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Overall, the Royal Borough of Kingston (RBK) supports the Mayor’s Draft Interim 
Housing SPG and considers it helpful given the number of changes made to policy 
since the adopted 2012 Housing SPG. In particular, the Council supports the 
following elements: 
 

i. Part 1 Supply  
a. References to increasing site capacity and identifying potential housing 

sites beyond SHLAA sites, especially in town centres and Opportunity 
Areas.  

b. Recommendation for cross boundary working regarding strategic 
issues. 

c. New guidance on Starter Homes.  
 

ii. Part 2 Quality 
a. Ceiling heights greater than the national standard are encouraged. 
b. New Standard 3.1.5 regarding Active Frontages. 

 
iii. Part 3 Housing Choice - clarification and explanation of the definition of 

‘affordable student housing’. 
 

iv. Part 4 Affordable Housing – additional guidance on the use of review 
mechanisms. 

 
v. Part 5 Stock and Investment – guidance on Estate Renewal and 

replacement of social/affordable rented units by intermediate where it 
provides a more appropriate range of housing and more mixed and balance 
communities (para 5.1.13). 
 

vi. Part 7 Mixed Use and Large Developments 
a. Boroughs are encouraged to prepare proactive town centre strategies 

(para 7.4.5) 
b. Opportunity Areas - flexible approach to density. Densities can exceed 

Density Matrix where justified (para 7.5.3).  
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The Royal Borough of Kingston makes the following detailed comments: 
 

SPG Part SPG Paragraph No. / Issue RBK Comment

1 Supply Para 1.1.9 / 1.1.12 Enabling 
additional development capacity 

RBK supports the requirement for Boroughs 
to optimise capacity on appropriate 
development sites. There are some sites 
within the Borough’s town and district centres 
which, since the publication of the London 
SHLAA in 2013, have greater development 
potential, and RBK Officers are working with 
landowners and developers to ensure 
optimum use of land, whilst balancing other 
policy considerations. RBK is also working 
with the GLA on an approach to an 
opportunity area planning framework for 
Kingston. RBK would welcome the formal 
designation of the Kingston Opportunity Area 
in the next version of the London Plan. 

1 Supply Para 1.2.3 Outer London 
boroughs will have to make a 
more substantial contribution to 
meeting their projected housing 
growth. 

RBK already seeks to optimise development 
potential on key sites in accessible locations. 
To support the development potential, RBK 
would welcome the formal designation of the 
Kingston Opportunity Area in the London 
Plan Review. The formal designation of the 
Kingston Opportunity Area would help to 
optimise capacity on development sites, 
contributing to meeting housing need, and 
also attract investment towards necessary 
GLA/TfL infrastructure projects to support 
significant developments. 

1 Supply Para 1.2.10/ 1.2.11 Partnership 
working across boundaries 

RBK agrees that partnership working across 
boundaries is necessary for effective 
planning. It should be noted that RBK is 
working across boundaries; jointly with the 
Surrey Districts of Epsom & Ewell, Elmbridge 
and Mole Valley to understand the strategic 
housing need. (The draft report is anticipated 
end of September.) It would be useful for the 
Mayor’s Housing SPG in, accordance with 
the NPPF, to explain how it would support 
further cross boundary work to identify 
housing capacity, i.e. a SHLAA based on 
sub-market and cross boundary areas. 

1 Supply Para 1.2.17 New development 
opportunities 

RBK supports the proposal for the Mayor to 
consider new Opportunity Areas to be 
formally identified through the London Plan 
Review. 

1 Supply Para 1.2.21 New Opportunity 
and Intensification Areas 

RBK supports the Mayor’s aspirations to work 
collaboratively with boroughs to identify and 
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SPG Part SPG Paragraph No. / Issue RBK Comment 

realise the potential for new Opportunity 
Areas. In particular, RBK supports the 
reference to a new Opportunity Area for 
Kingston. Partnership working between the 
GLA/TfL and RBK is currently underway to 
explore the additional housing capacity that 
could be provided by this area. 

