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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Development Infrastructure Funding Study (DIFS) was written by Peter Brett Associates LLP 
with JLL and Gardiner & Theobald for the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC).  

Our brief 

1.2 The brief requires us to explain:  

 The infrastructure requirements for growth at the site under a range of scenarios; 
 When the demand for infrastructure arises; 
 How much those infrastructure requirements cost; and 
 How those infrastructure requirements might be paid for.  

1.3 Kensal Canalside is an Opportunity Area in the London Plan.  The London Plan sees 3500 new 
homes planned at the site. Infrastructure is a barrier to development.  Transport access is 
particularly constrained.  There are barriers to access from rail and canal corridors and a single 
point of vehicle access from Ladbroke Grove.  If these barriers are overcome, then a major 
development opportunity is available.  

1.4 Because transport is both a key constraint and an opportunity, this DIFS study has been 
undertaken in tandem with a Transport Study.  The Transport Study is provided under separate 
cover.   

1.5 Decontamination requirements and costs have been identified as part of this study and are 
provided in Appendix A .  

Scope 

1.6 This study covers the area known as Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area.  It consists of four key 
sites as set out in Figure 1.1.  These are   

 North Pole Depot 
 National Grid Gasholders site 
 Ballymore 
 Sainsbury’s 

1.7 There are also a number of smaller sites within the study area, including Canalside House, 
Boathouse Centre and Water Tower.  

1.8 The infrastructure required to support growth for Kensal Canalside may take place both within the 
boundary of those sites and outside of the boundary.   

 

Figure 1.1 Kensal Canalside sites  

 
Source: RBKC 

Date of research 

1.9 The bulk of our primary research was carried out in Q3 2016. This report reflects the position at 
that point in time.  As often is the case with projects of this scale, views on the requirements, 
costs and funding of infrastructure needed for development are likely to be modified as more 
information becomes available.   
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PART A – GROWTH PLANS 

In this part of the report, we set out growth aspirations for Kensal Canalside, and the growth scenarios we adopted to 
understand infrastructure requirements at the site.  
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2 WHAT GROWTH IS PLANNED AND WHEN? 

Introduction 

2.1 The amount of growth, and its timing, has a fundamental effect on the level of infrastructure 
support needed.  In this section we explain the level of development that has been assessed as 
part of this Development Infrastructure Funding Study.   

Kensal Canalside today 

2.2 Today, Kensal Canalside has a mix of uses including: land for National Grid (two gasometers and 
associated buildings), industrial land, vacant land, Sainsbury’s supermarket, a residential housing 
block, boat centre, business space and a converted water tower.  The Great Western railway, 
Heathrow Express and Crossrail line runs east west through the middle of the site, this line 
separates the North Pole depot site from the other sites.  

2.3 The Grand Union canal runs east west along the northern boundary of the site, and forms the 
boundary with Kensal Green cemetery in the north. There is only one vehicular access to the 
north of the site which is via Ladbroke Grove and the Sainsbury’s supermarket.  Access to the 
south is currently provided via Barlby Road.   

2.4 Development at Kensal Canalside is currently constrained.  Growth is possible, but it depends on 
the capacity of the transport solution adopted.  

What growth has been planned for, and when? 

The 2013 masterplan has informed this study  
2.5 A masterplan was created in 2013 by Ballymore (see Figure 2.1).  This has provided us with a 

broad understanding of their aspirations for the area, although it was not consulted upon with 
other landowners or other parties. 

Figure 2.1 2013 Masterplan  

 
Source: Allies & Morrison 2013 / RBKC  

Using the 2013 masterplan, we generated four growth scenarios, A to 
D, which vary by density and development footprint   

2.6 We have looked at growth scenarios with and without land to the south of the railway line to allow 
for uncertainty over land availability. 

2.7 The North Pole Depot site is located to the south of the railway line and is owned by Department 
for Transport.  Whilst the land is not currently in active railway use, there is some uncertainty over 
whether the land will be available for development.  This should become clearer at the end of 
2017. 

2.8 To understand what supporting infrastructure may be needed for a situation where the North Pole 
Depot doesn’t come forward we have included with and without North Pole depot scenarios.   

2.9 Scenarios varied by development density and land take. Growth scenarios are:  

 Scenario A: Masterplan density at Canalside and North Pole  
 Scenario B: Masterplan density on Canalside only (excludes North Pole) 
 Scenario C: High density at Canalside and North Pole 
 Scenario D: High density at Canalside only (excludes North Pole) 
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Figure 2.2 Scenarios A and C – covering Canalside and North Pole; Scenarios B & 

D cover Canalside only  

  

2.10 Summary growth by scenario is provided in Table 2.1.  Detailed year on year growth numbers are 
provided in Part C of this report.  Phasing of this growth was based on work provided by RBKC 
for Scenario A, but was pro-rata’d for other development densities and areas.   

