CHESSINGTON DISTRICT RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION                                  24th  July 2019
RESPONSE TO KINGSTON COUNCILS EARLY ENGAGEMENT FOR THE BOROUGHS NEW LOCAL PLAN (NLP) ( MAY 2019)
1. General Statements
· We are a Residents Association that has a decades long standing in representing the interests and concerns of residents of the South of the Borough Ward. Our comments and observations are concentrated on the area in which we live because that is the area in which we feel most confident in making informed and relevant observations. This NLP is too important to pass comments on areas of the borough that are not really well known us. Some of our comments may have a relevance Borough wise but our primary focus is on the S of the B area.

· The implication of this document are enormous on the lives of all who live in the Borough and some residents will be very severely affected as there will be a lot of significant change but by the very nature of such plans the extent of the change will not be shared equally . The intent of the consultation as set out was to be applauded. That was the talking the talk bit.  Regrettably the walking the walk implementation part we consider has been badly handled.

· We have gone through May and June and most of July and we would consider most of the residents of the Borough are still ignorant of even knowing that there is a NLP consultation underway let alone its possible impact on where they live. If ever there was a need to advise every resident of the Borough via a postal drop then this was it. Every resident deserved a starter for ten. What use they subsequently made of it was then down to them but the decision was theirs. The Councils has usurped that decision assuming that any flyer would simply be re-cycled straight into a waste bin. This was a wrong call that politically they may subsequently regret.
· We had made a start on our report early July but consider this premature as the last of the many workshop meeting is to be held on the 25th July, which is on topics including Infrastructure and Traffic, but the closing date is 31st July and we need to pre-brief our executive members.  We have also established at the last but probably not the final count that all the documentation containing information on the plan comes to almost 1,100 pages. We are also of the view that the Council planning department is struggling following all the cut backs and this was confirmed by Councilor Self at the July ‘19 meeting of the full Council. Thus there has been insufficient resources to properly facilitate this Early Engagement and certainly the time span for proper thought-out responses by the public is much too short. Another month on the early engagement coupled with a more effective initial notification to all residents would have resulted in a greater resident response and more time for a better informed and comprehensive engagement and this would have benefited this early engagement process.
· Our comments on the NLP will be broad brushed and concentrated on what we consider are the necessary fundamentals that need to be put in place to not only facilitate this proposed densification at the early engagement phase but also the procedures and implementation practices that we feel are essential to maintain some semblance of the essence of our areas character as well as the wellbeing of its residents.
· We will not be commenting in detail on the proposed development sites or the actual development types and scale that are proposed to go on them as at time of preparing this report these are only speculative suppositions.
· We do have concerns at some of the conflicting figures and statistical information appearing in the data put out by the Council and what we want is clarity without ambiguity. We need to know precisely what targets Kingston Council are working to. We may not like the answers but based on the sheer scale of the changes we have every right to ask why, at face value, the targets  appears to generate such a large overprovision of new housing. 
· If it’s not for locals of the area growth then who is it for. We need to have full openness on this together with full verification of all figures given by the Council or the GLA on population, housing and employment growth. So in that regard we consider the engagement premature. For example the O/A shown could end up considerably different in scale to that detailed in the draft engagement and hopefully the new build numbers will be significantly reduced. We appreciate the Council are asking question but in essence we are being asked to comment on what might turn out to be  a flawed document and what’s the point of that as you will end up with flawed answers.
· Our members will be making their own comments individually on the questions raised in the May 2019 Local Plan Early Engagement document.

