2020-21 financial 

accounts with me as required in section 26 (2) of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 

before the period laid out in expires for me to do so and in time for me to reconsider the 

basis for an objection to the financial accounts of the Council and the basis of a request for a 

report in the public interest on items in the accounts 

2. object to the financial accounts of Kingston Council under Section 27a of the Local Audit and 

Accountability Act 2014 on the basis that they do not provide value for money and that the 

governance statement in the accounts is misleading 

3. object to the financial accounts of Kingston Council under Section 27a of the Local Audit and 

Accountability Act 2014 with reference to expenditure on: 

a. Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

b. Kingston Station and Enterprise Hub 

c. Dementia Nursing Care Home 

d. The Guildhall and Town Centre Redevelopment 

e. Housing Estate Regeneration 

f. Regeneration and Economic Development (“RED”)/ Regeneration and 

Internationalisation (“R&I”) 

4. request a report in the public interest on Kingston Council’s 2020-21 accounts under section 

27 (2) of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 relating to 2. above 

5. request that Grant Thornton apply to the courts for a declaration that items of account are 

contrary to law under section 27 (1) (b) of the Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 

I attach below the information and evidence supporting my four requests and objections and am 

copying my request, as required, to the authority. 

I confirm that I am an elector in Kingston. 

The reasons for my objections to the accounts are outlined below, including the facts on which I am 

relying for my objections. I include details of amounts involved and to whom they have been paid 

and, as far as I have been able to ascertain, the purpose for which monies have been spent. 

Please note that Kingston Council has not yet provided me with any of the information I have 

requested on specific items of expenditure incurred during the financial year or on contracts relating 

to such expenditure and I am therefore unable to provide more detailed evidence in support of my 

objections to the accounts or to understand anything about the specific nature of expenditure 

incurred. The only information I have is the name of supplier, date, amount of payment and the 

category in to which payments have been placed. 

I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience. 

Yours sincerely 

Caroline Shah, Kingston Resident  



Matter One: Discussion with Grant Thornton on items in Kingston Council’s accounts 

I would like to discuss the following items with Grant Thornton in terms of the value for money 

implications for residents: 

1. General Fund underspend of £51.7 million and the Housing general fund programme 

underspend of £19.7 million 

2. The downward adjustment in the valuation of investment properties by Montagu Evans in 

the balance sheet to £80.986 million. 

4. The increase in short term debtors of £96.3 million by type including individuals (as a group) 

and other types of entity separated out, for example, local authorities, central government, 

charities, housing associations etc (Note 18) 

5. The increase in the provision for bad debts to £25.9 million by debtor type and with reason 

for provision 

6. The entry for “other entities and individuals” as creditors by type  

7. Sources of £584,000 in interest and investment income 

8. £9.9 million in non-current assets written off on disposal or sale (Note 10) 

10. Rental income from investment properties received of £7.2 million (Note 14) 

11. Accounting records for £1.9 million spent on intangible assets  

12. Provisions as laid out in Note 21 of 

a. £3.5 million on NNDR appeals 

b. £1 million for HRA water charges appeals 

c. £1.5 million Kier escalation 

d. £290,000 legal costs 

16. The accounting records that show details of: 

a. the breakdown of leaseholder charges of £2438000 in the Housing Revenue 

Account 

b. HRA property revaluations of £19 .3 million 

17. The accounting records that show the HRA2 Stock Valuation of “other Land and Buildings” of 

£9.5 million 

18. The following accounting records: 

a. the breakdown of gross rent arrears of £4.5 million 

b. the provision for bad debts of £2.1 million 

 