Table 2.1 Summary of indicative development growth across all scenarios 

Development type 

Scenario A 

Masterplan 
density at 
Canalside and 
North Pole 

Scenario B 

 Masterplan 
density on 
Canalside only 
(excludes North 
Pole) 

Scenario C  

High density 
at Canalside 
and North 
Pole 

Scenario D  

High density at 
Canalside only 
(excludes North 

Pole) 

Homes (no. units) 3,516 2,310 5,000 3,284 

Workspace / office 
(sqm) 9,408 9,408 10,000 10,000 

Retail/ social / 
community (sqm) 14,170 13,870 14,170 13,770 

College / primary 
school (sqm) 10,670  0 10,670 0  

2.11 The site was broken into land ownerships, and then individual development plots within those 
land ownership boundaries. A growth trajectory was provided by RBKC for each plot. We use the 
following plot boundaries for the purpose of this work (see Figure 2.3).   

Figure 2.3 Individual development plots  

 
Source: RBKC  

2.12 These plot boundaries were mapped onto the 2013 masterplan, as follows.  

Figure 2.4 Plot boundaries against the 2013 masterplan 

 
Source: RBKC/PBA 

Scenarios A & C Scenarios B & D
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2.13 We assume the following:   

 For the whole site (scenarios A and C): employment would be located within plot L. 
 For scenarios without North Pole (scenarios B and D), we would assume the employment 

space would be towards Ladbroke Grove, on plots E and F. (Canalside House falls within plot 
E). 

2.14 We expect that there will be changes to this masterplan following further liaison between the 
landowners.  Changes could be incorporated into the forthcoming Supplementary Planning 
Guidance.  

Setting out the timing of growth 
2.15 Different sites take a different share of development, and are assumed to start at different points 

in time. Figure 2.5 provides an indication of the start and end dates and per annum development 
levels for Scenario A (which is the masterplan compliant scenario).  The start and end dates per 
annum are the same for the other scenarios, with the exception of scenarios B and D where 
North Pole is excluded.   Trajectories and timings were provided to us by RBKC based on the 
Allies and Morrison masterplan.  

Figure 2.5 Summary of indicative development trajectory for scenario A over time 

 
Source: PBA/RBKC  
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PART B - OUR APPROACH TO INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIREMENTS, COSTS AND FUNDING 

It is important to adopt a consistent approach to the way that infrastructure requirements, costs and funding are assessed.  In 
this part of the report we set out our approach.   
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3 APPROACH 

Introduction 

3.1 In this part of the report we explain how we have identified the types of infrastructure that is 
required to support growth at Kensal Canalside.   

The types of infrastructure we are covering 

We are focusing on primary and secondary infrastructure 
3.2 In this study, we defined these as follows.   

 Primary infrastructure is infrastructure required to accompany development in order to allow 
new households and jobs to function within a wider community. This infrastructure will be 
largely used by the community living and working in the development but others would not be 
excluded from using these facilities.  

 Secondary infrastructure is infrastructure intended to create accessible, serviced and 
developable sites. Developers build these costs into their assessment of sites. Secondary 
infrastructure will typically include internal access roads within sites, and connections to the 
mains for drainage, sewage, gas, electricity and telecoms.  Developers also generally pay for 
small scale open and play spaces together with on site and adjacent landscaping, and so this 
falls within the definition.  

3.3 A full itemisation of all secondary infrastructure costs and requirements as part of this 
assessment would be a) redundant and b) unacceptably complicated.  However, these costs 
have not been ignored.  

 We have built in generic costs of secondary infrastructure into our assessment of build cost 
externals.   

 We have undertaken specific costing exercises where secondary infrastructure costs exceed 
the levels which would be considered to be normally within a build cost external budget.   

3.4 Given this focus, the following categories of infrastructure are excluded from this study.  

 Nationally provided infrastructure is outside our scope (eg courts, prisons).     
 Privately owned “infrastructure” is outside our scope (eg petrol stations, pubs, post offices).   

Costs fall on the private sector, and so are excluded from this assessment. 
 Care homes.  These are excluded from infrastructure costs.  Whilst there is an aspiration to 

support their delivery, care homes are part of a quasi-private market in older peoples’ 
residential care. Social care budgets pay for some places, whereas others are privately 
purchased.  

 Adult social care.  Mainstream budget allocations work on a per capita basis, so that a 
growing population will be broadly reflected in rising budgets.  

 We have excluded some categories of health care from the study, as follows.  

- Acute health care (generally hospital) and community/cottage hospitals. We do not cover 
these types of provision in this report.  The reason is that the ‘development of an area’ is 
unlikely to be of a scale that would require a major alteration or configuration of acute care 
services.  Incremental change is more likely as the build-out is delivered.  Note that in 
common with a number of state infrastructure providers, acute care provision has funding 
which adjusts for capitation, so funding should follow population growth.    

- Pharmacies and Optometrists. The NHS does not financially support the initial provision or 
ongoing costs of pharmaceutical and optometric premises.  This is a private sector 
function and is therefore excluded from our study. 

