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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Residential demand within the Royal Borough of Kingston 
 
As an attractive place to live, demand for housing in Kingston is traditionally high as 
reflected in the average house price across the Borough of £315,462, as compared 
with a national average of £164,7731. 
 
In recent years this demand has been exacerbated by population growth. Despite 
Kingston‟s population (156,000 in 2006) being the smallest of all the London 
boroughs (excluding the City of London), between 2002 and 2008 the population 
grew by 6.61%. This was a significantly higher rate of increase than the Outer 
London (2.47%) and Greater London (3.37%) averages. The Borough population is 
forecast to increase by a further 6.6% in the period 2006-2011 and by nearly 7% 
between 2011 and 20262.  
 
One of the key objectives of the Kingston Plan (the Borough's Community Plan) is to 
increase the supply of housing and its affordability. This is key to maintaining 
Kingston as a popular place to live. 
 
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and the Housing Capacity 
Study 
 
The London Plan sets targets for the delivery of new homes on a borough by 
borough basis. The London Plan is clear that these targets should be seen as a 
minimum and boroughs should seek to exceed them. In a borough such as Kingston, 
this will be challenging, particularly given the dwindling numbers of large sites and 
the need to safeguard land for other uses such as employment, waste and 
community facilities. 
 
These targets are based on an assessment of the capacity of sites within each 
borough. This was carried as part of the London-wide Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment/ Housing Capacity Study 2009 (SHLAA/HCS) 3. The primary 
role of a SHLAA/HCS is to identify sites with potential for housing; consider their 
housing potential; and assess when they are likely to be developed. The study 
estimates capacity from all sources, including large sites (over .25ha), small sites, 
changes of use, conversion and sub-division, as well as developments for non self-
contained accommodation such as managed student housing and long term vacant 
units coming back into use. 
 
The capacity figures for each of the large site were derived using the Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of the site and the midpoint of the London Plan 
density matrix, discounts were then applied according to the constraints on the sites 
(e.g. risk of flooding, noise, site contamination etc). Residential back gardens and 
sites within the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, were automatically 

                                            
1
 Land Registry, November 2010. 

2
 GLA Population Projections 2008 Round (High) 

3
 www.london.gov.uk/publications/planning/london%E2%80%99s-housing-capacity-2009  

http://www.london.gov.uk/publications/planning/london%E2%80%99s-housing-capacity-2009
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excluded from the study. All the sites identified as suitable for housing development, 
constituted previously developed land.  
 
Table 1.1 and Figure 1.1 below outline the indicative location of the large sites within 
Kingston (those over 0.25ha) identified as part of the SHLAA/HCS. These do not 
equate to site allocations but give an indication of expected delivery across the 
Borough. Whilst the individual estimates of capacity are provisional, the indicative 
figures suggest a combined capacity of around 2,670 new dwellings on these large 
sites.  
 
 

Indicative Area Estimated Total Capacity Significant Sites 

Chessington South/ 
Leatherhead Rd Area 

100 
Existing permissions on 

Leatherhead Rd. 

Tolworth Area 700 

Former UDP sites e.g. 
Former Government 

Offices and sites within the 
District Centre. 

New Malden District 
Centre 

120 

Former UDP sites at 
Cocks Crescent and 

opportunities on Coombe 
Rd. 

Surbiton District Centre 
Area 

150 
Former UDP site at 

Surbiton Station Car Park. 

Ewell Rd/ King Charles 
Area 

50 
Opportunities along Ewell 

Road 

Villiers Road Area 50 
Small sites and former 

UDP site at Unigate Milk 
Depot. 

Norbiton Area 500 
Opportunities along 

London Rd and 
Cambridge Rd. 

Kingston Town Centre 
Area 

1000 
K+20 Area Action Plan 

Proposal Sites. 

Total                   2670 

Table 1.1. Indicative distribution of large sites (greater than 0.25ha) 
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Figure 1.1. Indicative distribution of large sites (greater than 0.25ha) 
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Housing targets 
 
Based on the work carried out for the SHLAA/HCS the current target for new homes 
within Kingston is 385 new units a year. Based on the information established as part 
of the SHLAA/HCS the Draft Replacement London Plan is proposing to reduce this 
to 375 per annum. If adopted this new, lower target will apply from 2011/12. 
 
The annual target comprises a number of different components- large sites and 
small sites (conventional supply), non self-contained supply (student bedrooms etc) 
and long term vacant units returning to use. 
 
As outlined above, the SHLAA/HCS provides considerable detail on the large site 
element of the target, including individual estimates of capacity, details of site 
constraints and estimated phasing for delivery. However, less detail is given on the 
nature of small sites capacity which equates to around 40% of overall capacity.  
 
Aims of the study 
 
Given the important contribution to housing capacity of small sites, that is to say sites 
smaller than 0.25ha, the objective of this study in the broadest terms is to provide a 
greater understanding of the potential of these sites to provide land for residential 
development within the Borough. In order to achieve this objective the study adopts 
a methodology which examines past trends in order to inform predictions of future 
trends.  
 
The more specific aims of the study are as follows: 
 

1. To determine the extent of residential development on small sites within the 
Borough over recent years. 

2. To explore the characteristics of this development. 
3. To map this development in order to determine whether any geographical 

patterns in the development exist. 
4. To highlight any trends that are likely to have implications for future housing 

delivery. 
5. To assess the quantity and characteristics of residential development which 

has taken place on garden land.  
 

The London Development Database 
 
The London Development Database (LDD) records all residential planning 
applications granted permission within the Capital that have resulted in the loss or 
gain of a unit. A great deal of information is also recorded about the characteristics of 
each case. The data used in this study was taken from the LDD. The focus of this 
study was restricted to the time period between 1 April 2005 and 1 April 2010. For 
this period there is reliable, consistent, data and a period of five years was 
considered sufficient to allow any important trends to be identified. The data for each 
financial year is submitted to the LDD at the end of the financial year. As a result, the 
data for the financial year 2010 to 2011 was not available for inclusion in the study. 
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Because the focus of this study was the potential offered by small sites for residential 
development the analysis was restricted to sites below 0.25 hectares. 
 
Data for housing completions and for unimplemented planning permissions was 
downloaded from the LDD, transferred to a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet and then 
analysed. The detail of the variables which were analysed together with the findings 
from each part of the analysis is presented in the following chapters. 
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Chapter 2: Analysis of completed schemes 

This chapter sets out the findings from the first part of the analysis, that concerning 
residential completions in the five year period from 1 April 2005. Only schemes on 
sites equal to or less than 0.25ha were included in the analysis. 
 
Total units completed 
 
The data in the LDD indicates that during the time period under examination the total 
number of completed units was 1269. However, development activity during this 
period also gave rise to a loss of 307 units giving a net gain of 962 units. To put this 
into context, the table below sets out total completions figures for boroughs within 
the South West London sub-region. Although this table sets out total completions 
(including those on larger sites), it is clear to see that completions within Kingston 
are generally lower than in the surrounding boroughs. 
 