2. Statistical Figures
1] From the Kingston Transport  Study - The Greater London Authority, TfL and the Royal Borough of Kingston (RBK) have proposed to produce a Local Plan for Kingston and have identified the potential for an additional 15,000 new homes and 30,000 new jobs in the borough by 2041, over and above the current London Plan.
2] From the Early Engagement on NLP May 2019 – 1,364 new homes per year for 22 years = 30,008 homes. 9,000homes and 5,000 jobs in the next 15 years.
3] From the Dec 2017 London Plan NLP - Proposed 2No Opportunity areas -  Definition of Opportunity Areas - Typically they can accommodate at least 5,000 jobs, 2,500 new homes or a combination of the two(what exactly does that mean in actual numbers?), along with other supporting facilities and infrastructure. 
4] 16,309 additional house for the arrival of CrossRail 2 whenever that might be. 2033 is the latest completion date but feel the decade advised might be over optimistic.
            5]  Designation of an Opportunity Area in the draft London Plan is expected to deliver 9,000 homes    

           and 5,000 jobs over the next 15+ years
6] So what are the actual figures for homes from 2} - 4} above between mid 2019 and mid 2041 allowing for two Opportunity Areas? Is it a) 30,008,  b) 30,008 + (2 x 2,500) = 35,008 or is it c) 35,008 + 16,300 = 51,300.
      Current population of the Borough–183,300 mid 2019. Evaluated from GLA population tables

6.a – 30,008 x 2.67(No of occupants per dwelling) = 80,120 people = 44% population increase on 183,000
6.b -  35,008 x 2.67 = 93,470 people = 51% ditto. Thus 7% increase just for opportunity areas
6.c – 51,300 x 2.67 = 136,970 people = 75% ditto. Thus 24% just for Crossrail 2
As advised by GLA anticipated population increase in Borough of Kingston between mid 2019 and mid 2041 is 34,000  or an increase of 18.5% on current level of 183,300.
The occupancy level of 2.67 is calculated from the 2018 information on Kingston’s website of No of residents units in the Borough – 183,300  divided by 2018 advised No of residential units 68,650. If you apply this to the item 2] calculation gives a population increase  30,008 x 2.67 = 80,120 or an increase of  some 46,100 above the figure advised by the GLA of 43,000.  WHY??
· Ditto for jobs from 1} – 3} or is it a) 30,000 or b) 2x 5,000= 10,000 or 5] 5,000? Are all the new jobs for Kingston residents or all comers?
3. Effects of Lack of Clarity on Planning Decisions.
· So already a mish mash of differing statistic data and ambiguous figures needing clarification. Without this the developers will have a field day making their own interpretations which will inevitably err on the high side. It is essential the Council control the agenda for this NLP not only specific numbers and locations on delivery of homes and employment but together with the interpretive aspects where there are no specific numerical parameters but just words such as “not too mechanistically” and “optimised” etc, etc. We discuss this later under Infrastructure. 
· We are concerned we are not being best served in this respect by our officers or the DCC process generally. If a project is consented with say over dense housing density then this can be used to have the same on another job in a nearby area. For example the ridiculously low off- street parking levels on the Meyer Homes project has been adopted by Meadows and Partners for Tolworth Tower. In other words a wrong decision can be duplicated using an earlier decision by case stated. Planning law is now often a case of two wrong do make a right. Thus it is essential that the correct, suitable and sustainable levels are agreed and not allowed to be escalated to excessive levels by the process of planning creep, which is the process of gradual and progressive incremental increases in planning levels. This process will be particularly applicable to the so called opportunity areas. Disputes will inevitably arise thus we considered it is essential that an independent design panel, as mentioned later in item 4 Design, be the final arbiters who can make the balanced decisions on numbers V design/wellbeing/sustainability/wellbeing issues unencumbered by commercial interests or the imposition of unrealistic political targets. Therefore decisions will be made in the best interest of not only the current but the future communities. The current system is not doing this.
· “Tilted Balance”(TB) we feel is being weaponised in favour of the developer and needs to see more openness on who and how the subjective decisions are made and how the balance process is actually determined. If there are any shortages of planned or proposed development, then the culpable parties for the bottleneck are the developer and the planning office negotiations in not progressing applications quickly enough, probably due to staff shortages. It is certainly not that the applications are being refused by Development Control Committees. Thus it is plainly unfair for the planning officer to then use TB like a sword of Damocles waved over the deciding officers heads at planning meetings to pressurise them into a possible unsound decision which can leads to unsuitable developments being approved to the detriment of local residents who will feel the greatest effects but are totally blameless.
4. Design
· Design is of paramount importance particularly in high density developments which will prevail in opportunity areas. There is a balance to be struck between occupant’s wellbeing and numbers. This was demonstrated on the proposed mid rise development by Meyer Homes, at Tolworth, where 950 flats proposed to be squeezed onto a site with an effective residential site area of less than 3.7 hectare and not the 4.4hectare advised by the Council. This resulted in severe massing and was panned by two architectural reports. By some last minute slight of hand the Council managed to change the 78% outline element of the works to a blank sheet of paper with the basic one liner description provision of 739 flats. The developer must have thought Christmas had come early. The circumstances that allowed this total corruption of the planning system must not be allowed to happen again and feel a process should be put in place whereby  design appraisals should be externally and independently audited and scrutinized by a design panel and monitored with design input and comment up to the point of presentation to the DCC particularly in regard to housing density to ensure they do provide sufficient detail of sustainable developments with good design that will provide good places to live with good wellbeing. We are very concerned that the commercial tendencies of developers, who will be in the driving seat on the design of most of the boroughs developments, may not deliver the sustainable, well designed, community driven developments that are required.
5. Infrastructure
A] General
· As mentioned earlier Policy D6 - Optimising housing density,  is very relevant in this process as a developers interpretation of optimise may and probably will be significantly different to a residents as they are coming from two differing perspectives. That does not change the fact that optimising housing can only take place if it is backed up to show and proved that there is the appropriate levels of local infrastructure to support it. We would go further and stress our earlier comment that housing density should not compromise wellbeing or good design under any circumstances. It’s becoming clearer over time that poor housing causes both mental and physical health issues and that families and their children living and being brought up in such conditions have diminished life chances.
· We would advise the Transport Study gives occupational levels at 2.2 persons per dwelling whereas from Kingston’s own figures for both number of homes and population, were obtained from the Councils website of 2018 data making it 2.67. That is not an insignificant error of 22%.
 B] Transport/Traffic
Kingston has commissioned a Kingston Transport Study, Model Forecasting Report Final13 June 2018. For S of the B the major items we list here its main recommendations with our comments as well as some of our own.
      The Following are from the Transport Study