- Dental Premises. Dentists are contracted by the NHS to provide an agreed level of units 
of dental activity. For this they receive an income.  Running costs are charged against this 
income.    

Affordable housing is dealt with through its effects on potential 
developer contributions 

3.5 In our view, affordable housing does not constitute infrastructure in its strict sense.  It is therefore 
not treated as such in this study.  However, affordable housing requirements must be understood 
as part of an infrastructure study, because the levels of affordable housing demanded have a 
profound impact on the viability of development, and thus on amounts of developer contribution 
available from each plot to fund infrastructure. 

3.6 We take account of levels of affordable housing requirements through our assessment of viability 
and potential developer contributions.  Our viability work is based on assumptions on levels of 
affordable housing to be required in the area.   These levels have been provided to us. 

What infrastructure is required? Our approach 

The main service providers have been consulted 
3.7 To understand the levels of infrastructure arising from growth, key service providers were 

consulted where possible within the constraints of the study.  In other instances we have used 
industry standards to understand requirements.   A summary of the main service providers 
consulted is provided as Appendix C .   

We have sought an efficient approach to infrastructure provision 
3.8 In this assessment, we have tried to provide a pragmatic approach that balances deliverability 

with providing sufficient infrastructure to ensure the growth is properly catered for.  We have tried 
to calibrate our method to help us gauge a realistic level of infrastructure provision, in the 
following ways.  

 Where possible, we have provided service providers with information showing the location 
and quantum of jobs and housing growth.  We have invited them to explain what 
requirements they have, given this planned growth, and invited them to explain why this 
infrastructure is required.  This process has built a realism and transparency into the 
approach.   
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 Our rough rule of thumb is that the infrastructure requirements for growth in this assessment 
should be broadly in line with the levels of infrastructure enjoyed by typical residents and 
workers in the area.    

 We have attempted, where possible, to take account of service providers' existing spare 
capacity. We rely on service providers' expertise here.  This has the effect of reducing 
infrastructure demands, and so their costs and funding requirements. 

Service delivery is continually being reconfigured.  Strategies change.  
This affects levels of infrastructure required to support new growth 

3.9 Public services, and hence the infrastructure they demand for delivery, are in a constant state of 
flux.  Policy or technology can change rapidly. Most service providers do not plan beyond three 
years, and so cannot by definition be expected to know their precise requirements in (say) ten 
years' time.   

3.10 Public finances are also uncertain.  They may recover at some point, but we are currently unable 
to predict the extent to which this might take place, or when.   

3.11 This means that public service infrastructure requirements as a result of growth are difficult to 
predict and are necessarily subject to a considerable margin of error. 

We have not formally dealt with demographic changes, but have taken 
current demographic trends into account 

3.12 There are two demographic issues which need to be borne in mind:  

 The relationship between new housing stock and population   
 The demographic profile of the area, such as age profiles  

3.13 We have used GLA Population Yield Calculator1 to estimate population yield from new housing 
development.  Where we have needed an estimate of population within specific age groups, we 
have used GLA’s Population Yield SYA Tool.     

3.14 Time and budget does not allow us to deal with any changes in these profiles and relationships in 
future.  We have relied on service providers being broadly aware of issues in order to give us a 
reasonably accurate picture of the infrastructure implications of growth in the area.  

Total precision about the required infrastructure is not possible 
3.15 It is important to point out that we are dealing with infrastructure requirements at a high level.  

This study provides the basis to establish the fundamental infrastructure requirements to create a 
new community at Kensal Canalside. Once the principles have been established and there is 
certainty in delivery, a more detailed phase can be entered, with development partners and 
potential end users identified. At that stage it will be possible to refine the concepts on which this 
report is based upon and provide a more detailed plan that reflects their needs and the 
aspirations of the council. This report - and the spreadsheet analysis that accompanies it - is 
designed to be updated as more information comes in over time. 

                                                
1 http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/population-yield-calculator [accessed September 2016] 

What does infrastructure cost? Our approach  

Understanding gross infrastructure costs for wider development 
3.16 ‘Gross infrastructure costs’ capture the total cost of all known items required to deliver 

development in and around Kensal Canalside.  This is something of a catch-all category, and 
therefore includes items such as Crossrail station and highway connections to the wider network.   

We cost the infrastructure required. We quote costs at current prices 
and exclude VAT  

3.17 We quote capital costs.  We have used service providers’ and our team’s estimates of 
infrastructure costs.  Where we have costed infrastructure we have drawn on Gardiner & 
Theobald’s in-house database, and taken account of the type and use of the asset.  At times, we 
have also included costs provided by other parties to provide a strategic view.  

3.18 The major costs quoted in this study were current prices at the time of the work (Q3 2016).  No 
inflation is included in our cost calculations. This is because we do not know what the inflation 
rate will be in future, or exactly when items will be built.  Costs will need to be revisited in future. 