19. The accounting records and any other documents, including assumptions and appellant 

type, that show: 

a. The breakdown of the appeals provision of £13.2 million 

b. Refunds to successful appeals of £5.1 million 

20. Pension Fund Note 11 Management Expenses of £857,000 

22. Expenditure on “Place” of £32,683,000 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Matter Two: Objection to Kingston Council Accounts  (general) 

i. Expenditure of significant amounts of money on growth and redevelopment projects 

such as those laid out in 3. below has occurred without adequately having assessed the 

risk arising from such expenditure to council tax payers and without evidence that the 

expenditure provides value for money 

ii. There has been no strategic environmental assessment or equalities impact assessment 

of the effects of the growth and redevelopment activities on which expenditure has 

taken place 

iii. Statements are made in the Narrative Report that are not evidenced or justified but are 

used to justify expenditure on commercial investment and redevelopment. Such 

statements include: “The Borough has excellent transport links so is well placed as a 

visitor and commercial centre.”  The PTAL of much of the Borough is very poor which 

contradicts this statement 

iv. A statement made in the Narrative Statement of the financial accounts plays down the 

deprivation in the Borough and the fact that the focus of much growth and 

redevelopment across Kingston will displace the poorest and most vulnerable people in 

the Borough. In fact, the council makes a statement that glosses over the high level of 

deprivation facing people on the Cambridge Road Estate and the fact that a large 

proportion of the residents of Norbiton live in this estate. Indeed, no mention is made 

that the statement about deprivation made by the council refers to the Cambridge Road 

Estate and that people living on this estate will be given NO guaranteed right of return. 

This is materially misleading:  “In Kingston there is only one LSOA (Lower Super Output 

Area) in the 20% most deprived nationally (deciles 1 and 2)”.  

v. There is a significant oversight in that The Financial Outlook and Risk statement in the 

Governance Report makes no reference to the significant risks arising from the council’s 

expenditures on regeneration and redevelopment activities or on the council’s 

investment in commercial property. There is no mention of the risks arising from the 

joint venture partnership with Countryside Properties, to which many payments on 

housing regeneration, Head of Housing and asset strategies in the financial year must 

relate. 

vi. The significant amounts of expenditure on growth, redevelopment and corporate 

property, as well as the huge uncertainty surrounding the outcomes that will be 

achieved through such expenditure place the Council’s own stated objectives in the 

Governance Report at risk:  

● A well maintained borough with a sustainable approach to growth and development which 

benefits our communities  

Vast amounts on money being spent on redevelopment and growth are putting the delivery of vital 

services such as social care and waste collections under pressure while crime rates are rising and the 

physical state of neighbourhoods is in significant decline. The approach to “growth and 

development” is not sustainable and has been approached without adequate resources or risk 

assessment.  

● A safe borough with diverse and vibrant communities which help to shape local priorities through 

participatory democracy  

Crime and fear of crime is rising. A young man was murdered in Kingston in February 2020 and this 

year there has been at least one further murder. The Met Police in their response to the Section 18 



Consultation on the Local Plan 2019 expressed concern about safety in Kingston in the context of the 

massive growth in population planned without sufficient investment in local police offices. Such 

investment is not happening. Communities are not vibrant when their needs and desires are being 

overlooked and lip service only being paid to “participatory democracy” 

● Healthy, independent and resilient residents with effective support to those who need it most  

Money needed to support residents is being diverted to huge risky growth projects. The standard of 

life for all residents is declining and there is insufficient support available for those most in need. 

There are already not enough GPs, nurseries and secondary school places within 6km for even the 

Cambridge Road Estate redevelopment, let alone all the other residential developments happening 

across the Borough. 

● A financially and environmentally sustainable, engaging and collaborative council that works 

transparently in the best interests of Kingston’s residents and businesses 

The council has not conducted a Strategic Environmental Assessment or an Equalities Impact 

Assessment of its growth plans. There is therefore no evidence at all that its plans are 

environmentally sustainable. The financial accounts for this financial year gloss over the significant 

risks arising from the Council’s growth and development and commercial activities that, when 

combined with the financial drain from children’s services, the backlog of housing repairs, provisions 

needed for other possible claims on the council and other financial liabilities facing the council, make 

the council’s financial sustainability seem precarious. 

