
 

 
 
Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames Response to Panel’s Questions 
 
London Plan Examination in Public 
 
Submission Date: 7 December 2018 
 

Matter 14 Opportunity Areas 
 
Are the Opportunity Areas identified on the Key Diagram and Figures 2.4 to 2.12 
likely to deliver the indicative number of additional homes and jobs assumed in the 
Plan in a way that is justified and consistent with national policy? In particular: 

 

a) Are sites likely to be available in the Opportunity Areas with sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the expected scale of development? 

1. No further comment in addition to our response to Matter 11. 
 

b) Have the Opportunity Areas been chosen having due regard to flood risk in 
accordance with national policy? 

 
2. The London Plan recognises that Kingston’s Opportunity Area (OA) is located in 

some significant areas of risk in Flood Zones 2 and 3, notably around Kingston Town 
Centre and along the Hogsmill River. Although potential flood risk mitigation 
measures are proposed, the Regional Flood Risk Assessment does not include a 
sequential test of development sites. The Council also has not yet undertaken its own 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment to inform its Local Plan.  

 
3. Given that the Royal Borough of Kingston (RBK) is ambitious in its aspirations for 

high levels of development, it would expect further work at the borough level with the 
Environment Agency on sites within its OA. Without this, the OA is not identified in 
accordance with national policy. 
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c) To be effective in preventing unacceptable risk from pollution and land instability 
and ensuring that development only takes place on sites that are suitable for the 
use proposed, is it necessary for the Plan to set out a strategic approach to dealing 
with despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land in Opportunity 
Areas? 

4. No comment as RBK will need further evidence regarding specific sites to take 
forward its new Local Plan. 

 

d) How would the development proposed be likely to affect the character and 
appearance of existing places within and around the Opportunity Areas including 
with regard to heritage assets and their settings? 

 
5. Kingston’s OA covers Kingston Town Centre which includes Kingston Old Town 

Conservation Area (approximately 14ha in extent). The majority of the buildings 
within the Conservation Area are considered to be of architectural merit, with 37 
buildings and structures on the statutory list of buildings of Architectural or Historic 
Interest. 
 

6. London Plan paragraph 2.1.22 refers to Kingston’s “ancient market area… rich in 
heritage and forms an important part of the setting of Hampton Court Palace, its 
gardens, the Thames and surrounding Royal Parks.” 
 

7. RBK’s ambition in attracting investment to Kingston Town Centre means the level of 
development expected in the Town Centre (at 6,033 new homes to 2041) could have 
a negative impact on Kingston’s Conservation Area. Ultimately it is noted that whilst 
desktop studies have identified the potential for significant capacity, this will be 
tempered by the need to conserve and enhance the town centre’s listed buildings 
and the Conservation Area, and their settings. Whilst it is recognised that the 
presence of heritage assets does not preclude large-scale development and that the 
application of effective design principles will play a significant role in supporting such 
levels of growth, this will nonetheless impact on development capacity at a detailed 
level.  

 

e) Is the necessary transport and other physical, environmental and social 
infrastructure likely to be in place in each of the Opportunity Areas in a timely 
manner? 

 
8. Significant concern exists that key transport infrastructure will not be in place in each 

of the OAs in a timely manner. Crossrail 2, which is integral to the OA is currently an 
unfunded scheme with no commitment and associated uncertainties. The Council 
awaits the conclusion of the Independent Viability Review, the findings of which may 
significantly delay delivery of this crucial infrastructure, precluding delivery within the 
London Plan period. Delays to the opening of the Elizabeth Line will have knock on 
impacts to the funding profile of Crossrail 2. These significant delays mean that RBK 
lacks certainty to enable forward planning for housing and job creation. 
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9. RBK relies significantly on Crossrail 2 in the facilitation of new development through 
the alleviation of rail crowding (including predicted future severe crowding); 
consequently new developments are difficult to plan for without knowing whether 
Crossrail 2 will be funded.  
 