3.19 We exclude VAT on the assumption that it is recoverable by the infrastructure funder/deliverer.   

We include an allowance for contingency 
3.20 In providing information on costs it is important to make contingency allowances.  These 

allowances cover unforeseen circumstances or errors in the size or amount of infrastructure 
required, ground conditions, weather delays or availability of labour. The level of contingency will 
depend on the complexity of the infrastructure item and how much information is available at this 
stage in the process.  Where costed, 10% contingency has typically been added to infrastructure 
costs unless more information is available.  This sum is considered reasonable.  

We exclude optimism bias  
3.21 Optimism bias is discussed in Green Book Supplementary Guidance.2 Optimism bias is intended 

to correct for the systematic tendency of public sector projects to run over budget.  

3.22 However, it is important to use Optimism Bias correctly.  Optimism bias is principally used for 
assessing the ‘value for money’ of a project (i.e. do the economic benefits outweigh the economic 
costs?), but not its commercial viability.  This view is supported in the recent DCLG appraisal 
guide, which states:   

“Optimism bias should be used to inform decision makers about the risks of costs being higher 
and benefits being lower than forecast.  It is therefore a useful concept in assessing the 
robustness of a project’s overall value for money.  All value for money metrics – the NPPV and 
BCR – should be calculated with OB included.  However, in the financial case of a spending 
proposal, the OB adjustment should be excluded and instead a reasonable level of contingency 

                                                
2 HM Treasury (2013) Green Book Supplementary Guidance: Optimism Bias  
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-book-supplementary-guidance-optimism-bias 

http://data.london.gov.uk/dataset/population-yield-calculator
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should be made (which will be linked to the final level of OB applied in the appraisal at Final 
Business Case stage.” 3 

3.23 In this respect, “assessing the robustness of a project’s overall value for money” is the economic 
case of a Business Case and should include optimism bias.   

3.24 The “financial case of a spending proposal” is obviously the financial case of a Business Case, 
which in part covers viability, and should not include optimism bias (subject to appropriate 
contingency). 

3.25 Our purpose in this project is to assess commercial viability.  Our costings therefore do not 
include Optimism Bias, but do include contingency.   

Treatment of land costs 
3.26 In general, land costs for infrastructure are not included in these calculations.  This is because we 

believe that the inclusion of land costs for infrastructure is likely to make the study less (not more) 
accurate, for the following reasons.  

 When land is needed, its price will vary widely depending on development location and 
planned use.  We cannot be certain what its value at that time and anticipated use is.   

 In some instances, land is not needed, because infrastructure will be located on land already 
owned by the organisation or agency involved.  

3.27 There are two exceptions where costs have been included because this makes the study more 
(not less) accurate. 

 Land costs for Ladbroke Grove / Canal Way Junction. In practice, though, this could be 
compensated by the release of additional land for development which we have not accounted 
for.  

 Land costs for primary school as shown on Allies and Morrison masterplan. 

3.28 It is worth noting that the land costs for the 30 metre by 30 metre primary substation have not 
been included here; the arguments for inclusion and exclusion are finely balanced.    

We have included remediation costs in viability testing 
3.29 The site has a complex industrial history.  The current and previous use of Kensal Canalside 

means that the land has to be remediated prior to development of residential and employment 
uses.  It is important to manage the risks associated with ground contamination.   

3.30 Remediation can be costly.  In order to understand the viability of the development we need to 
understand the broad remediation costs required at each site.   

3.31 We have undertaken a land remediation study for the Kensal Canalside study area to establish 
and cost the broad site decontamination requirements for the development scenarios.  This is 
provided under separate cover.   

                                                
3 DCLG Appraisal Guide  

What funding for infrastructure might be sought? Our 
approach 

3.32 Our aim in the sections on funding in this report is to show the funding available for the 
infrastructure at the area. We explain our approach below.  

Where possible, we assume that mainstream funding is the first funding 
to be used 

3.33 It is the Government's intention to use S106 to fund infrastructure after sources of mainstream 
Government support have been identified.  We therefore sought mainstream funding for 
infrastructure in the first instance, see para. 4.15.  (As we will show, though, we were frequently 
unsuccessful in reliably identifying mainstream funding).   

We have suggested that projects are funded in different ways 
3.34 The distinctions between the funding categories are not always clean.   Our general approach in 

each case has been as follows.  

 Infrastructure assumed seeking developer contributions (S106/S278 funding):  earlier 
decisions have been made to exempt this site from borough CIL, so contributions are to be 
raised through S106/S278.  S106 projects must be a) directly related to proposed 
development, b) reasonable in scale and kind and c) necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms.   There are also limits to the number of S106 can be used to 
fund a single item of infrastructure – the so-called ‘pooling’ limits.  (Note, though, that S278 
funding – which concerns elements of highway infrastructure - can have funding pooled, with 
a few exceptions).  

 Infrastructure assumed being delivered direct by a developer:  this infrastructure would be 
required of a developer anyway, assuming that the developer was to create a saleable 
product, but would typically be in excess of what could be absorbed within a typical plot 
externals budget given the scale or complexity of the project.   