2 Quality Para 2.1.8 – Given the scale of 
growth required, it is crucial that 
new housing is delivered to a 
high standard in terms of 
architecture, urban design, 
environmental and residential 
quality, accessibility and 
adaptability. 

RBK supports Para 2.1.8. Potential significant 
growth is expected within Kingston Town 
Centre and the wider Opportunity Area, and 
in District Centres, and high quality standards 
will help to ensure appropriate growth. 

2 Quality Para 2.1.9 – The commitment to 
increasing housing supply in 
London must not be met at the 
expense of quality.  

RBK supports Para 2.1.9 which is 
fundamental to delivery in Kingston Town 
Centre and the wider Opportunity Area. 

2 Quality Para 2.2.19 Density – 
development proposals should 
optimise density in accordance 
with the density matrix. 

RBK supports the Density Standard 2.1.1 
however, there have been concerns that 
PTAL ratings are incorrect/inaccurate (PTAL 
data on TfL’s website needs to be kept up-to-
date). 

There is also a need for the SPG to 
understand/reference future infrastructure 
plans such as Crossrail 1 & 2 that will 
improve accessibility, and how these 
additional services will support higher 
densities in the future. There are some large 
development sites around potential Crossrail 
2 stations within the Borough, which could 
accommodate significant growth if there was 
commitment to such infrastructure 
improvements. 

2 Quality Para  2.3.12 Car Parking - 
proposed change to reflect the 
MALP proposals, specifically 
aim to provide more flexibility on 
the number of parking spaces 
provided as part of residential 
development in PTALs 0-1 of 
Outer London. 

Please also refer to the related comments on 
Annex 3. In summary, the proposed PTAL 
figures (0-1) should be revised to make 
reference to areas with PTAL levels 0-3. 
Additionally, ‘maximum’ standards are not 
always appropriate for an outer London 
borough; greater flexibility should be 
introduced to allow boroughs to set their own 
‘minimum’ requirements as appropriate. 

The Outer London Commission’s ‘Options for 
Growth’ review supports the London Plan 
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SPG Part SPG Paragraph No. / Issue RBK Comment 

growth aspirations as set out in Part 1 of this 
draft SPG, i.e. increasing capacity in town 
centres, Opportunity Areas etc, therefore 
flexible parking standards in PTAL zones 1-3 
would support growth scenarios. 

2 Quality Standard 3.4.2 Cycle Storage; 
Standard 3.5.1 Refuse and 
recycling facilities; 

Standard 4.1.1 Internal floor 
area (and Policy 3.5) 

Cycle and refuse storage creates issues of 
street scene deterioration (such as the 
removal of front garden walls for on-plot car 
parking) versus supporting sustainable travel. 
RBK is now considering the need to produce 
guidance for external on plot cycle (and bin) 
storage for existing urban development.  

When providing cycle parking internally 
(within new dwellings) a definitive minimum 
size should be provided in square metres as 
a requirement. 

3 Housing 
Choice 

Para 3.1.27 Private renting - 
Discounted market rent 
(intermediate rent) could be 
used for the affordable housing 
offer on such schemes if 
affordable/social rent was 
unviable, but only where units 
would be affordable (meeting 
the definition of the London Plan 
and the NPPF) and allocated to 
those eligible for intermediate 
housing.  

RBK is concerned that this proposal could 
lead to a reduction in the amount of 
affordable rented and intermediate housing 
units delivered in Kingston through the 
planning process. It is possible that the 
Council would experience an increase in the 
receipt of viability reports supporting 
developments incorporating intermediate 
rented units would follow as a result of this 
policy. For example, the Council has recently 
experienced an increase in receipt of 
applications supported by viability reports 
which show that schemes cannot deliver 
affordable housing (both quantum and type) 
for financial reasons. Partner RPs are 
concerned that this is having an inflationary 
effect on land values, particularly in central 
Kingston, and is making it very difficult for 
them to compete for land and deliver 
affordable housing in the Borough. 

3 Housing 
Choice 

Para 3.1.28 Private renting - 
Where viability appraisals show 
covenanted PRS cannot support 
affordable housing, a ‘claw back’ 
mechanism should be included 
as part of a planning permission 
– to recoup affordable housing 
contributions where any PRS 
units are sold as market sale 
units. 