Borough Name 
Conventional Completions 01/04/2003-

31/03/10 

Croydon 6,050 

Kingston upon Thames 1,723 

Lambeth 5,824 

Merton 2,830 

Richmond upon Thames 2,132 

Sutton 1,862 

Wandsworth 6,739 

Total 27,160 
Table 2.1: South London Sub-Region, residential completions 01/04/2003-31/03/10 (all sites) 

Units by Financial year 
 
The LDD records the financial year in which each unit was completed. Table 2.2 and 
Figure 2.1 show how the units are distributed across the years under examination:  
 

 
Financial Year 

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 

No. Units 156 (16.2%) 206 (21.4%) 295 (30.7%) 197 (20.5%) 108 (11.2%) 

Table 2.2 frequency of completed units by financial year. 
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Figure 2.1. Housing completions by tenure. 

It can be seen that the number of units completed fluctuated over the five-year 
period of the study rising between 2005 and 2007 before falling over the final two 
years. This is likely to be attributable in the large part to the impact that the „credit 
crunch‟ and subsequent recession had on residential build levels across the country. 
 
Tenure 
 
Across the five year period, almost all of the 962 completed units were market units 
(884 units, 91.9%) with the remainder being affordable, either intermediate (5 units, 
0.5%) or social rented (73 units, 7.6%).  
 

 

Figure 2.2. Housing completions by tenure. 
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Although the relatively low level of affordable housing completions reflects a general 
trend within the Borough (see Annual Monitoring for further details4), this is likely to 
be overstated here as this analysis only looked at smaller sites (less than 0.25ha) 
while affordable housing units tends only to be found in schemes of 10 or more units. 
This reflects the UDP policy requirement for affordable housing. 
 
Scheme size 
 
This part of the analysis examined the size of the schemes made up by the 
completed units. The size of each scheme was measured in terms of the number of 
units within the scheme. This did not take account of the size of each unit or whether 
the units were flats or houses. In order to rationalise the data, the schemes were 
assigned to one of 12 scheme size bandings. The details of the size bandings and 
the distribution of the completed units across the bandings are shown in Table 2.3 
and Figure 2.3.  
 

Banding Number of units within each banding 

1 (<=0 units) -32 

2 (1 unit) 190 

3 (2 units) 108 

4 (3 units) 78 

5 (4 units) 60 

6 (5-9 units) 264 

7 (10-14 units) 117 

8 (15-19 units) 55 

9 (20-49 units) 57 

10 (50-99 units) 65 

11 (100-199 units) 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 

Table 2.3. Housing completions by scheme size. 

 

                                            
4
www.kingston.gov.uk/annual_monitoring_report.htm  

http://www.kingston.gov.uk/annual_monitoring_report.htm
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Figure 2.3. Housing completions by scheme size. 

It can be seen that the completed units were not evenly distributed across the 
schemes of different sizes. Instead they were most commonly found in schemes of 
5-9 units and then in schemes of one unit. Overall, as might be expected from an 
analysis of small sites, most units were to be found within small or very small 
schemes. 
 
It is important to emphasise that the figures in Table 2.3 represent the net number of 
completed units, split by size of scheme. To take an example, if one house were to 
be demolished and replaced by a scheme of five flats this would represent a net gain 
of four units. The value “4” would be added to Banding 5.  
 
Schemes in Banding 1 have produced either a zero net gain, as would be the case if 
for example one small house were to be demolished and replaced with one larger 
house, and schemes producing a net loss of units. This would occur for example in 
cases where a terraced house which had previously been converted to flats was 
returned to one family house. 
 
The value for net unit completions for Banding 1 must either be zero or a negative 
value, given that by definition only schemes producing no net change in the number 
of units or schemes producing a net loss of units are included within this banding. 
The value for Banding 1 in Table 2.3 is -32. This means that, taken together, all 
those schemes which produced either no net change in the number of units, or a net 
loss of units, gave rise to a net loss of 32 units. 
 
The „spike‟ in completions in band 6 could in part be due to a large number of nine-
unit schemes being submitted to avoid the provision of affordable housing which 
would be required by the UDP policy on a 10 unit scheme. The same might account 
for slight larger number of units within band 7 schemes as, pre-2005 the affordable 
housing policy threshold was fourteen units. 
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Unit type 
The aim of this part of the analysis was to examine the nature of the units which 
were completed on the small sites under investigation. Four categories were 
identified: flats or maisonettes (788 units, 82%), houses/bungalows (145 units, 15%), 
live/work units (19 units, 2%) and studio/bedsits (10 units, 1%). These results are 
shown in Figure 2.4. 
 

 
Figure 2.4. Housing completions by unit type. 

 
Figure 2.5. Percentage of housing completions by unit type. 

It is clear from the data that by far the most common type of unit to have been built 

were flats or maisonettes. While there were also some houses built, there were very 

few live/work or studio/bedsits built. This finding reflects a nationwide emphasis on 

flat development over house development during the time period under 

consideration. The table below sets out comparison figures for the rest of the sub-

region illustrating this point.  
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House/ 

bungalow 
Flat/ 

maisonette 
Studio/ 
bedsit 

Live/ work 

Croydon 909 6045 79 1 

Lambeth 566 6960 12 18 

Merton 446 2821 8 28 

Richmond upon 
Thames 

536 2125 23 9 

Sutton 884 1977 14 2 

Wandsworth 564 7144 71 53 

Table. 2.4. Completions for unit type for South West London boroughs. 

Interaction of tenure and financial year 
 
This analysis considered whether the tenure of the completed units differed across 
the financial years under consideration. The results are shown in Table 2.5 and 
Figures 2.6 and 2.7. 
 

  Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

Financial 
Year 

05-06 0 146 10 

06-07 1 182 23 

07-08 4 254 37 

08-09 0 197 0 

09-10 0 105 3 

Table 2.5. Housing completions by tenure and financial year. 

 
Figure 2.6. Housing completions by tenure and financial year. 



12 

 

 
Figure 2.7. Housing completions by tenure and financial year. 

Because of the low frequency count for intermediate units it is impossible to discern 
any pattern across the five years. It would appear that for the first three years the 
proportion of market and social rented units remained relatively stable and then in 
the last two years the proportion of social rented units falls sharply. The fall in social 
rented housing towards the end of the time period under consideration could reflect 
the fact that social rented units tend to be located within large or very large schemes 
and the number of such schemes within the Borough is very few and therefore 
subject to fluctuation. Moreover, the fall in property prices may have enabled 
developers to negotiate a smaller contribution of affordable units within their 
schemes. 
 
Interaction of tenure and scheme size 
 
This addressed the question of whether units within different scheme sizes differed 
in terms of tenure. So, for example, were units within large schemes more likely to 
be social rented? The results for this analysis are shown in Table 2.4 and Figures 
2.8 and 2.9. 
 

 Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

B
a
n

d
in

g
 

1 (<=0 units) 0 -36 4 

2 (1 unit) 0 185 5 

3 (2 units) 0 103 5 

4 (3 units) 0 74 4 

5 (4 units) 0 55 5 

6 (5-9 units) 0 261 3 

7 (10-14 units) 3 90 24 

8 (15-19 units) 0 49 6 
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9 (20-49 units) 0 54 3 

10 (50-99 units) 2 49 14 

11 (100-199 units) 0 0 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 0 0 

Table 2.6. Housing completions by tenure and scheme size. 

 
Figure 2.8. Housing completions by tenure and scheme size. 

 
Figure 2.9. Housing completions by tenure and scheme size. 

While there does not appear to be a very clear trend in the relationship between 
scheme size and market as compared with social rented units, there would appear to 
be a broad tendency for the number of social rented units to increase with scheme 
size. Given the requirement in the adopted UDP for developers to provide affordable 
units within schemes containing over 10 units this result is as would be expected. As 
before, the low frequency counts for intermediate units do not permit any clear 
conclusions although they are again associated with larger schemes.  
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Interaction of tenure and unit type 
 
In this case the issue of whether there were differences between different unit types 
in terms of their tenure was examined. The findings are presented in Table 2.7 and 
Figures 2.10 and 2.11.  
 

 Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

T
y
p

e
 Flat/maisonette 5 723 60 

House/bungalow 0 132 13 

Live/work 0 19 0 

Studio/bedsit 0 10 0 
Table 2.7. Housing completions by tenure and unit type. 

 
Figure 2.10. Housing completions by tenure and unit type.  

 
Figure 2.11. Housing completions by tenure and unit type. 
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The frequency of Live/work and studio/bedsit units is extremely low, too low to 
discern any obvious patterns. Although the small sample size limits the robustness of 
the finding, it is notable that there are no live/work or studio/bedsit units which are of 
social rented or intermediate tenure. This illustrates the effectiveness of the Council‟s 
required dwelling mix for affordable housing which does not support the provision of 
affordable studio/bedsits or live/work units as these do not meet any identified need 
in the Borough.  
 
The proportion of flats and houses which are social rented appears to be at the same 
level. That is to say, social rented units are as likely to be houses as they are flats. 
 
Interaction of financial year and scheme size 
 
This examined whether the size of the schemes within which the new units were 
located differed in size over the study period. The findings are presented in Table 2.8 
and Figures 2.12 and 2.13. 
 

 Financial Year 

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 

B
a
n

d
in

g
 

1 (<=0 units) -5 -16 -6 -2 -3 

2 (1 unit) 34 29 35 54 38 

3 (2 units) 24 26 16 25 17 

4 (3 units) 15 13 20 24 6 

5 (4 units) 4 12 20 20 4 

6 (5-9 units) 34 95 26 76 33 

7 (10-14 units) 26 47 44 0 0 

8 (15-19 units) 24 0 18 0 13 

9 (20-49 units) 0 0 57 0 0 

10 (50-99 units) 0 0 65 0 0 

11 (100-199 units) 0 0 0 0 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 2.8. Housing completions by financial year and scheme size. 
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Figure 2.12. Housing completions by financial year and scheme size. 

 
Figure 2.13. Housing completions by financial year and scheme size. 

The first point to make is that, as shown above, the cases are not distributed evenly 
across the size bandings and that those bandings with few cases are likely to 
fluctuate much more from year to year. Thus we see that only in 2007 were there 
units completed within schemes of size bandings 9 and 10. Taking this into account, 
it would not seem that there is any particular pattern to the results over the five year 
period which is the focus of the study.  
 
Interaction of financial year and unit type 
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This analysis considers whether the type of units completed have changed over the 
five year period of the study. The findings are presented in Table 2.9 and Figure 2.14 
and 2.15. 
 

 Type 

Flat/maisonette House/bungalow Live/work Studio/bedsit 

F
in

a
n

c
ia

l 

y
e

a
r 

05-06 137 19 0 0 

06-07 165 42 0 -1 

07-08 256 20 19 0 

08-09 159 37 0 1 

09-10 71 27 0 10 
Table 2.9. Housing completions by financial year and unit type. 

 
Figure 2.14. Housing completions by financial year and unit type. 

 
Figure 2.15. Housing completions by financial year and unit type. 



18 

 

As before, given the sample size, it is to be expected that there would be a certain 
amount of variability in the quantity of each unit type completed in each year. It does 
not appear that there is any systematic trend in the data beyond this random 
variance. Although it is clear that for every year the proportion of flats/maisonettes 
significantly outweighs the proportion of houses and bungalows. 
 
Interaction of unit type and scheme size 
 
This examines whether the size of schemes is related to the type of units making up 
the schemes. Is it the case for example that larger schemes tend to consist of flats 
rather than houses? The findings are presented in Table 2.10 and Figures 2.16 and 
2.17. 
 

 
Unit Type 

Flat/ 
maisonette 

House/ 
bungalow 

Studio/ 
bedsit 

Live/ work 

B
a
n

d
in

g
 

1 (<=0 units) -43 11 0 0 

2 (1 unit) 124 64 2 0 

3 (2 units) 83 22 1 2 

4 (3 units) 52 25 1 0 

5 (4 units) 60 0 0 0 

6 (5-9 units) 232 26 6 0 

7 (10-14 units) 114 3 0 0 

8 (15-19 units) 61 -6 0 0 

9 (20-49 units) 47 0 0 10 

10 (50-99 units) 58 0 0 7 

11 (100-199 units) 0 0 0 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 0 0 0 
Table 2.10. Housing completions by unit type and scheme size. 
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Figure 2.16. Housing completions by unit type and scheme size. 

 
Figure 2.17. Housing completions by unit type and scheme size. 

From the graphs, it‟s clear that there is a correlation between scheme size (banding) 
and the unit type. The smaller the scheme, the greater the likelihood that the 
development will include houses (although houses are still in the minority). The 
larger schemes (15+ units) do not include any houses.   
 
Interaction of tenure and development type 
 
This analysis examined whether tenure differed with the type of development. The 
findings are presented in Table 2.11 and Figures 2.18 and 2.19. 
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 Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

T
y
p

e
 Change of use 0 156 11 

Conversion 0 414 12 

Extension 0 52 1 

New build 5 569 49 
Table 2.11. Housing completions by tenure and development type. 

 
Figure 2.18. Housing completions by tenure and development type. 

 
Figure 2.19. Housing completions by tenure and development type. 