 

  



 

Matter Three: Objections to items in Kingston Council’s financial accounts  

a. Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

I object to the expenditures below on the Kingfisher Leisure Centre. The facts are as follows: 

i. The Kingfisher Leisure Centre has been closed throughout the financial year and it is not 

value for money for expenditure of nearly £1 million on a centre that is not able to be used 

by residents.  

ii. The estimated cost of a new roof was put as £4 million. It is hard to see why the repairs 

have not been funded when so much money has been spent keeping the leisure centre 

closed and when the council is funding activities such as a loss-making commercial 

property company 

iii. The council has not put forward a costed economic and financial analysis for why the 

Kingfisher Leisure Centre could not be brought back into a state in which it could be used 

in its current form and reopened to residents 

iv. The council has not made public any detailed economic and financial analysis that explains 

and supports the amount it has spent keeping the leisure centre closed during the 20/21 

financial year in comparison to the costs of re-opening the leisure centre. 

v. This expenditure is not part of a current development plan or local plan or other binding 

strategy on which residents have been consulted and which has been formally agreed 

vi. There has been inadequate public consultation on the Council’s plans for the Kingfisher 

Leisure Centre. Consultation that has taken place has been misleading in suggesting that a 

new state of the art facility WILL happen when there is absolutely no guarantee that this is 

the case. 

vii. There are no committed plans to replace the Kingfisher Leisure Centre site. Spending £1 

million to keep the centre closed in such a situation is unacceptable. 

viii. The council is spending very large amounts of money on “regeneration” activities and on 

activities such as Kingston Station and Enterprise Hub and yet has allowed a much-used 

and much-valued community facility in the Kingfisher Leisure Centre to remain closed. This 

is not value-for-money for existing residents and the wider community. 

 

Payments on Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

Places for People (PfP):  

£5000  28/4/20 

£5000                   9/7/20 

£5000  25/8/20 

£16,736.96 25/8/20 

£5000  3/9/20 

£17,193.88 15/9/20 

£5000  9/9/20 

£87,464.87        4/12/20  Electricity 



£1,666.68          15/12/20 

£17,193.88 22/12/20 General responsive repairs 

£97,856.80 22/12/20  OTHER 

£1,666.68 12/3/21 

£17,193.88 12/3/21 Responsive repairs 

£1,666.68 12/3/21 

£17,193.88 12/3/21 Kingfisher - Responsive Repairs 

PeopleToo 

£19,268 11/3/21 

£3,680                 31/3/21  

£6,440  31/3/21 Contracts 

£15,675  31/3/21  Commissioning 

Knight, Kavanagh and Page 

£6,600               22/12/20 

£7,700              23/2/21 Kingfisher improvements 

Flora-Tec                            

£5000                18/9/20 

£510              17/12/20 

Ridge                                   

£3290                29/9/20 

Chawton Hill                     

£1800                 16/7/20 

Allen Lane   

£6,541.25            2/2/21 

ENGIE                 

£126,637.96  18/2/21 Kingfisher Improvements 

PPCR ASSOCIATES LTD  

460,979.87 27/08/2020  

 

 

 



 

b. Kingston Station and Enterprise Hub 

I object to the expenditures below on the Kingston Station and Enterprise Hub. It is not 

value for money for council tax paid by existing residents to pay, or to pay such a large 

amount of money, for the area around the station to be redesigned and repaved or to pay 

for a cycle hub that will provide cycle storage for developers. Given that the Council has 

plans to relocate the station to the river and to redevelop the Station area as part of the 

“opportunity area” designation for the town centre, it is not value for money for £1 million 

of taxpayers’ money to be spent on this project. 

The facts are as follows: 

i. Kingston Council has completely repaved the area outside and alongside 

Kingston Station and erected a very large cycle storage on ground adjoining the 

station 

ii. The council has spent over £1 million on the Station and Enterprise Hub. It is not 

clear if this expenditure covers the Cycle storage facility. 

iii. On average, there are two cycles in the rack at any one time. The area suffers 

from vandalism and graffiti. The planted area is become overgrown and is often 

full of litter.  