A ‘claw back’ mechanism could lead to a 
reduction in the amount of on-site delivery of 
affordable rented and intermediate housing 
units delivered in Kingston through the 
planning process. The claw back amount 
would not cover the land acquisition costs 
necessary to deliver the affordable housing 
on another site. Kingston Council does not 
have substantial land redevelopment 
opportunities. This policy will undoubtedly 
result in a net loss of affordable housing 
units, because of the challenges posed by 
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competing for and acquiring land on which to 
develop affordable housing. RBK therefore 
does not support the proposal for such a 
‘claw back mechanism’. 

3 Housing 
Choice 

Paras 3.1.85-3.1.88 Definition of 
affordable student 
accommodation – formula based 
on average student income in 
London and proportion of a 
student’s income considered 
reasonable to spend on 
accommodation costs, whilst 
considering rent for London 
universities.  

RBK welcomes the definition of affordable 
student accommodation and the evidence 
within the Mayor’s Academic Forum Paper to 
support London Plan para 3.53B. Provision of 
updated affordable student rent figures within 
the London Plan AMR would be beneficial 
and provide certainty. 

4 Affordable 
Housing 

Para 4.2.16 Intermediate 
housing - boroughs should seek 
to deliver intermediate products 
that meet a range of needs. 
Suggests that this can be done 
through other policy measures 
than using eligibility criteria. 

Kingston Council’s intermediate housing 
thresholds are currently linked to household 
income levels. The Council’s policy currently 
applies to households with an annual income 
of between £19,000 and £30,035. This is 
based on the ONS annual survey of hours 
and earnings. A requirement to link 
intermediate housing thresholds to market 
sale prices will potentially cause the Council 
to deliver intermediate housing to households 
who are not in the bottom quartile of incomes 
in the Borough, which is currently £17,700 
per annum and less. Consequently, new build 
intermediate housing would cease to help 
prevent homelessness or offer a re-housing 
option to households on the housing waiting 
list. Again, this is a matter that should be left 
for local consideration, which is the Mayor’s 
policy position as referred to in London Plan 
Policy 3.10. 

4 Affordable 
Housing 

Para 4.3.24 Local targets – 
proposal to introduce fixed 
affordable housing targets for 
Opportunity Areas and Housing 
Zones. 

RBK is interested in the principle of fixed 
percentage affordable housing targets for 
Opportunity Areas and Housing Zones. This 
may assist with de-risking investment 
decisions, give assurance to LA’s on the 
quantum of affordable housing to thereby 
speeding up delivery of affordable housing in 
these areas. That said, given the volatility of 
the housing market and the impact of 
increases or decreases in housing values and 
development costs the quantum of affordable 
housing achievable can be very fluid.   

Were fixed levels to be introduced, to be 
effective and sustainable the draft SPG 
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should include guidance on how often these 
will be set, reviewed, or whether different 
percentages will be applied in different 
geographic areas.  

RBK will shortly be reviewing its affordable 
housing policy and will determine if this option 
would be suitable for Kingston. 

4 Affordable 
Housing 

Para 4.4.35 Mechanisms to 
review viability of schemes.  

RBK supports the use of mechanisms to 
review scheme viability. Clarification is sought 
on the definition of schemes with a ‘shorter 
development term’. RBK considers that 
guidance should state that smaller schemes 
that are stalled should be subject to a review 
mechanism if not implemented within a 
certain time frame, e.g. 9-12 months. 

Annex 1 
Quality and 
Design 
Standards 

Standard 3.4.2 Cycle storage Despite this standard remaining unchanged 
from the previous 2012 SPG, RBK suggests 
that an amendment is made; appropriate 
cycle storage size guidance should be 
indicated in square metres for new in-house 
provision. This would help LPA’s enforce this 
standard. 

Annex 1 
Quality and 
Design 
Standards 

Standard 4.1.1 Dwelling Space 
Standards: Internal Floor Area 

Need for additional storage for bicycles 
stored indoors should be reflected in the 
table/note. 