Leaving aside intermediate housing for which there is insufficient data to identify any 
trends, it can be seen that although the proportion of social rented housing is small in 
relation to overall completions, these units tend to be found predominantly in new 
build developments. This is not a surprising result given that developments of this 
type are in general less expensive to complete than other types of development. The 
relative lack of social housing units within conversions, changes of use and 
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extensions may reflect the greater cost involved in meeting design requirements 
associated with HCA funding within developments of these types. A second factor 
which may impact on this finding is that larger developments tend to be new build 
and are therefore more likely to be within the size threshold to require a component 
of affordable housing.   
 
Lost units 
 
As well as examining the completed units, those units which were lost as a result of 
development activity were also examined as it is important to understand both the 
quantity and characteristics of what has been lost. It is also important to understand 
why units have been lost. For example, have they been lost in order to bring about 
more efficient use of land, or through the loss of garden land? Typically units are lost 
where sites are redeveloped at higher density. 
 
Lost units by financial year 
 
The quantum of units lost over the period of the study was examined and the 
findings are presented in Table 2.12 and Figure 2.20. 
 

 
Financial year 

05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 

Units lost -62 -66 -86 -51 -42 
Table 2.12. Lost units by financial year. 

 

 
Figure 2.20. Lost units by financial year. 

For the avoidance of confusion, the reason why the aggregate number of units lost 
(307) in Table 2.12 does not correspond with the lost units in the analysis of the 
completed units (e.g. Table 2.3) was that the data reported for the completions 
analysis was net figures in which lost units were masked by the completed units. 
It can be seen that the number of units lost fluctuated over the five year period. This 
trend mirrors that of the completions (Figure 2.1) and simply reflects the extent of 
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development activity – the more development activity the more units completed and 
the more units lost.  
 
Lost units by tenure 
 
All units lost were market units (N=307). This reflects the nature of development 
activity during the period of the study within the Borough. It indicates that there has 
been no redevelopment of social housing, as has taken place within some other 
boroughs. Furthermore it suggests that the policy of protecting affordable units from 
redevelopment is working effectively. 
 
Lost units by unit type 
 
The unit type of the lost units was examined, the findings of which are presented in 
Table 2.13 and Figure 2.21. 
 

 Unit Type 

Flat/maisonette House/bungalow Live/work Studio/bedsit 

Lost units -203 (66.1%) -103 (33.6%) 0 -1 (0.3%) 
Table 2.13. Lost units by unit type. 

 
Figure 2.21. Lost units by unit type. 

It can be seen that around twice as many flats were lost as houses and that no 
live/work units and only one studio/bedsit unit was lost.  
Over the five year period 66% of the lost units were flats and 34% were houses, 
compared to overall completion levels where 82% were flats and only 15% were 
houses (the remainder being live/work units and studios). This suggests a trend 
towards the conversions of houses to flats and redevelopment of sites previously 
comprising houses into flats.  
 
Lost units by scheme size 
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Is there any relationship between the number of units lost and the size of the 
schemes within which those units were located? The findings of this analysis are 
presented in Table 2.13 and Figure 2.22. 
 

Banding Units Lost 

1 (<=0 units) -89 

2 (1 unit) -77 

3 (2 units) -39 

4 (3 units) -26 

5 (4 units) -17 

6 (5-9 units) -29 

7 (10-14 units) -22 

8 (15-19 units) -6 

9 (20-49 units) -2 

10 (50-99 units) 0 

11 (100-199 units) 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 

Table 2.14 Lost units by scheme size. 

 
Figure 2.22. Lost units by scheme size. 

The data in Table 2.14 and Figure 2.22 indicates the number of units lost within 
schemes resulting in different numbers of units. It can be seen that the greatest loss 
was associated with schemes in Banding 1. These were schemes which produced 
either a no net change in the number of units or a net loss of units. That the highest 
frequency of lost units is associated with this size banding is not surprising in that 
this is the only banding in which development must result in a net loss of units. Every 
scheme allocated to this banding must involve the loss of at least one unit in order to 



24 

 

produce a net value of zero or less units. In principle a scheme allocated to any of 
the other size bandings could involve no loss of units. 
 
It can be seen that the general trend within the data is that the larger the net gain the 
fewer the number of units lost. This is likely to reflect the fact that there are far fewer 
larger schemes than there are smaller schemes. 
 

Summary of Findings 

 Completion levels peaked in 07-08 

 Market housing makes up the greatest proportion of completions 

 Flats and maisonettes make up over 80% of completions 

 In the last two years of the study there have been very low levels of affordable 
units completed 

 The proportion of houses to flats increases in smaller schemes 

 The proportion of houses lost was greater than the proportion built 

 Most new social housing units were new build rather than conversions, 
extensions or change of use 
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Chapter 3: Analysis of unimplemented planning 

permissions 

As well as examining the data for residential units which have been completed, the 
data for units which had received planning permission but which had not been 
implemented was also examined. This gives an indication of the residential 
development „pipeline‟. All permissions used for this analysis were live at the time of 
carrying out the analysis, and could in principle be built out without re-applying for 
permission from the Borough planning department. 
 
Unit type 
 
The type of units which were unimplemented was examined and the findings are 
presented in Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1.  
 

 

Type 

Flat/ 

Maisonette 

House/ 

Bungalow 
Live/Work Studio/Bedsit 

Unimplemented 

units 
613 (84%) 116 (15.9%) 3 (0.4%) -2 (-15.3%) 

Table 3.1. Unimplemented cases by unit type. 

 
Figure 3.1. Unimplemented cases by unit type. 

The majority of unimplemented units can be seen to be flats/maisonettes with 
substantially fewer houses/bungalows, with neither live/work or studio/bedsits 
showing significant numbers. This follows the trend in completed cases. 
 
Tenure  
The tenure of unimplemented cases was analysed. The findings are presented in 
Table 3.2 and Figure 3.2. 
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Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

Unimplemented 24 (3.3%) 621 (85.1%) 85 (11.6%) 

Table 3.2. Unimplemented cases by tenure. 

 
Figure 3.2. Unimplemented cases by tenure. 

The overwhelming majority of cases are market with far less social rented housing 
and only a few cases of intermediate housing. This reflects the dominance of market 
housing in residential development within the Borough generally. However, there are 
marginally more affordable units (as a proportion) than in the completed cases. This 
suggests that there might be a number of “stalled” sites within the Borough. This 
could be for a number of reasons such as the impact of the recession, viability issues 
and complexity of the schemes. 
 
Scheme size 
 
The size of the proposed schemes which the unimplemented units would make up 
was examined and the findings are presented in Table 3.3 and Figure 3.3. 
 

Size banding Unimplemented Units 

1 (<=0 units) -26 

2 (1 unit) 142 

3 (2 units) 56 

4 (3 units) 60 

5 (4 units) 48 

6 (5-9 units) 243 

7 (10-14 units) 20 

8 (15-19 units) 32 
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9 (20-49 units) 155 

10 (50-99 units) 0 

11 (100-199 units) 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 
Table 3.3. Unimplemented cases by scheme size. 