iv. A massive new LED advertisement hoarding has been erected in the area. [This 

was not consulted upon and degrades what should be a welcoming entry to 

Kingston from the station] 

v. It appears that Kingston Council is funding cycle storage on public land on 

developers’ behalf so that they do not have to provide such storage in large new 

developments 

vi. Having redone the area outside the station, which involved removing greenery 

and paving the whole area, in August 2021 the Council is now spending 

significant additional amounts of taxpayers’ money putting planters on the 

station forecourt. The original expenditure cannot be justified.  

vii. The council has announced plans in the Direction of Travel 2016 and other 

planning documents such as the Development Scenario Testing Documents for a 

Kingston Station “opportunity area”. It is proposed that such a plan will involve 

redevelopment of the station area with relocation of the station to the River. The 

expenditure made in 2020-21 will be wasted. 

viii. This expenditure is not part of a local plan or other binding strategy to which 

residents have agreed 

ix. Payments made relating to reworking the area around Kingston Station and the 

building of the cycle hub and the effect of such expenditure on transport 

movements around the station do not appear to be part of Kingston Council’s 

draft Local Implementation Plan 3 2019 (final LIP3 has not yet been published). 

 

 



Payments on Kingston Station and Enterprise Hub 

Walker Construction:   

£33,676.81  30/4/20 

£70,539.70 23/7/20 

£69,160.42 25/8/20 

£60,960.32 29/9/20 

£144,028.57 29/10/20 

£10,315.89 1/12/20 

£24,538.20 29/12/20 

Dyer and Butler   

£20,775.19 10/7/20 

Buro Happold   

£18,820 15/9/20 

£36,720 11/3/20  

£9,802.26 31/3/20 

£30,246 31/3/20 or 11/3/2020 

Kier 

£181,211.83 18/9/20 

£50,000 31/3/20 

ENGIE    

£43,207.94 25/2/20 

KENT COUNTY COUNCIL UTILITIES  

2,188.65 22/12/2020  

2,618.50 22/12/2020  

667.46  24/12/2020  

725.18  24/12/2020  

3,580.62 26/5/20 

4,015.96 26/5/20 = £817 to here 

LEONARD CHESHIRE DISABILITY SOCIAL SERVICES - OTHER  

5,274.92 08/10/2020  

6,640.07 08/10/2020  



LINK ESTATES LIMITED    

1,085.00 25/09/2020  

1,085.00 All B&B 

1,085.00 

1,085.00 

1,085.00 

R E B BUILDERS LTD 

4,770.00 20/08/2020  

R J DANCE (CONTRACTORS) LTD CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY  

£122,932.66 11/08/2020  

RADIO JACKIE LTD 

1,065.00 25/08/2020  

1,110.00 

RAKAT MANAGEMENT & TRAINING SERVICES  

5,280.00 11/08/2020  

5,520.00 18/08/2020  

LAW MORGAN LIMITED TEMP STAFF & CONSULTANCY  

3,450.00 10/07/2020  

3,450.00 10/7 

3,735.00 10/7 

4,600.00 10/7 

3,735.00 10/7 Kingston Futures 

3,450.00 21/07/2020 - KSLS Property Mgt 

3,680.00 21/07 - KSLS 

2,277.00 28/07/2020 – KSLS 

3,450.00 02/06/2020 Kingston Station 

3,450.00  2/6/20 Kingston Station 

3,735.00  2/6/20 Kingston Station 

3,875.00 2/6/20 Kingston Station 

3,100.00 9/6/20 KSLS 

3,162.50 9/6/20 KSLS 



3,680.00 9/6/20 KSLS 

HELMAR CARE AND COMMUNITY SERVICES LTD SOCIAL SERVICES DAY CARE  

2,401.00 23/04/2020  



c. Dementia Nursing Care Home 

I object to the following payments on the new Dementia Care Home in Surbiton. The basis of my 

objection is that the payments do not represent value for money for residents because: 

• The cost of building the new care home have risen significantly from the original estimate. 