For clarity, there should be a definition of 
shower room and its components.  

Annex 1 
Quality and 
Design 
Standards 

/ 2 Quality 

Standard 5.4.1 Floor to ceiling 
heights 

RBK supports the shift in minimum ceiling 
heights from 60% to 75% of the area of the 
room. It is noted that Para 2.3.47 states “a 
floor to ceiling height of at least 2.6m is 
considered desirable in habitable rooms”. 
Given that the proposed standards move 
away from national technical standards (i.e. 
2.5m rather than 2.3m), RBK considers that 
the SPG should reflect the ‘desirable’ height 
as a minimum standard, rather than 2.5m.  

Minimum heights impact residents’ health, 
well being and quality of life. Generous ceiling 
heights allow for natural ventilation where 
heat has the potential to escape more easily. 
If a lower ceiling height is allowed, 
residents/developers may resort to more 
energy intensive ways to cool their properties. 
This would be detrimental to the environment, 
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especially carbon emissions, and potentially 
have a negative impact on the visual amenity 
of the built environment. It would be better 
therefore if minimum ceiling heights were set 
at 2.6m in order to maintain a sustainable, 
high quality level of housing in London. 

Annex 3 

Car Parking 
Provision 
Guidance 

A1 - A13 - proposed change to 
reflect the MALP proposals, 
specifically aim to provide more 
flexibility on the number of 
parking spaces provided as part 
of residential development in 
PTALs 0-1 of Outer London. 

RBK recently responded to the Consultation 
Draft Minor Alterations to the London Plan on 
matters relating to Parking Policies and 
Standards (Parking Policy 6.13 and Table 
6.2). This response is summarised below. 

Our response welcomed the principal of more 
generous residential development parking 
standards in areas of low Public Transport 
Accessibility Levels. However, we raised 
concerns with the proposed definition of low 
PTAL as detailed below. 

This Council is of the opinion that while the 
general thrust of this guidance is sound, the 
stated PTAL figures (0-1) should be revised 
to make reference to areas with PTAL levels 
0-3. This change would give outer London 
boroughs the flexibility they need to develop 
their own residential parking standards 
across areas of poor accessibility. It would 
provide greater recognition of the relative 
isolation experienced in many areas of outer 
London (across the PTAL range 0-3) where 
public transport services are generally limited 
in both their frequency and destination giving 
little choice and flexibility to potential users. 
As a result the majority of people have to rely 
on the use of the car as the primary mode of 
travel.    

This position is borne out by statistics for this 
Borough. Approximately 75% of the Royal 
Borough of Kingston is classified as PTAL 0-3 
(a high relative proportion), and as a 
consequence Kingston significantly exceeds 
the London average for private car use for 
travel to work journeys, 26% compared to 
18%. In Chessington Wards (PTAL 0-3) 40% 
of people drive to work whereas in Grove 
Ward (PTAL 5-6) only 17% people drive to 
work. Car ownership is significantly higher in 
Kingston than the London average; in 
Kingston 75% of households have access to 
a car compared to 59% for the London 
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average. 

 As demonstrated by the Kingston PTAL map, 
it is only in those areas of PTAL 4 and above 
where local residents genuinely enjoy good 
levels of connectivity to the transport network. 
For example, in PTAL 4 areas residents are 
within an easy walk distance to a train station 
or bus interchange etc offering a frequent 
service and good choice of destinations. 
These areas are also mostly within walking 
distance of a town centre with a good range 
of shops and other local facilities. These 
considerations, and others, mean that 
residents in areas of PTAL 4 and above are 
able to live without relying on the need for 
regular access to a car. Conversely those 
people in areas of PTAL 0-3 are generally 
much more reliant on the private car. 

Maximum standards are not always 
appropriate for an outer London borough 
where PTAL levels are generally low. 
Maximum standards in residential 
development in outer London can sometimes 
result in an impact on surrounding on-street 
parking with a negative impact on residential 
amenity and highway safety. Greater 
flexibility should therefore be introduced to 
allow boroughs to set their own minimum 
requirements where appropriate, for example 
in areas with parking stress and poor public 
transport accessibility.  

 