 
Figure 3.3. Unimplemented cases by scheme size. 

Again the pattern here broadly follows that seen with the completed cases including 
the peak in Band 6. However, the slight peak in Band 7 isn‟t seen in the 
unimplemented cases. This might suggest a reduction in the number of 14 unit 
schemes reflecting the change in the affordable housing policy since 2005.  
 
Interaction of unit type and tenure 
 
This aimed to establish whether there was any relationship between unit type and 
tenure for unimplemented cases. The findings are presented in Table 3.4. and 
Figures 3.4 and 3.5. 
 

 Tenure 

Intermediate Market Social rented 

lat/maisonette 24 514 75 

ouse/bungalow 0 106 10 

Live/work 0 3 0 

Studio/bedsit 0 -2 0 
Table 3.4. Unimplemented cases by unit type and tenure. 
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Figure 3.4. Unimplemented cases by unit type and tenure. 

 
Figure 3.5. Unimplemented cases by unit type and tenure. 

It can be seen that social rented units were most likely to be flats/maisonettes and 
slightly less likely to be houses/bungalows. There were no live/work units or 
studios/bedsits which were social rented units. The only intermediate units were 
flats/maisonettes. All other units were market units. 
 
Interaction of unit type and scheme size 
 
This analysis sought to examine whether there was any relationship between unit 
type and scheme size for unimplemented cases. The findings are presented in Table 
3.5 and Figures 3.6 and 3.7. 
 

 

Unit type 

Flat/ 
maisonette 

House/ 
bungalow 

Studio/ bedsit Live/ work 

1 (<=0 units) -7 13 -32 0 
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2 (1 unit) 63 72 7 0 

3 (2 units) 44 8 4 0 

4 (3 units) 44 8 8 0 

5 (4 units) 38 6 4 0 

6 (5-9 units) 228 8 7 0 

7 (10-14 units) 20 0 0 0 

8 (15-19 units) 30 2 0 0 

9 (20-49 units) 153 -1 0 3 

10 (50-99 units) 0 0 0 0 

11 (100-199 units) 0 0 0 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 0 0 0 
Table 3.5. Unimplemented cases by unit type and scheme size. 

 

 

 
Figure 3.6. Unimplemented cases by unit type and scheme size. 
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Figure 3.7. Unimplemented cases by unit type and scheme size. 

The data indicates that in broad terms the proportion of flats increases with scheme 
size. Very few houses are included in the larger schemes. This pattern follows the 
trend in completions (table 2.10).  
 
Interaction of tenure and scheme size 
 
This analysis examined the relationship between tenure and scheme size for 
unimplemented cases. The findings are presented in Table 3.6 and Figures 3.8 and 
3.9. 
 

 Intermediate Market Social rented 

1 (<=0 units) 0 -26 0 

2 (1 unit) 0 142 0 

3 (2 units) 0 56 0 

4 (3 units) 0 60 0 

5 (4 units) 4 44 0 

6 (5-9 units) 0 235 8 

7 (10-14 units) 10 0 10 

8 (15-19 units) 5 0 27 

9 (20-49 units) 5 110 40 

10 (50-99 units) 0 0 0 

11 (100-199 units) 0 0 0 

12 (200+ units) 0 0 0 
Table 3.6. Unimplemented cases by tenure and scheme size. 
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Figure 3.8. Unimplemented cases by tenure and scheme size. 

 
Figure 3.9. Unimplemented cases by tenure and scheme size.  

The figures here are slightly skewed by a couple of larger schemes that are 100% 
affordable housing. However, generally-speaking affordable units are rarely found in 
smaller schemes reflecting the affordable housing policy threshold.  
 

Summary of Findings 

 The trends within the unimplemented cases broadly follow those within the 
completed cases 

 The Borough has a reasonable stock of unimplemented residential 
permissions 

 The majority of the unimplemented cases are flats 

 There is a slightly greater proportion of affordable units within the 
unimplemented cases 
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Chapter 4: GIS mapping of schemes 

In order to investigate the distribution of residential development across the Borough, 
the data analysed in the previous sections was mapped. Each scheme was plotted 
using a symbol to indicate the type of units making up the scheme in terms of 
whether they were flats or houses or a mixture of flats and houses. Where there was 
an element of affordable housing within a scheme this was also flagged up. The size 
of the development is shown by the colour of the symbol and the same development 
size bandings were used as in the analysis reported above (see map key for further 
details).  
 
Completed schemes 
 
The geographical distribution of completed schemes is shown in the map in annex 2. 
There are a number of points which can be made about this distribution. Firstly, as 
far as schemes made up of flats, and a mix of flats and houses, are concerned, 
these tend to be clustered within district centres and along main transport routes 
within the Borough. This suggests that current planning policies, which aim to 
promote the development of high density housing in areas with high PTAL (Public 
Transport Accessibility Level) values, are being effectively implemented through the 
development management process. This distribution may also reflect opportunities 
for building flats afforded by the redevelopment of former light industrial and other 
commercial sites within district centres and along main transport routes. It is 
noteworthy that in some areas, particularly in the north east of the Borough, there 
are no schemes consisting of flats. These areas tend to be made up of large 
suburban family houses and as a result flats would be out of character. 
 
As regards the development of houses, these tend to be less concentrated than that 
of schemes consisting of flats or a mixture of flats and houses. Houses are more 
widely distributed across the Borough, including many in suburban areas some 
distance from either district centres or main transport routes.  
 
Because there is a high correlation between the nature of schemes, in terms of the 
units which make them up, and the size of schemes, the larger schemes are 
clustered around district centres and along main transport routes. 
 
There are relatively few cases of affordable housing which makes the identification of 
a geographical pattern difficult. However, on the basis of the cases identified on the 
map it would appear that the schemes which include an element of affordable 
housing are reasonably distributed across the Borough, with at least 1 scheme in 
each neighbourhood. In the interests of avoiding the creation of enclaves of social 
disadvantage this distribution is to be welcomed. In view of the fact that affordable 
units are much more likely to be flats than houses these tend to be clustered around 
district centres and along main transport routes. 
 
Unimplemented schemes 
 
The geographical distribution of unimplemented schemes is shown in the map in 
annex 2. It is striking that the overall distribution of schemes is very close to that of 
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completed schemes, suggesting that there are not “blackspots” in which granted 
planning permissions tend not to be built out, as could in principle be the case for a 
variety of reasons. Instead, like the completed schemes, schemes of flats and mixed 
schemes tend to be clustered around district centres and along main transport routes 
while schemes of houses tend to be located within established suburban residential 
neighbourhoods. Again, the high correlation between the nature of a development 
and its size means that the larger schemes tend to be clustered around district 
centres and along main transport routes. As with the completed schemes, there are 
very few schemes containing affordable units but these appear to be scattered 
across the borough, albeit in most cases located in district centres or along main 
transport routes. 
 