• The costs of building the care home are beyond a level that local taxpayers can reasonably 

be expected to bear 

• The council has not provided evidence that the new dementia care home will be financially 

viable as a going-concern 

• There is no guarantee that local residents will be able to afford to reside in the care home 

when it is opened 

• No places are being reserved for people under council care who cannot afford private care 

home and care prices 

• The council is no longer intending to run the care home as a not-for-profit enterprise but to 

run it in conjunction with a private care provider. This will make the home unaffordable to 

many current Kingston residents 

• This expenditure is not part of an existing development plan local plan or other binding 

strategy to which residents have agreed 

 

Payments on DEMENTIA NURSING HOME  

23/04/2020 AXIS EUROPE PLC CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Council Dwellings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Council Dwellings Council 

Dwellings - Construction & Renovation 0 4,342.71 

23/04/2020 AXIS EUROPE PLC CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Council Dwellings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Council Dwellings Council 

Dwellings - Construction & Renovation 0 5,260.84 

23/04/2020 AXIS EUROPE PLC CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Council Dwellings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Council Dwellings Council 

Dwellings - Construction & Renovation 0 5,297.72 

19/05/2020 CAPITA RESOURCING LIMITED TEMP STAFF & CONSULTANCY Intangible Assets - 

Project Management DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Intangible Assets Intangible Assets - 

Project Management 0 4,517.28 

26/05/2020 CAPITA RESOURCING LIMITED TEMP STAFF & CONSULTANCY Intangible Assets - 

Project Management DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Intangible Assets Intangible Assets - 

Project Management 0 2,509.60 

14/07/2020 CARTER JONAS LLP LEGAL & PROFESSIONAL SERVICES Professional Fees

 DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Services Professional Fees 0 8,540.00 

24/07/2020 CARTREF HOMES SOCIAL SERVICES RESIDENTIAL Independent Placements

 DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Private Contractors - Third Party Payment

 Independent Placements 0 6,200.00 



27/10/2020 BLAKE MORGAN LLP LEGAL & PROFESSIONAL SERVICES Intangible Assets - 

Project Management DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Intangible Assets Intangible Assets - 

Project Management 0 2,495.00 

29/10/2020 BLAKE MORGAN LLP LEGAL & PROFESSIONAL SERVICES Intangible Assets - 

Project Management DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Intangible Assets Intangible Assets - 

Project Management 0 3,865.00 

29/10/2020 GLEEDS ADVISORY LIMITED LEGAL & PROFESSIONAL SERVICES Buildings - 

Project Management DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - Project 

Management 0 6,050.00 

16/10/2020 INTEGRATED HEALTH PROJECTS CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation 0 550,303.15 

11/03/2021 INTEGRATED HEALTH PROJECTS CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation HOME CARE Land & Buildings Buildings - Construction & 

Renovation 0  838,643.75 

22/01/2021 INTEGRATED HEALTH PROJECTS CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation 0 819,277.50 

25/08/2020 JONES LANG LASALLE LTD CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation 0 355,020.67 

25/06/2020 JESYEM MEDICARE LTD CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - Construction & 

Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - Construction & 

Renovation 0 321,133.90 

22/05/2020 JESMUND CARE HOME CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - Construction & 

Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - Construction & 

Renovation 0 184,205.66 

14/04/2020 INTEGRATED HEALTH PROJECTS CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation DEMENTIA NURSING HOME Land & Buildings Buildings - 

Construction & Renovation 0 342,996.62 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

d. The Guildhall and Town Centre Redevelopment 

I object to the payments made on this project below as they do not represent value for money for 

residents or sound governance and decision-making and are driven by short term economic 

imperatives. My objection is based on the following facts: 

i. The Guildhall complex is made up of assets that are of significant value to communities 

across the Borough and for which there are a wide range of uses by many people 

ii. Guildhall One is valued by residents to the extent that it has been nominated by Save 

Royal Kingston and now accepted by the council as an Asset of Community Value.  

iii. The council has spent money on a project to change the use of Guildhall One to a 

boutique hotel without first considering the many community uses of the building and 

whether these could be provided practically elsewhere. This reflects poor governance 

and lack of concern for value for money for residents. 

iv. There has been little or no consultation on the council’s plans and residents are not 

aware of or in agreement with what our money is being spent upon. Consultation that 

has happened has been inadequate and has been comprised of “leading” questions 

v. This expenditure is not part of a local plan or other binding strategy to which residents 

have agreed 

vi. The long term sustainability of plans relating to this spend has not been demonstrated 