 Funding assumed from utility companies.  In some instances, we make the assumption that 
utility companies may be willing to pay for some infrastructure on the basis that costs can be 
recovered from user charges.   

 Other funding assumed.  This line reflects the fact that some infrastructure costs might be 
picked up by other sources.  

3.35 There are unquestionably grey areas between these categories.  For example, a road through the 
southern part of the site might provide strategic transport links for the wider area (suggesting 
mainstream state sources of infrastructure funding should be used, given that common benefit is 
generated), and also allow developers to create a saleable product (suggesting direct developer 
delivery funding).  

We have made some broad allocations of S106 charge to individual 
sites – but these are certainly open to negotiation 

3.36 Through this work we cannot advise on the nature of individual S106 deals.  It is important to 
understand that at this stage, it is not possible to be certain of these categorisations.  There will 
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undoubtedly be debate, and this report cannot provide a definitive answer.  As a consequence we 
cannot make definitive statements of how available funding should be sought from individual 
landowners.  Much will depend on individual circumstances and the individual development deal 
arrived at.   

3.37 All categories of developer cost above are taken into account when we undertake viability testing.   

When is infrastructure required? Our approach  

We have used judgement to understand when infrastructure might be 
required 

3.38 We have used judgement to understand when infrastructure might be required to support 
different sites and phases of development. We caution that this is not always an exact science.  
Very much depends on economic cycles, funding availability, technological change and so on. 

What are the priorities? Our approach 

3.39 It is our objective here to prioritise which infrastructure projects are most important in allowing 
planned growth at the area to take place in a sustainable and well planned way.  (Please note 
that this prioritisation process does not intend to sequence infrastructure investments in time 
order).   

3.40 Ultimately, it will be necessary to prioritise both within theme areas (say, prioritising the most 
important transport projects) and also between theme areas (say, deciding to invest in community 
facilities, rather than transport).   There is no definitive right answer here.  Whilst these final 
decisions rest with elected representatives and their officers, it is our role to assist the process of 
making these decisions.  We therefore have categorised different infrastructure spending into the 
following levels of priority, in the expectation that subsequent work, outside our brief, will review 
the choices made.   

3.41 How funding is actually deployed depends on the amount of money that there is available to pay 
for infrastructure. (Tight budgets would mean that only essential requirements were met; more 
funding might mean that the other projects were funded).  

The prioritisation categories used 
3.42 We are using the following categories for prioritisation: 

 1. Critical enabling.  This category includes all infrastructure that is critical to facilitate a 
development.  Without these works development cannot proceed.    

 2. Essential mitigation. This category includes all infrastructure that we believe is necessary to 
mitigate the impacts arising from the development. The usual examples of essential mitigation 
are projects which mitigate impacts from trips or population associated with a development, 
including school places, health requirements and public transport (service) projects.  

 3. High priority. This category includes all infrastructure that support wider strategic or site 
specific objectives which are set out in planning policy but would not necessarily prevent 
development from occurring, although that would need to be considered on a case by case 
basis.  

 4. Desirable. This defines all projects that are deemed to be of benefit but would not prevent, 
on balance, the development from occurring or from being acceptable if they were not taken 
forward.  

Caveats attached  

3.43 There are a number of important points which must be borne in mind when using this document.  

 Infrastructure providers reserve the right to update the information provided. As might be 
expected, there are some gaps in knowledge and understanding of what is needed and how it 
might be paid for. Estimates will need to be refined.  

 The service providers are at different stages in their planning processes. In many cases 
further work is needed to identify specific infrastructure requirements. 

 The estimates of infrastructure requirements, costs and funding provided here involve 
generalisation. It is not realistic to match resources, demand and location with the degree of 
precision necessary to reach perfectly reasoned conclusions on what infrastructure is 
required on any one given site or with any one service provider.   

 This infrastructure assessment is not itself a policy document. Information included in the 
assessment does not override or amend the various agreed/adopted strategies, policies and 
commitments which local authorities and other infrastructure providers currently have in 
place.   

 Our assessment of potential developer contributions from potential future development in the 
area does not purport to offer a valuation of any particular piece of land.  They were prepared 
with the objective of estimating potential overall levels of contributions that could be secured 
from development to help fund infrastructure.  They are not suited to any other purpose. 

 Although this work can be used as a high level guide, developers and Local Planning 
Authorities will not be able to solely rely on this work to negotiate individual Section 106 
agreements. Our analysis is not at the level of accuracy that allows this function to be 
performed.  

 Further work after this study has closed will be necessary to refine infrastructure priorities.  
 It will be important to allow sufficient flexibility around funding. In the case of S106, for 

example, there may be changes to the way that these policies are used to pay for different 
infrastructure items that differ from this report. 