1. Reconfiguration of Tolworth roundabout. This was already known about and the main factor is for a short length of lane widening of the A240 heading north, to four lanes, running in front of the Hollywood Bowl. This will be dedicated solely to left turn onto the southbound slip road of the A3. We have been advised by TfL the roundabout with change will be able to cope with all the additional traffic generated by following projects a] the currently under construction, new Lidl headquarters, b] the new Travel Lodge, c] the proposed 950 Myer Homes development on the old government offices site and d] the 261 flats proposed, but could end up very substantially more, at the Tolworth Tower site. We will have to wait some time to see if this is correct but when TfL say cope what they mean is that these measures will not alleviate the current congestion levels but that these development should not add to them. Thus the excessive tailbacks down the A240 towards Ewell will persist and although the overall traffic flows around the interchange should marginally improve the problem mentioned above for the A240 may marginally increase
2. It is proposed to build a southern slip road off the A309 which will run round the west edge of the Chessington Equestrian Centre and slip onto the south bound carriageway of the A3 before the bridge on Clayton Road over the A3. This will give residents who live west of the Tolworth roundabout direct access to the south bound A3, via the Hook roundabout without having to do a 360 round Tolworth . This is to us a bit like re-arranging the deckchairs on the Titanic in that there is no new capacity and although there may be some relief to the Tolworth Interchange this will be at the expense of the Hook traffic flows.  Anything that could add traffic to the S of the B spinal road, the A243, and official winner of “the road from hell” award for the past 10 years is of great concern. We are of the opinion that any development that could increase traffic levels down the A243 should be resisted without the provision of real mitigating transport reduction measures being in place.
3. We are given to understand that the alterations to the Bridge Road roundabout on the A243 will now after all be carried out. This in itself does not increase traffic flow but is a control to make sure that traffic in the nearby lane does actually turn left into Bridge Road and not try to queue jump and push into the traffic going on towards Leatherhead. This will however lengthen the queues back down the A243 toward Hook parade and may also result in more local rat runs to avoid the roundabout.
4. The details of traffic modifications to the Kingston Town Centre in the Transport Study are not included in our report.
5. We would draw your attention to the following from the Transport Study - However, none of the highway schemes assessed(i.e the ones above) will lead to a shift away from car-based travel or effect a switch to more sustainable modes. This will require a much more radical approach. To this end, a demand management scenario was tested, based on an ambitious pan-London policy to reduce car mode share that incorporated TfL’s healthy streets agenda, substantial spending on public transport infrastructure (including Crossrail 2), and travel demand management. This could include measures such as: road user charging; a more sustainable freight policy; and a work place parking levy and road space re-allocation. Further work needs to be undertaken on the exact nature of what demand management should comprise of, and how it could be implemented across the GLA, and the modelled forecasts indicate that this is probably the only realistic way of reducing the reliance on car-based travel within and through the borough.
6. So an admittance that the above measures will make very little difference to traffic levels in Kingston generally including S of the B. Nothing on increasing capacity such as the A243 relief road proposals. To the contrary with the level of intensification of the borough’s housing numbers, proposals for 10% more busses and no doubt with the loss of further road space due to the introduction of further bus lanes and cycle ways, TfL or more correctly PTfL (Public Transport for London) has had its way on car reduction in London and settled for the nuclear option “Travel Demand Management”. See highlighted text above for the definition. This will have the inevitable effect that if you live in Kingston and travel to work by car also in London it will certainly cost more money and depending on how effectively the policy is implemented and enforced may possibly take more journey time.
   The following are CDRA suggestions to reduce car use and improve traffic flow.
7. We would suggest a roundabout at the bottom of Ruxley Lane instead of the traffic lights. This would ease traffic queuing both along the Chessington Road and Ruxley Lane. This is an Epsom and Ewell issue but the increasing traffic coming from the ongoing developments on the West Park hospital is impacting this junction, Chessington generally as well as at Malden Rushett.
8. A further suggestion would be to make an additional central lane at the Jubilee Way junction to allow more cars wanting to turn right towards Epsom to exit. The lights only allow for a 10 second phasing and it is noticeable in the evening that almost 9 cars out of 10 turn for Epsom. If there were two lanes right this would mitigate the tailbacks along Jubilee Way. This is a bad junction as it stands but when Lidl headquarters is fully up and running with its forecast full compliment of 750 employees, it will be even worse. An enforcement camera to cover the yellow hatched box would help flows out of Jubilee Way but would restrict flows along the nightmare London Road, which is probably why TfL have not done it.
9. The Mount Road, exit to the Chessington Road can be bad in the evening where the outgoing Chessington Industrial Estate (CIE) traffic meets the incoming traffic to the surrounding residential estates. This is due to parked cars making it effectively single lane. Widen the last leg of the road.
10. There is now considerable traffic overspill parking at both east and west ends of the CIE as well as along Hook Rise South. Every parking space on roads on the estate, mainly Cox Lane and Oakcroft are taken but the large communal parking area at the junction of Jubilee Way and Cox Lane is not. Probably because this charges to park. The Council urgently needs to consult with representatives of the estate on parking/traffic issues and the possibility of more workers accessing the estate by more sustainable modes of traffic. It has been mentioned that the 281 bus might terminate there( aTAP suggestion) but from our observation most of the traffic appears to come from the Epsom direction. Another funder mental flaw in the TAP document.
General Comments