Payments on The Guildhall and Town Centre Redevelopment  

CHAWTON HILL ASSOCIATES LIMITED   

2,070.00   16/03/2021  

1,620.00   31/03/2021  

1,800.00   31/03/2021  

3,000.00   30/03/2021  

 

CHRISTIE, OWEN & DAVIS LTD  

10,000.00   30/3/2021    

FAULKNERBROWNS LLP  

23,800.00   31/03/2021  

LONDON COMMUNICATIONS AGENCY LTD   

2,629.00   31/03/2021  

RED LOFT LLP LEGAL & PROFESSIONAL SERVICES  

4,730.00   31/03/2021  

STACE LLP    

804    31/03/2021  

9,875.00 

11,962.50 

 

ENHANCEABLE SOCIAL SERVICES  

800    19/02/2021  



e. Housing Estate Regeneration 

I object to the expenditures below on Housing Estate Regeneration for the following reasons: 

i. It is not value for money for council tax paid by existing residents to be used to 

commission plans to demolish and rebuild the Cambridge Road Estate, a social housing 

estate, largely as private housing on a much larger scale (three times the number of 

residential units) while no option to refurbish the existing estate has been considered as 

a comparison.  

ii. There is no guarantee of right of return for existing residents and the many temporary 

residents in the Cambridge Road Estate will be housed “elsewhere”. There are 

insufficient GPs, dentists, nurseries, and secondary school places for the projected 

increase in population from the new estate.  

iii. The council incurred the expenditures below when it was in a financially precarious 

position and was relying on increases in land and property prices to support its plans. 

This is a highly risky strategy and does not represent value for money for Kingston tax 

payers and residents. 

iv. This expenditure and the plan to demolish and rebuild the Cambridge Road Estate is not 

part of an existing development plan local plan or other binding strategy to which 

residents have agreed. 

v. Consultation on the planning application for the Cambridge Road Estate has been 

inadequate with key documents added at the last minute at various stages of a 

consultation period that kept being extended. You can read my response to the 

consultation here: https://f0895c4f-8046-4005-a284-

ab80f919ab55.filesusr.com/ugd/8451a6_3f6f75a0a02f4506bb9e091021bf9878.pdf 

vi. Payments to “Head of Housing” are not labelled to allow an understanding of what 

activities these payments have funded. I object to the lack of clarity of these payments 

which may be funding estate regeneration plans or regeneration plans more generally 

 

 

Payments on Housing Estate Regeneration 

Allen Lane:   £12,376.88   22/5/20 

   £9,660.01   28/5/20 

    £12,075   31 July 

    £9,660    1/9/20 

£7,546.90                           1/10/20  

 

Carter Jonas  £8540 14/7/20  

 

ARK       £18,375   7/8/20 “Head of Housing” 

 

https://f0895c4f-8046-4005-a284-ab80f919ab55.filesusr.com/ugd/8451a6_3f6f75a0a02f4506bb9e091021bf9878.pdf
https://f0895c4f-8046-4005-a284-ab80f919ab55.filesusr.com/ugd/8451a6_3f6f75a0a02f4506bb9e091021bf9878.pdf


BNP Paribas  £8,985    27/8/20 

   £4,458.75   29/9/20 

£2,658.75   23/7/20 

Hammond Clarke £7,002    5/5/20 

£6,670    15/5/20 

£9,338    6/8/20 

£8,004    11/8/20 

PPCR   £6,070                                       27/8/20 

£577    11/3/21 

£972.50   25/3/21 

£598    26/3/21 

Ridge   £11,777.50   11/8/20 

£13,950   20/8/20 

£2,084.252    2 March 21 Misc Housing 

£4,950    25/3/ 21 Regen 

£15,515.79   25/3/21 Misc housing 

£4,400    31/3/31 Misc housing 

Barton Wilmore           £2550                                               29/9/20 