 This report may make assumptions about how projects are funded.  For example, it may 
assume that some projects are included as seeking S106.  However, as projects proceed 
through the planning process, these projects may be sought as part of typical externals 
budgets, and thus receive no funding or offsetting allowance in viability calculations for S106 
or affordable housing.  This is an area-wide report which does not attempt to determine these 
matters, which will require site-by-site negotiation.  
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PART C – INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS AND FUNDING - DETAILED TABLES  

This part of the report sets out the detail of our findings.  
We start by providing a detailed growth trajectory.  We then look at utilities, transport and social infrastructure projects.  
For each project, we set out what infrastructure is needed, its costs, how it can be paid for. We note high level issues and 
delivery recommendations.  
We provide the relevant information for each of the growth scenarios.   

 
  





CHP and heat network

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Onsite primary infrastructure
Project name

Project ref HN 01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Developer

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 5731 480 480 580 480 575 627 627 627 627 627
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 375 75 75 75 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2028 406 406 406 406 406
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1262 252 252 252 252 252
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 99 99
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1967 94 375 375 375 375 375
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 5731 480 480 580 480 575 627 627 627 627 627
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 3762 480 480 579 480 480 253 253 253 253 253
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 372 74 74 74 74 74
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2027 405 405 405 405 405
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1264 253 253 253 253 253
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 99 99
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 3762 480 480 579 480 480 253 253 253 253 253
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 8144 682 682 824 682 817 891 891 891 891 891
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 529 106 106 106 106 106
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2882 576 576 576 576 576
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1797 359 359 359 359 359
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 141 141
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2794 134 532 532 532 532 532
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 8144 682 682 824 682 817 891 891 891 891 891
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 5349 682 682 824 682 682 359 359 359 359 359
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 529 106 106 106 106 106
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2882 576 576 576 576 576
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1797 359 359 359 359 359
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 141 141
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 5349 682 682 824 682 682 359 359 359 359 359
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref HN 02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Developer

Primary heat pipework

Other key assumptions to note

·         North Pole scenarios (A and C) include £1m contingency for rail crossing

·         Secondary/internal pipework/HIUs costs are EXCLUDED (nothing beyond primary heat substations)

Assuming heat network has to be delivered (as per GLA policy, which requires that developers  prioritise connection to existing or planned decentralised energy 

networks where feasible (see London Plan Chapter 5)

Energy centre

The costs associated with the energy centre. Currently assumed to be a single energy centre serving the entire development located in the National Grid area. 

The scale of the energy centre is subject to a number of factors which are beyond the scope of the current study. However the size of the demand connected to 

the network will be a factor so the size and cost of energy centre will vary across the difference development scales and denisities in Scenarios A-D. 

·         No (gas) re-inforcement included

·         No allowance for (physical) private elect wire which may or may not be part of CHP scheme

·         Demand based on resi only. No allowance for commercial elements at this stage.

·         Peak loads based on diversified loads using CIBSE Heat networks: Code of Practice for the UK (2015) which assumes 1.8kW peak heat demand per dwelling 

for energy centre sizing 

Assuming heat network has to be delivered (as per GLA policy, which requires that developers  prioritise connection to existing or planned decentralised energy 

networks where feasible (see London Plan Chapter 5)

Infrastructure costs for development wide heat network. This assumes heat network has to be delivered as per GLA policy (which requires that developers  prioritise connection to existing or planned decentralised energy networks where feasible - see London 

Plan Chapter 5).  The study has assessed other local networks but the nearest existing heat network to the site is the Pimlico network over 6km as the crow flies. There are two planned networks nearby, the closest of these being the proposed Hammersmith & 

Fulham heat network which is approx 1.4 km  via the road network to the southern boundary of North Pole (plot M). However connecting to this proposed network, should it come forward could be at least £3m in pipework infrastructure costs (at £2000/m 

installed). Therefore for the purposes of this assessment, to respond to the GLA policy, we have considered the provision on an on site heat network.

The heat network infrastructure has been assumed to comprise 3 elements:

- HN01) Energy Centre 

- HN02) Primary Heat Pipework

- HN03) Primary Heat Substations

At this stage of the project and initial, highlevel cost estimates have been made for these elements across the 4 scenarios.

Currently assumed to be a single energy centre serving the entire development located in the National Grid area. The scale of the energy centre is subject to a number of factors which are beyond the scope of the current study. However the size of the demand 

connected to the network will be a factor so the size and cost of energy centre will vary across the difference development scales and denisities in Scenarios A-D. 

At this stage it is assumed that the developer will have to fund the network.

Other key assumptions

·         No (gas) re-inforcement included but from engagement with National Grid, based on the current development assumptions, this would not be required.