Summary of Findings 

 The pattern of distribution across the Borough is broadly the same for 
completed cases as it is for unimplemented cases  

 Schemes incorporating flats are more likely to be clustered around the town 
and district centres and along the main routes 

 Schemes including an element of affordable housing are reasonably 
distributed across the borough  
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Chapter 5: Garden development 

An issue of particular importance is the development of housing on garden land. 
There has been much discussion and controversy associated with so-called “garden 
grabbing” in which garden land is lost to residential development. Regrettably the 
London Development Database has not until very recently recorded whether 
development sites have formerly been garden land. As a result of this, evidence on 
the extent to which this issue has affected the Borough has been limited. 
Furthermore, recent policy changes (outlined below) have been introduced which 
change the definition of previously developed land, making the redevelopment of 
residential gardens more difficult. The likely implications of this change on future 
residential completions need to be considered. Therefore, as part of this study an 
analysis was carried out in order to determine the extent and nature of garden 
development within the Borough.  
 
Given that gardens are fairly unlikely to be larger than 0.25ha the issue of garden 
development is particularly associated with small sites and is therefore of particular 
relevance to this study. 
 
Policy Changes 
 
In June 2010 the Government published a revised Planning Policy Statement 3: 
Housing which, amongst others, included the following change: 
 

 Private residential gardens are now excluded from the definition of 
previously developed land in Annex B. 

 
Local Planning Authorities and the Planning Inspectorate are expected to have 
regard to this new policy position. A letter from the Department for Communities and 
Local Government to all Chief Planning Officers confirmed that “these changes 
emphasise that it is for local authorities and communities to take decisions that are 
best for them, and decide for themselves the best locations and types of 
development in their area.”  
 
It is important to note, however, that this change did not give private gardens the 
same degree of protection from redevelopment as other open land (Green Belt, local 
open space etc) and therefore the change should not be considered to equate to a 
complete embargo on the redevelopment of private residential gardens.  
 
This analysis seeks to assess the implications of this change in policy on residential 
completions in the Borough. 
 
Methodology 
 
As for previous sections of this report, this analysis used residential completions data 
from the London Development Database. The database was first filtered for the time 
period under investigation (1 April 2005 to 31 March 2010) and for small sites (equal 
to or less than 0.25ha). All cases of change of use and conversions were excluded 
on the basis that these would not involve any development on garden land. As in 
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previous analyses, the schemes were assigned to size bandings. All cases of 
schemes where there was a net loss in the number of units or no net gain were 
excluded, as were cases where there was a net increase in units of 15 or more on 
the basis that these sites would almost certainly be larger than a domestic garden. 
Any cases having addresses which were clearly not residential were then excluded 
on the assumption that the proposed development would not involve garden land as 
defined above.  
 
For the purposes of this analysis the term “garden” will be defined as private outdoor 
amenity space associated with residential dwellings. Thus pub gardens are not 
included, nor do the communal gardens associated with some apartment 
developments fall within this definition.  
 
Having filtered the database to exclude cases which could reasonably be assumed 
not to involve the development of residential garden land the remaining cases were 
then studied in some detail in order to determine whether garden land had been lost 
to development, and where this was the case an assessment was made of the 
extent of this loss. The key documents which were examined were planning 
application forms, drawings of the proposed development, and planning reports.  
 
Each scheme was assigned to one of five categories according to the nature of the 
development. The categories were defined as follows: 
 

Category 1: 
Replacement of 
residential 
 

Cases in this category involved the demolition and 
replacement of specifically residential buildings. This does 
not include ancillary buildings such as garages. In 
principle the footprint could be increased and some 
garden land lost. 

Category 2: Extensions 
 

Cases assigned to this category involved the extension to 
an existing building in order to create one or more new 
residential units. This may include cases where there was 
some demolition prior to building. In many cases there 
was an increase in the footprint of the existing building. 
However, in a number of cases the alterations are only at 
roof level, therefore not involving any change in footprint. 

Category 3: New end of 
terrace 
 

A number of cases were identified in which an extension 
was added to an end terrace house in order to form a new 
residential unit. These were assigned to Category 3. This 
can be considered as a special case of the “extensions” 
category above and could lead to the loss of garden land.  

Category 4: New unit/s 
within curtilage 
 

New dwelling within the curtilage of an existing unit. 
Curtilage has wider definition than just garden. This can 
involve demolition of ancillary buildings such as garages. 
It does not include extensions to existing dwellings. In 
principle garden land could be lost to development. New 
units built at the back of gardens on corner sites fall into 
this category. 

Category 5: 
Replacement of non-

Replacement of non-residential buildings and 
development on land formerly used for some non-
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residential 
 

residential purpose. This may include lock-up garages. By 
definition, none of these cases involve the loss of 
residential garden land. 

Table 5.1. Definitions of five development type categories 

 
Extent of loss of garden land 
 
Although grouping applications in the above categories gives a good indication of the 
schemes that may have resulted in the loss of residential garden land, it is important 
to understand the relative impact of any loss of garden. Therefore a secondary 
analysis was carried out. 
 
Each case was assigned to one of three sub categories as set out in the table below. 
This analysis was only applied to cases falling into Categories 1-4 in the 
classification above. Cases in Category 5 were excluded on the basis that by 
definition they did not involve garden land: 
 

Category A: No loss of 
garden land 
 

This covered cases where, for example, the development 
was to increase the height of a building and therefore 
there was no increase in the footprint of the building and 
therefore no loss of garden land. 

Category B: Some loss 
of garden land 
 

Cases were assigned to this category where there was 
loss of garden land which was less than or equal to one 
third of the total existing garden land. For the avoidance of 
doubt the existing garden area did not include the area on 
which the existing dwelling or dwellings occupied. 

Category C: Significant 
loss of garden land 
 

Cases were assigned to this category where there was 
loss of garden land which was greater than one third of 
the total existing garden land. 

Table 5.2. The three sub-categories defined in terms of extent of loss. 
 
There were a few cases where there was inadequate information provided by the 
planning documents to determine the extent of loss of garden land. These remained 
unclassified.  
 
Findings 
 
Over the five year period from April 2005 a total of 98 cases potentially involving loss 
of garden land were identified and examined in detail. The findings from this analysis 
are presented in Table 5.3. In interpreting this data it is important to keep in mind 
that the figures refer to the frequency of schemes rather than to the frequency of the 
units making up those schemes. 
 

 
 

 

Category 

1 2 3 4 

Total Residential 
replacement 

Extension 
New end 
of terrace 

New within 
curtilage 

A No loss 1 11 0 1 13 
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B Some loss 22 11 11 24 68 

C Significant 
loss 

1 4 1 1 7 

N/A Unclassified 2 3 0 5 10 

Total 26 29 12 31 98 
Table 5.3. Extent of loss of garden land split by development type. 

 
In addition to the above there were 32 cases which fell into Category 5 (non 
residential replacement). 
 