Law Morgan  Many payments  September 2020 and other months 

Faulkner Brown  £1700                           7/5/20  

                                         £1425   

WSP     £1750                        14/5/20  

CPG Executive   £4000                        21/5/20  

Ove Arup                        £5850                        15/5/20            

             

Ernst and Young  £9,000                        23/10/20 

Hammerson Clarke  £4,002   6/10/20 

Savills Commercial  £20,000  20/10/20 

Savills    £10, 029.40  26/3/21 

£15,000  31/3/21 



£64,270  31/3/21 Misc Housing 

 

Campbell Tickell  £16,490  24/12/20 

Sharpe Pritchard  £2,500   31/3/21 

 

Head of Housing 

JGP RESOURCING LTD    

600   31/03/2021  

RIDGE & PARTNERS LLP    

2,084.21  02/03/2021  

15,515.79  25/03/2021  

4,400.00  31/03/2021  

SAVILLS COMMERCIAL LTD 

64,270.00  31/03/2021  

GLEEDS ADVISORY LIMITED   

6,050.00  29/09/2020  

  



f. Regeneration and Economic Development (“RED”)/ Regeneration and 

Internationalisation (“R&I”) 

I object to payments made for “regeneration and economic development” and 

“regeneration and internationalisation” on the basis that they do not represent value for 

money for residents in a situation where the council is already facing financial difficulties 

and core services such as the leisure centre and waste disposal, schools and social services 

need to be funded.  The council should not be spending council tax on projects that may not 

be financially viable, are not proven to represent sustainable development and are not 

based on an existing local plan or development framework and which will not create value 

for residents and the wider community.  

The facts are that: 

i. There is no transparency over the purpose of the payments made 

ii. Some payments appear to be for care home and healthcare services. These 

payments could be more specifically allocated for example to housing, social 

services or housing regeneration. The lack of clarity prevents proper scrutiny 

iii. Payments to Trowers and Hamlins for legal advice, and to Trendmax, Treemont, 

Trichem and Treenova on “regeneration and internationalisation” is not part of 

any international planning strategy or development brief for Kingston that would 

contain such expenditure 

iv. This expenditure is not part of a development brief, local plan or other binding 

strategy to which residents have agreed 

 

Payments on Regeneration, Regeneration and Economic Development (“RED”)/ 

Regeneration and Internationalisation (“R&I”) 

UK POWER NETWORKS LIMITED  

735  24/04/2020 RED 

761  24/4 

1,920.00 24/4 

735  14/07/2020  

735  14/7 

570  23/07/2020  

735  23/07/2020  

735  22/12 

735  22/12 

735  22/12 



735  22/12 

570  24/12 

735  24/12 

 