·         Assume gas CHP energy centre with gas boiler back up

·         No allowance for (physical) private electric wire which may or may not be part of CHP scheme

·         Demand based on residential elements only. No allowance for commercial elements at this stage. Residential demand will make up the vast majority of total heat demand/load

·         Peak loads based on diversified loads using CIBSE Heat networks: Code of Practice for the UK CP1 2015. Assessed a 1.8kW peak heat demand per dwelling for energy centre sizing

·         North Pole scenarios (A and C) include £1m contingency for rail crossing

·         Secondary/internal pipework/HIUs costs are EXCLUDED (nothing beyond primary heat substations) 

Costs have currently been phased in line with development programme. In practice some of the heat infrastructure costs (energy centre, pipework) may be delivered in advance of development built out and connection so timings should be reviewed once 

further details are known.



Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 4146 348 348 419 348 416 454 454 454 454 454
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 271 54 54 54 54 54
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1467 293 293 293 293 293
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 913 183 183 183 183 183
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 72 72
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1423 68 271 271 271 271 271
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 4146 348 348 419 348 416 454 454 454 454 454
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 2151 274 274 331 274 274 144 144 144 144 144
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 213 43 43 43 43 43
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1159 232 232 232 232 232
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 722 144 144 144 144 144
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 57 57
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2151 274 274 331 274 274 144 144 144 144 144
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 4142 347 347 419 347 415 453 453 453 453 453
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 269 54 54 54 54 54
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1466 293 293 293 293 293
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 914 183 183 183 183 183
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 72 72
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1421 68 271 271 271 271 271
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 4142 347 347 419 347 415 453 453 453 453 453
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 2151 274 274 331 274 274 144 144 144 144 144
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 213 43 43 43 43 43
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1159 232 232 232 232 232
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 722 144 144 144 144 144
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 57 57
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2151 274 274 331 274 274 144 144 144 144 144
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref HN 03

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Developer

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 881 74 74 89 74 88 96 96 96 96 96
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 58 12 12 12 12 12
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 312 62 62 62 62 62
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 194 39 39 39 39 39
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 15 15
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 303 15 58 58 58 58 58
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 881 74 74 89 74 88 96 96 96 96 96
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 579 74 74 89 74 74 39 39 39 39 39
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 57 11 11 11 11 11
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 312 62 62 62 62 62
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 194 39 39 39 39 39
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 15 15
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 579 74 74 89 74 74 39 39 39 39 39
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1252 105 105 127 105 126 137 137 137 137 137
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 81 16 16 16 16 16
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 443 89 89 89 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 276 55 55 55 55 55
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 22 22
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 430 21 82 82 82 82 82
Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1252 105 105 127 105 126 137 137 137 137 137
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 823 105 105 127 105 105 55 55 55 55 55
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 81 16 16 16 16 16
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 443 89 89 89 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 276 55 55 55 55 55
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 22 22
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib to Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 823 105 105 127 105 105 55 55 55 55 55
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Primary heat substations

Peak loads based on diversified loads using CIBSE. Both hot water and heating included and currently assessed a 1.98kW peak heat demand per dwelling for heat 

substation sizing.

Assuming heat network has to be delivered (as per GLA policy, which requires that developers  prioritise connection to existing or planned decentralised energy 

networks where feasible (see London Plan Chapter 5)



Electricity

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Onsite primary infrastructure

Project name

Project ref UE01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 70 7 32 32
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 383 38 172 172
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 239 24 107 107
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 2 8 8
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 414 41 186 186
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 106 11 48 48
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 578 58 260 260
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 386 39 174 174
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 54 5 24 24
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 71 7 32 32
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 387 39 174 174
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 241 24 108 108
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 2 9 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 407 41 183 183
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 107 11 48 48
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 585 58 263 263
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 384 38 173 173
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 48 5 22 22
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1124 112 506 506
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
On-site distribution infrastructure

Project name

Project ref UE02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 748 57 57 57 57 69 97 97 86 86 86
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 100 20 20 20 20 20
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 187 37 37 37 37 37
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 193 39 39 39 39 39
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 268 12 58 58 47 47 47
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 748 57 57 57 57 69 97 97 86 86 86
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 483 58 58 58 58 58 43 43 36 36 36
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 100 20 20 20 20 20
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 188 38 38 38 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 194 43 43 36 36 36
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

No HV cable crossing required

HV cable network

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year

HV cable crossing railway by bridge or UTX

33kv primary substation

Required in all scenarios.

From initial correspondence with UK Power Networks, a capacity shortfall has been identified. 

As such further capacity will need to be released from the Willesden electricity grid. This would require an additional primary substation on the local network in order to step down 66 kV power to 11kV power, which can be used locally by an on-site distribution 

network. The delivery of this primary substation would be required close to the commencement of the development, before all existing capacity is exhausted.

In order to distribute the electricity between the primary substations and end users, further distribution substations would be required to step down 11kV electricity to low voltage (LV) electricity. Further distribution would be provided through installation of high 

voltage (HV) 11kV cabling and LV cabling. To serve development on the south of the railway, it is proposed that cabling would cross a proposed utility bridge in conjunction with access to the station. 

Electricity removal works will be required as part of the site remediation process, and this would include the removal of 5 no. existing distribution substations and also the diversion of the associated HV network across National grid, Ballymore and Sainsbury’s 

land.