11. Merlin Entertainments have now sold Chessington World of Adventure(CWA) to a holding company of Lego. The implications of this are too early to assess but our own view is that if Lego keep CWA as a theme park as far as the daily number of cars visiting are concerned the limit has been reached and an agreed daily, rigorously enforced not to exceed, cap needs to be agreed by CWA the Council, Surrey Highways and TfL. A policy to encourage sustainable travel should be put in place by the operator if this has not already in place.
12. Nothing is mentioned regarding the A243 by-pass. Now a 30year saga.
13. We feel the Council needs to liaise with Elmbridge regarding the possible 1,000 homes development on the Ditton fields to the west of the Cap in Hand to find out the what, when and ifs of this scheme as this could have significant impact on any NLP particularly in regards to traffic and the proposed changes at the Hook roundabout.
14. We consider there will be inevitable knock on effects to traffic levels, particularly the A3, due to the expansion to a third runway at Heathrow which will facilitate an additional 250,000 flights per year.
           C] Crossrail 2
1. Our view, for what its worth, is it won’t be here by 2033 but sometime in the 2040’s so a lot of time to think about it and feel no developer should be allowed to use it to make any enhanced provisions in their prospective schemes until the necessary bill is put before and passed by Parliament and we know that it is a definite. 
2. We have looked at the Transport Study in this respect and admit this is not an easy read in the format presented and it is difficult to assess its impact on the area. The Motspur Park to South Chessington branch line is currently the least used and thus least crowded. In 2018 the platforms were all extended to take 10 carriages which improved its capacity by 25% 