TREEMONT CARE LTD SOCIAL SERVICES  

4,928.57 22/05/2020 R&I 

TRENDMAX LTD TEMP STAFF & CONSULTANCY  

1,000.00 05/05/2020 R&I 

800  14/05/2020 R&I 

1,000.00 21/05/2020 R&I 

TRICHEM SOUTH LTD    

508  05/05/2020 R&I 

588  14/05/2020 R&I 

TRINOVA SYSTEMS LTD MANAGEMENT & TRAINING SERVICES  

2,500.00 14/05/2020 R&I 

TROWERS & HAMLINS    

777.5  15/05/2020 R&I 

5,543.68 15/05/2020 R&I 

UNITED RESPONSE    

885.05  24/07/2020 RED 

2,246.44 

2,246.44 

2,246.44 

6,651.98 

THE FIRCROFT TRUST    

4,800.65 20/08/2020 R&I 

THE HOME FARM TRUST LTD   

4,267.24 20/08/2020 RED 

2,813.56 08/10/2020  



3,859.90 08/10/2020  

Nathaniel L&P  

£13,867.50 31/3/21 

\THE OYSTER PARTNERSHIP LTD   

2,008.55 06/08/2020 RED 

TPM LIMITED     

1,000.00 29/09/2020 RED 

3,500.00 29/09/2020 RED 

THE WHITE HOUSE NURSING HOME LTD   

3,214.29 19/11/2020 RED 

3,360.00 19/2/2021 RED 

3,360.00 19/2/2021 RED 

3,360.00 19/2/2021 RED 

4,396.00 19/2/2021 RED 

WANDLE HEALTHCARE SERVICES  

931  19/01/2021 RED 

931  19/01/2021 RED 

2,401.00 19/01/2021 RED 

THEANA LIMITED    

3,200.00 19/02/2021 RED - Residential 

THERAPY AUDIT LIMITED   

2,419.00 23/02/2021 RED - Fees 

THOMAS RIDLEY & SONS LTD   

763.79  11/03/2021 RED - Catering 

693.54  31/03/2021  

831.2  31/03/2021  

983.02  31/03/2021  

1,056.19 31/03/2021  

TIAA LIMITED     



3,725.00 18/03/2021 RED- Legal and Professional 

TIBBALDS PLANNING AND URBAN DESIGN LTD  

2,166.00 18/03/2021 RED – project management 

TIME & LEISURE PUBLISHING LTD  

550  23/03/2021 RED – books/ stationery 

TITLEWORTH NEURO    

11,071.43 25/03/2021 RED - residential 

TMP (UK) LIMITED    

633.43  02/03/2021 RED 

574.29  16/03/2021  

530.82  30/03/2021  

588.78  31/03/2021  

733.68  31/03/2021  

CAF Consulting  

£30,000 29/1/21  

£50,800 26/3/21 

£10,400 25/3/21 

Ove Arup  

£42,500 28/1/21  

Sunmers Inman  

£10,500 12/11/20 

Community Brain  

£25,000 17/12/20  

Think Hearts and Minds  

£4,800  31/12/20 

Cole Park  

£2,400  4/3/21 

£2,400  23/4/21 

Enterprise Nation  



£2,500  18/3/21 

JGP  

£1000  16/3/21 

£2000  31/3/21 

   



Matter Four: Request for a report in the public interest 

Based on the details laid out in Matters Two and Three above, I would like to request a Report in the 

Public Interest on all of the items contained in Matters Two and Three. 

 

Matter Five: Items of account that are contrary to Law 

I believe that all items of account are contrary to law that were incurred in the accounts in the 2020-

21 financial year and as laid out below relating to: 

i. The Kingfisher Leisure Centre 

ii. Kingston Station and Entreprise Hub 

iii. The Guildhall and Town Centre Redevelopment 

iv. Regeneration and Economic Development/ Regeneration and Internationalisation 

v. Housing Estate Regeneration 

vi. Head of Housing – payments relating to development, growth and regeneration 

initiatives 

The reason for my assertion that payments relating to these areas of expenditure are contrary to law 

is that there is no legal framework in which such payments could legally be made.  

The Kingston Core Strategy 2012 does not contain any plans that would allow for such expenditures 

to be incurred and the Direction of Travel 2016 – which sets out the principle of significant growth 

across Kingston - has no legal weight in setting the basis for payments on these initiatives, either 

because (as the Mayor of London asserts1) the Direction of Travel is NOT a  Supplementary Planning 

Document, but merely “advice”, and therefore has no legal status, or because no Strategic 

Environmental Assessment was carried out of the Direction of Travel 2016, a legal requirement for 

supplementary planning documents under the The Environmental Assessment of Plans and 

Programmes Regulations 2004. In either case, there is no legally-binding local level development 

plan under which expenditure on the above initiatives is made legitimate.  

In addition, Kingston Council has not published its Local Implementation Plan 3 (“LIP3”), as required 

under Part Four Point 16 of The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 

2004. Expenditure that aims to shift people’s use of transport in Kingston, such as that made on 

Kingston Station and the Cycle Hub and area around the station and hub are therefore not based on 

any legally-approved transport strategy. 

 

 

 
1 Annex Z to the Mayoral Decision Notice to publish the new London Plan in December 2020 
https://www.london.gov.uk/decisions/md2594-publication-london-plan 
- Subpoint 11 on page 3 : https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/annex_z_resident_correspondence.pdf 

https://www.london.gov.uk/decisions/md2594-publication-london-plan