A number of observations can be made about the data.  

 There are 13 cases where there was no loss of garden land. In almost all 
cases these were extensions involving the addition of one or more extra 
storeys or alterations to the roof of an existing building.  

 Overall only seven cases were classified as involving a significant loss of 
garden land. However, some of these were borderline cases which were 
classified as involving significant loss in order to avoid underreporting the 
extent of loss of garden land. The data indicates that cases in which there is 
significant loss of garden land are actually very rare.  

 There are however 68 cases (equivalent to 69% of cases examined in this 
analysis) in which an area of garden land equal to or less than one third of the 
existing area is lost. In many of these cases the amount of garden lost 
appears to be just short of the one third criterion level. These cases are 
spread across the four development type categories but are particularly 
prevalent in the residential replacement and new within curtilage categories.  

 
In addition to the above findings, some additional analysis has been carried out in 
order to understand the type of schemes that are being delivered as a result of the 
redevelopment of residential gardens. These findings are set out below. This 
analysis was carried out for schemes within Categories B and C, being cases where 
there was some or a significant loss of gardens. 
 

 
Fig. 5.1. New units on garden land by unit type (frequency). 
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Fig. 5.2. New units on garden land by unit type (percentage). 

 
The key finding from this was the high proportion of new houses being delivered in 
these schemes. This is in contrast to the relatively low proportions being delivered in 
schemes overall. As Figure 2.5 illustrates, in the data for all completions the 
proportion of houses is 15% of the total. For those schemes built on garden land the 
proportion of houses is 37%. This shows very clearly that schemes on garden land 
provide a disproportionate number of house as distinct from flat completions. The 
implications of this important finding for policy will be discussed below. 
 
Discussion 
 
The key finding from this analysis is that there are few developments in which a large 
proportion of an existing garden is lost to development. Indeed this is true in only 
seven cases. This is likely to reflect the influence of the development management 
system in preventing the over-development of garden land. There were however 68 
cases where there was some loss of garden land, however small this may have 
been. 
 
The extensive examination of the planning documentation, which was the basis of 
this analysis, revealed the great diversity of the developments involved. This makes 
generalisation very difficult and prescription within planning policy even more difficult. 
 
An issue which came to light from the application records is that even in cases where 
the amount of garden land is not reduced by development, the nature of this land 
could be changed. In other words, while there may be no quantitative loss of garden 
land, there may be a quantitative change in the nature of gardens. For example, a 
site containing one house could be developed, whether by replacement or extension, 
to form two dwellings. The existing garden is typically split to form two smaller 
gardens. If the resulting gardens are small their users may consider them to be of 
insufficient size to warrant having a lawn with the associated equipment and 
maintenance issues. Instead they may opt for some form of hard landscaping. In a 
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similar way, a large garden may be more likely to include an area of rough ground, 
which may support a diverse range of plant species. Smaller gardens are less likely 
to have such areas. In a similar way, the more residential units on a given land 
parcel the greater the demand is likely to be for car parking space. Thus an increase 
in residential units may give rise to an increase in space allocated to parking. The 
greater the number of additional units the greater this increase is likely to be. 
 
For the purposes of this analysis the area occupied by any garages located within 
the curtilage of the dwelling was treated as part of the garden land. This is on the 
basis that this land is likely at one time to have been garden land and has the 
potential to become garden land again. However, in cases where the redevelopment 
of the property includes the demolition of this garage without replacement with 
another garage this could to some extent offset the loss of garden resulting from the 
increase in space occupied by dwellings. 
 
The other key finding from this analysis was the extent to which garden 
redevelopment has delivered houses, as distinct from flats, across the Borough 
within the last five years. This could have implications for future policy in that if a very 
restrictive approach to garden development were adopted there could be a 
disproportionate effect on the delivery of houses within the borough. This will need to 
be monitored on an annual basis. 
 

Summary of Findings 

 There has been only limited numbers of developments that have resulted in 
significant losses of garden land 

 However there are many more cases in which some loss of garden has 
occurred 

 However, even where little or no garden has been lost development can 
impact on the use of the garden e.g. increased areas of parking 

 A significant proportion of houses have been delivered on garden land 
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Chapter 6: Conclusions 

As set out in the introduction to this report, demand for housing in Kingston is high 
making it a popular place to develop. However, due to the nature of the Borough, a 
significant proportion of the capacity for new housing is on small sites (sites of 
0.25ha or less), this equate to around 40% of identified capacity. It is these smaller 
sites that this study has dealt with. 
 
Trends in past completions 
 
A number of key trends have been identified through the analysis of past 
completions on small sites. Most of these are also reflected in the findings of the 
analysis of the unimplemented cases suggesting that the majority of these trends are 
likely to continue as the pipeline of residential permissions are implemented.  
These trends can be seen in the type of residential development coming forward in 
the period 2005-10 and in the location patterns. In summary the key trends are: 

 Market housing makes up the greatest proportion of completions 

 Flats and maisonettes make up over 80% of completions 

 The proportion of houses to flats increases in smaller schemes 

 The proportion of houses lost was greater than the proportion built 

 The trends within the unimplemented cases broadly follow those within the 
completed cases 

 The majority of the unimplemented cases are flats 

 Only a few of the cases involving the loss of garden land have resulted in the 
loss of more than a third of the original garden, however there have been 
impacts to the quality of gardens as well. 

 Of those developments that have impacted on garden land, a significant 
proportion of them have involved that development of houses (as opposed to 
flats) 
 

As the patterns of development have remained fairly constant over the study period 
and as there have not been any large development programmes (estate renewal, 
redevelopment of large areas of former industrial land etc.) that might have skewed 
the identified trends, it is reasonable to assume that a similar pattern of development 
will continue.  
 
Development on garden land 
 
The analysis of developments that were identified as taking place on garden land 
showed relatively few schemes where a significant amount (over a third) of the 
original garden had been lost. This suggests that, were such developments to be 
more rigorously limited through local planning policy changes, the impact on overall 
housing completion levels would be minimal. Were all schemes including any 
element of encroachment onto garden land to be stopped, then this impact would be 
greater, yet still a relatively small proportion of overall residential completions. 
However, a significant finding of this study has been the high proportion of houses 
(as opposed to flats) that have been delivered as part of schemes that have involved 
some loss of garden land. This is particularly stark when compared with the low 
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proportion of houses that have been delivered on new build schemes overall (on 
small sites). This would suggest that a strong policy of protecting garden land would 
have a disproportionate impact on the delivery of new houses.   
Key recommendations  
 
As can be seen through the analysis of past completions and unimplemented 
permissions, small sites deliver a significantly higher proportion of flats than houses. 
While in many cases, this might be the most appropriate development type for the 
site, it is important that policies seek to ensure a reasonable mix of unit types in 
order to avoid further limiting the delivery of houses. 
 