and we have heard rumors that in 2030 this may increase to12 carriages upping the capacity by 50%. If this is correct and the line with 2 trains per hour can meet peak demand, without any overcrowding, then the rail franchise company, whoever it may be by then, may not extend Crossrail to this branch line. The main effects of not extending will be to deny, without a train change, direct access to the underground network at Wimbledon and to Victoria Station but both of these are easily accessible with changes off the existing Waterloo Line.  

D] On-Street Parking
1. Meadows Partnership are proposing for the 261 flatted development at Tolworth Tower 0.35 of a car parking space per car. This follows on and is based on the 0.37 passed for the 950 flats on the old Government offices site at Tolworth. Now the current 2016 and even the new 2019 New London Plan, currently undergoing consultation allows for < than 1 space  for 1 or 2 bed accommodation, that means it could be up to 0.999999 etc, etc;  up to 1.5 spaces  for 3 beds; and  up to 2 spaces for 4 or more bed. So why so low? Well developers usual modus operandi on this aspect (that is on-site parking) is to initially try to squeeze in as higher housing density as possible on the site and then work backwards to see what this leaves for on-site parking and that’s it. Simples. Thus it has nothing to do with actual on-site car parking need but everything to do with numbers of housing units and developer’s profits.
2. We have not been helped in our campaign to obtain more realistic levels of on-site parking by our planning officers who have been backed up most rigorously by TfL who absolutely hate the car as having failed to limit their numbers and without any ability or money to increase road capcity have resorted to making private car use as difficult, expensive and inconvenient as possible. If they introduce their aims of “Travel Demand Management” then this will no doubt significantly reduce car use for work for ordinary people but in a perverse way for a Labour mayor this policy will have little effect on the rich. We have to ask as the Borough has no labour councilors whether he actually cares. 
3. We should not mix up car use with car ownership and if you own a car you need some ware to park it even if you don’t use it for work but socially like the freedom, convenience and need of a car for evenings and the weekends. We are in an outer London borough and particularly S of the B surrounded by green belt and county councils with very low PTAL levels. For some reason developers transport consultants never mention this. Our very strong thoughts are why should we take any notice of what transport consultants say when their objective is only to provide a one sided biased narrative for which they are being well paid.
4. Heavens forbid and I know we are being a bit unfair but what about an actual evidence based narrative as follows:-

· Establishing parking level data for existing similar flatted development for occupants actually living within the area.

· Parking levels of new or recently completed flatted developments of similar size, occupancy and PTLA.