10. RBK and the South London Partnership have called upon TfL to endorse associated 
wider supporting infrastructure, e.g. the refurbishment/rebuilding of major stations, 
the humanising of key streets and facilitation of modal shift via creating more 
pleasant walking and cycling environments. However, no significant progress has 
been made to date. 
 

11. RBK strongly urges the Mayor to amend the London Plan to halve the housing target 
and make it contingent on the commitment to delivery of Crossrail 2, on the basis that 
without this infrastructure, the borough cannot accommodate that level of housing. 
 

12. It is also noted that in Tolworth for example, growth is currently constrained by 
highway network capacity. Development which is currently being progressed at 
Tolworth (e.g. Lidl HQ and Meyer Homes) is reliant on the improvement of Tolworth 
roundabout, lead by TfL, and should be completed in the next few years. Future 
development in Tolworth requires improvements to the Hook roundabout. This 
requires multiple authorities and Highways England to negotiate on highways and 
land matters with no guarantee of a successful conclusion. 
 

13. We call upon TfL to enter into the next phase of Crossrail 2 consultation and 
determine the project’s funding streams at the earliest opportunity, as additional 
capacity and frequency are urgently needed on these rail lines to support delivery in 
line with Kingston’s OA. 

 

f) Would the development proposed in the Opportunity Areas support policy GG1 
“building strong and inclusive communities” and Policy SD10 “strategic and local 
regeneration”? 

14. No comment, see response to (g) below. 
 

g) Would Policy SD1 provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of 
local plans and neighbourhood plans? 

 
15. It is not considered that Policy SD1 provides an effective strategic context for the 

preparation of Kingston’s local plan. SD1 Part B states that “Boroughs, through 
Development Plans… should Clearly set out how they will encourage and deliver the 
growth potential of Opportunity Areas.” There is a lack of strategic direction for 
Kingston for two reasons as follows: 
 

16. The development of Kingston’s OA relies on the delivery of Crossrail 2, (as 
referenced in Part e of this Matter). It remains unclear how Kingston will deliver the 
growth potential of its OA. The London Plan, in paragraph 2.1.24, sets the scope for 
longer term growth in line with the opening of Crossrail 2 in 2033. This implies that 
the delivery of homes and jobs will come at a later date to inform preparations of 
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Kingston’s Local Plan and to enable the Council to demonstrate housing delivery in 
line with the housing target. However, as noted in relation to e) above, Crossrail 2 is 
now not anticipated within these timescales, and the Crossrail-related growth needs 
to be disaggregated from the baseline so that in the event of delayed or non-delivery, 
the borough can work to a different housing target. 

 
17. There is additional uncertainty as the London Plan paragraph 2.1.24 sets out: 

“In the longer term, and in line with the opening of Crossrail 2 in 2033, there may be 
potential to accommodate growth in the following areas: 

● Berrylands Station and Hogsmill Valley 
● Chessington” 

Berrylands 
18. Berrylands is a predominantly 1930’s suburb with four local shopping parades 

including one extending from the rail station. The area to the north and east of the 
station is designated Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). The suburban area around the 
station would be subject to any London Plan small sites policy. There would be scope 
to increase densities within the local shopping parade, recognising that this would be 
a limited yield (Kingston’s OA capacity study suggests between 1,000-2,000 homes 
across nine modest sites, some of which are already under construction or in 
pre-application). Further capacity for between 2,000-3,000 homes could be found 
through the redevelopment of big box retail and intensification of the industrial area 
(although these are arguably located in New Malden rather than Berrylands). Beyond 
this, it is difficult to understand what additional capacity is referred to following the 
opening of Crossrail 2 other than the MOL.  
 

19. MOL policy does not suggest that the release of this land is acceptable subject to 
public transport investment. It is considered that the existence of a Crossrail 2 station 
would only release potential for about a further 1,000 homes above the expected 
baseline of delivery. Unless the Mayor wants to undertake a strategic review of MOL 
with a view to releasing areas, it is inappropriate to suggest that the release of MOL 
might be appropriate.  
 