Where developments have involved the loss of garden land, these have tended to 
involve the development of more houses than flats. While the Core Strategy policies 
recognise the importance of protecting garden land from development, and the need 
to protect residential character, it is also important to consider the importance that 
these sites make to delivering new houses (as opposed to flats) in the Borough.  
 
These key recommendations have been incorporated into policies in the Core 
Strategy but, along with the other findings from this report, they should be used to 
inform the forthcoming Residential Design Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD). 
 
As outlined in the report, although details of small residential schemes area regularly 
collected through the London Development Database, ongoing monitoring of the 
specific analysis set out in this report will allow comparison of trends over different 
time periods and would identify any impacts from policy changes such the new 
definition in revised PPS3. This will then form part of future LDF performance 
monitoring and can then be used to inform the implementation of policy and the 
development of associated guidance. 
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Annex 1: Glossary of terms 
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Affordable Housing: that which is accessible to people whose incomes are 
insufficient to enable them to afford adequate housing locally on the open market. It 
includes social rented or shared ownership housing provided by housing 
associations, local authorities, and other similar agencies.  
 
Ancillary dwellings An ancillary dwelling is one where the main use class is not 
residential (i.e. school caretaker‟s house).  
 
Area Action Plan (AAP): used to provide a planning framework for areas of change 
and areas of conservation. Area Action Plans will have the status of Development 
Plan Documents. 
 
Bedsit: A self-contained or non self-contained flat where there is no separate 
bedroom. Where self-contained these are counted as 1-bedroom studio flats on the 
London Development Database. 
 
Change of Use: Within the London Development Database these are defined as the 
creation of new residential units from floorspace previously used for non-residential 
purposes including ancillary housing units.  
 
Completion: A dwelling is ready for occupation (a completion certificate may or may 
not have been issued).  
 
Communities and Local Government (CLG): the Government department that 
sets national policy on planning. 
 
Community Plan: The Kingston Plan (2008) was prepared as a requirement of the 
Local Government Act 2000. It sets out a vision for Kingston based on a community 
planning process. It was produced by the Kingston Community Leadership Forum; a 
partnership of organisations representing all sectors of the Kingston Community. 
Visit: www.kingston.gov.uk/community_planning 
 
Conversion: Within the London Development Database these are defined as a 
change in the configuration of residential property (either with or without extension) 
resulting in an increase or decrease in the number of dwellings.  
 
Core Strategy: sets out the long-term spatial vision for the local planning authority 
area, strategic objectives, and strategic policies to deliver that vision. The Core 
Strategy will have the status of a Development Plan Document. 
 
Development Plan: in Kingston this consists of the London Plan, any saved Unitary 
Development Plan policies and Development Plan Documents within the Local 
Development Framework. 
 
Development Plan Documents (DPDs): spatial planning documents that are 
subject to independent examination, and together with the London Plan, will form the 
development plan for the local authority area. Development Plan Documents can 
include Core Strategy, Site-specific Allocations of Land, and Area Action Plans 
(where needed). They will all be shown geographically on an adopted proposal map. 

http://www.kingston.gov.uk/community_planning
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Individual Development Plan Documents or parts of a document can be reviewed 
independently from other Development Plan Documents. Each Authority must set 
out the programme for preparing its Development Plan Documents in the Local 
Development Scheme. 
 
Extension: Within the London Development Database this is defined as a 
development that adds to the size of an existing building to fully accommodate new 
residential units that does not substantially alter the layout of the existing property 
and that does not meet the definition of New Build.  
 
Flats/Apartments: A flat is a separate and self-contained premise for residential 
purposes occupying part of a building, separated from some other part by a 
horizontal division. 
 
Greater London Authority (GLA): a unique form of strategic citywide government 
for London. It is made up of a directly elected Mayor, the Mayor of London, and a 
separately elected Assembly, the London Assembly. The Mayor leads the 
preparation of statutory strategies on transport, spatial development, economic 
development and the environment. 
 
Houses/bungalows Dwellings including single storey bungalows that are not flats. 
 
Intermediate Housing: Sub-market affordable housing includes Housing for 
Intermediate Rent, Shared Ownership/ Shared Equity and Discounted Sale. This 
includes key worker housing. 
 
Live/Work Units: The provision of segregated living and working accommodation 
within a single, self contained unit. 
 
Local Development Documents (LDDs): The collective term in the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 for Development Plan Documents, Supplementary 
Planning Documents, and the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI). 
 
Local Development Framework (LDF): The name of the portfolio of Local 
Development Documents. It consists of Development Plan Documents, 
Supplementary Planning Documents, a Statement of Community Involvement, the 
Local Development Scheme and Monitoring Reports. Together these documents 
provide the framework for delivering spatial planning strategy for a local authority 
area.  
 
Local Development Scheme (LDS): Sets out the programme for preparing Local 
Development Documents approved by the Secretary of State. 
 
London Plan: The Spatial Development Strategy for London. It provides a strategic 
framework for the Borough‟s Local Development Framework. It has the status of a 
development plan under the Act. The Kingston Local Development Framework is 
required to generally conform to the London Plan. 
 
Maisonette A flat containing more than one storey.  
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Market Housing: Private housing for rent or for sale, where the price is set on the 
open market. 
 
Monitoring Report: Part of the Local Development Framework, the Monitoring 
Report will assess the implementation of the Local Development Scheme and the 
extent to which policies in the Local Development Documents are being successfully 
implemented. 
 
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG): National Planning Policy Guidance notes which 
set out current Government policy. Policies are not rigid but such advice must be 
taken into account in determining a planning application. To be replaced by Planning 
Policy Statements. 
 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS): National planning policy produced by the 
Government. Previously known as Planning Policy Guidance notes (PPGs) they set 
out the Government's spatial planning policies for England. 
 
Shared Ownership Housing: Intermediate tenure option to provide low cost or 
affordable housing whereby the occupant purchases a stake in the property whilst 
paying rent on the remainder. Schemes are normally managed by the local authority, 
housing associations or other similar agencies. A minimum equity stake of 25% is 
usually required with an option of purchasing successive proportions at a later date. 
 
Social Rented Housing: Housing provided at rents no greater than the Housing 
Corporation‟s target rents, locally managed by a Registered Social Landlord. Social 
rented accommodation should be available to households in housing need and will 
be allocated according to needs-based allocation systems administered by the 
Council. 
Statement of Community Involvement (SCI): sets out the standards which the 
Council will achieve with regard to involving the community in the preparation of 
Local Development Documents and development control decisions. 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs): provide supplementary information 
in respect of the policies in Development Plan Documents. They do not form part of 
the development plan and are not subject to independent examination, but they are 
material consideration in the assessment of planning applications. 
 
Unitary Development Plan (UDP): A borough-wide statutory development plan, 
setting out the Council‟s policies for the development and use of land. This will be 
replaced by the Local Development Framework. 
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