· Parking beat surveys 

So instead of “a that’s all we’ve got left for parking and that all we feel is needed but we have nothing to back it up” there is some evidence based facts and figures on which a realistic and informed judgment can be made.
5. We consider as the Tolworth Tower and Meyer Homes schemes are so close together with considerable under provision of on-site parking there will be considerable overspill to the surrounding residential roads.  When this fact is established then a CPZ should be established and permits to park should only be issued to the existing occupants of the surrounding streets and homes not to owners in the new developments.
6.    Travel plans and the scrupulous monitoring of same should be ongoing by a formally approved Travel Plan Coordinator and should not be time limited
7.    Items 5. and 6. above should be incorporated into the NLP together with a need or condition for the landlord (owner) to formally advise any prospective tenant, leaseholder or purchaser of a property within the development of the arrangement that this may end up with them renting or owning a property that does not allow them to park their own or assigned cars (works vehicle, company car etc) locally to that property. That then gives the occupiers the opportunity to better assess the rent/price values suitability for such a home before signing on the dotted line. After all if developers feel this considerable under provision of on site parking is adequate then if there is any subsequent pain they should take their full share of it. If they are right then there will be no pain. We are also very concerned that although the on-site provision is low even these may not be fully taken up because of the imposition of excessive charges to park by the Landlord.
8.    Our final concern on on-street parking is the significant level of commercial vehicle parking. Findings on the S of the B would indicate at night some 5% - 10% of parking is in the form of vans. Some of these like the Mercedes Sprinter are long, wide and high so people with short front gardens can have the enjoyable experience of looking out of their living room window at the side of a white van all weekend. We concede they are not breaking the law and are out there earning a living and hopefully paying their taxes but generally it is an additional vehicle as usually both partners also have a car each. In nose to tail road parking they block views making it hazardous for others exiting side roads or drives as well as their additional width makes safe access along the road more difficult. We would like action on Company driven vans to encourage their drivers to drop them off and collected them from the depot every day and for all businesses to have a depot big enough to park all their vans overnight and at weekends. We would also like private individual vans to desirably have an off street place to park and renters to be discouraged from renting to van drivers unless there is a suitable off street parking space close by.
E] All Other Infrastructure
1. The scope of what is needed here is vast and over a fairly short time span. Education, 
 Health, and Council services will probably go through 5+ reorganisations if past performance is anything to go by the end of 2041. We have severe concerns over where all the money to fund this considerable infrastructure is going to come from together as to whether the Council has sufficient resources and personnel to properly manage the scale of the changes required. They will need to engage with residents in open consultation in the planning and implementation stages to demonstrate they have the wherewithal and the funding to deliver these very large infrastructure aspects. As we mentioned earlier the residents will not accept what appears to be an excessive level of new housing without assurances with a plan that the necessary infrastructure will also be provided.
F] Types of Housing
Build to Rent (BtR)

1. In our opinion it is essential to maintain a good housing mix to cater for all the boroughs    

differing demographic needs. The differing types of affordable housing are set out on page 30 of the NLP Early Engagement document. We state this because we are concerned at the apparent explosion of the BtR homes that are being planned. At the moment there are only two proposed for the Borough which are Tolworth Tower and Canbury Car Park and Kingsgate Road but there will be more. We quote from the Money Week magazine article 17th May ’19 “Investment in this sector is going main stream. By 2025, investors will have allocated £75 billion to the professionally managed private-rented sector, says estate agent Knight Frank” It also says “it’s a lucrative business as on average rents are 11% higher, that’s for the concierge, gym and cinema room. The demographic for these is young upwardly mobile couples with no more than one child before they move into an actual house with a garden if they can find let alone afford one of those. If these proliferate too much then there will be less space for the more affordable and less profitable units such as key workers and if too many houses are knocked down to make space for them then the shortage of these will make them unaffordable and couples who would have wanted to move up will be forced to move out. So a careful watch on the type of housing being built is essential to ensure the balance best serves the need of the borough.

Gentrification

2. This to us is just a form of speculation and the proliferation of the so called “Stunning   Apartment tower blocks”, that not only come with balconies but with an option for terraces, and make up so much of the skyscape of inner London that have resulted in forcing local population to the outer boroughs with the consequences of increased housing shortages there. These must be resisted, even if they do come with the 30 pieces of silver bribe of 35% affordable housing subsidy with no questions asked. This will not provide the mixed, varied and vibrant communities we are looking for in the Borough.
Viability Tests

3. We consider the system to be fundamentally flawed and thus it is not generating the level of finance towards the funding of affordable housing it should. This is a long, technical and complicated issue and not something to be discussed here but feel we have something to contribute in this regard to the Council. The offer is there and they know where we are.
                                                                                         END
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