Chessington 
20. Chessington North is more mixed in character, and Chessington South is more 

dominated by inter-war development similar to Berrylands. It has a number of 
designated local shopping parades and two large areas of employment at Barwell 
Business Park (a Strategic Industrial Location) and Chessington World of 
Adventures, a large theme park washed over by a Green Belt designation. The 
Green Belt designation extends to the immediate south of Chessington South station 
and up the western boundary of the borough. Capacity identified for housing for sites 
outside the Green Belt are estimated to be between 1,000-2,000 homes. Therefore 
again, without extending development into the Green Belt, it is difficult to understand 
the additional capacity for growth following the opening of Crossrail 2. 
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21. The policy position on Green Belt is set out in NPPF (2012) where paragraph 83 
states that “Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At 
that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to 
their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of 
enduring beyond the plan period.” If the delivery of a Crossrail 2 station in 
Chessington South is considered to be “exceptional circumstances” in terms of 
allowing for the release of Green Belt to the immediate south, this should be fully 
evidenced and justified through the London Plan process. The proposed London 
Plan Policy G2 Green Belt states that “development proposals that harm the Green 
Belt should be refused” and “Its de-designation will not be supported”. This would 
suggest that the presence of a Crossrail 2 station would not justify release of Green 
Belt. It is also noted that, as part of a delta of train lines, the increase to public 
transport accessibility is relatively modest with an increase from two trains per hour to 
four trains per hour. 
 

22. In this context, the text in 2.1.24 should be clarified in relation to the Green Belt and 
MOL designations. 
 

23. Recommended Changes 
 

● Paragraph 2.1.19 - amend to clarify the relationship between the borough 
housing targets in Table 4.1, the housing and jobs targets for each OA and the 
figures associated with Crossrail 2 directly included in this paragraph. 

● Paragraph 2.1.20 - amend to accurately reflect likely delivery dates of all of the 
sections (north, mid (including Merton) and south within Kingston and Merton).  

● Amendments to Kingston OA paragraphs as follows:  
 
2.1.22 The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames’s network of town centres with 
their good levels of public transport accessibility... to provide leisure, cultural and 
night-time activity  evening activity... 
 
2.1.24  In the longer term, and in line with following the opening of Crossrail 2 in 
2033,... improved transport links in the following areas which would otherwise not 
be appropriate due to poor public transport accessibility: 
● Berrylands Station and Hogsmill Valley 
● Chessington 
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h) Is the approach to development management set out in SD1 consistent with 
national policy and would it be effective particularly in terms of the role of “planning 
frameworks”? 

 
24. This response is only in relation to consistency with national policy. RBK considers 

that the approach to development management set out in Policy SD1 is not 
consistent with national policy for the following reason: 

 
25. London Plan Policy SD1 part B states that “Boroughs, through… decisions, should 

clearly set out how they will encourage and deliver the growth potential of 
Opportunity Areas.” 
 

26. The London Plan paragraph 2.1.24 sets out the potential to accommodate growth 
around Berrylands Station and Hogsmill Valley, and Chessington in line with the 
opening of Crossrail 2 in 2033. These areas of the borough are within MOL 
(Berrylands and Hogsmill Valley) and close to Green Belt designations 
(Chessington). London Plan Policy G2 Green Belt states that “development 
proposals that harm the Green Belt should be refused” and “Its de-designation will 
not be supported”, while Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land also states that 
“development proposals that would harm MOL should be refused”. It is inevitable that 
any level of development associated with the delivery of a Crossrail station and to 
support the levels of growth and housing delivery that is needed would be so 
significant to impact the Green Belt and MOL.  
 

27. The NPPF (2012) Green Belt policy states at paragraph 87 that “inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved 
except in very special circumstances.” 
 

28. Paragraph 88 adds that “When considering any planning application, local planning 
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green 
Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations.” 
 

29. The London Plan policy is inconsistent with NPPF (2012) as it does not allow for ‘very 
special circumstances’ to be applied in the assessment of planning applications in 
the Green Belt. 
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