At this stage it is assumed that the cost of this infrastructure would be pro-rata'd between the relevant developers.

There may be opportunity to share the benefits of the network reinforcement, depending on need in the local area at the time of commencement and also the final expected demand of the proposed Kensal Canalside development. This would allow further 

developers to off-set the infrastructure cost.

There could also be opportunity to discuss proposals with independent network operators (IDNOs), as it might be possible to off-set start-up costs with future revenue. This is typically an option when retaining a single IDNO to provide and supply a single utility, 

or otherwise joint utilities (typically gas and electricity) which could result in a greater cost off-set, but less flexibility for the developer. This would require in depth engagement and full understanding of all benefits and weaknesses.

The electricity costs can be partitioned into the following categories:

• On-site primary infrastructure (primary substation);

• On-site distribution infrastructure (HV cabling network (11kv), LV cabling network (<400V) and 11kv distribution substations);

• On-site diversions (HV cabling and distribution substations).

All costs are estimated based on a high level review of demand, layout of the site and the current status of the local electricity network. Whilst the proposals are considered to be robust, there is scope for change of costs and required infrastructure in the time 

period prior to commencement.

It is recommended that engagement with UKPN/ IDNOs is undertaken at an early stage in order to fully understand the reinforcement requirements, including the footprint of the primary substation and delivery duration. From past experience a primary 

substation could require a land take of approximately 30m x 30m and could have a significant lead-in time due to manufacturing of approximately 18-24 months (excluding design and planning).

None specific to each scenario

None specific to each scenario

None specific to each scenario

None specific to each scenario



Scenario A Project details for this scenario None specific to each scenario

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 483 58 58 58 58 58 43 43 36 36 36
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 749 57 57 57 57 69 95 95 86 86 86
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 100 20 20 20 20 20
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 188 38 38 38 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 193 39 39 39 39 39
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 268 12 56 56 48 48 48
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 749 57 57 57 57 69 95 95 86 86 86
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 483 58 58 58 58 58 42 42 37 37 37
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 100 20 20 20 20 20
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 188 38 38 38 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 194 42 42 37 37 37
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 483 58 58 58 58 58 42 42 37 37 37
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Project name

Project ref UE03

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 991 76 76 76 76 91 128 128 113 113 113
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 132 26 26 26 26 26
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 248 50 50 50 50 50
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 256 51 51 51 51 51
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 355 15 77 77 62 62 62
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 991 76 76 76 76 91 128 128 113 113 113
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 634 76 76 76 76 76 56 56 48 48 48
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 131 26 26 26 26 26
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 248 50 50 50 50 50
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 255 56 56 48 48 48
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 634 76 76 76 76 76 56 56 48 48 48
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1016 78 78 78 78 94 129 129 117 117 117
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 135 27 27 27 27 27
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 255 51 51 51 51 51
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 263 53 53 53 53 53
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 364 16 77 77 65 65 65
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1016 78 78 78 78 94 129 129 117 117 117
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 651 78 78 78 78 78 56 56 50 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 135 27 27 27 27 27
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 254 51 51 51 51 51
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 262 56 56 50 50 50
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 651 78 78 78 78 78 56 56 50 50 50
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Components

Project name

Project ref UE04

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 9444 669 669 824 669 826 1247 1247 1097 1097 1097
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 531 106 106 106 106 106
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2816 563 563 563 563 563

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2309 462 462 462 462 462

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 155 155
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3633 157 786 786 635 635 635
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 9444 669 669 824 669 826 1247 1247 1097 1097 1097
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 5846 627 627 809 627 627 603 603 441 441 441
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 498 100 100 100 100 100
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2638 528 528 528 528 528
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2362 520 520 441 441 441
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 348 182 83 83
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 5846 627 627 809 627 627 603 603 441 441 441
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

11kv substations

Quantity varies between scenarios based on load

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year

HV cable crossing railway by bridge or UTX

No HV cable crossing required

LV cable network



Scenario A Project details for this scenario None specific to each scenario

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 13491 1000 1000 1224 1000 1224 1706 1706 1544 1544 1544
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 788 158 158 158 158 158
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4210 842 842 842 842 842
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 3208 642 642 642 642 642
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 224 224
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 5061 224 1064 1064 903 903 903
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 13491 1000 1000 1224 1000 1224 1706 1706 1544 1544 1544
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 8544 959 959 1222 959 959 802 802 627 627 627
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 756 151 151 151 151 151
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4040 808 808 808 808 808
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 3306 712 712 627 627 627
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 443 263 90 90
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 8544 959 959 1222 959 959 802 802 627 627 627
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Disconnections and diversionary works 

Project name

Project ref UE05

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 151 151
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 151 151
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 151 151
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 151 151
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 151 151
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 151 151
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 151 151
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 151 151
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Project name

Project ref UE06

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? UK Power Networks (UKPN)

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 169 169
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 169 169
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 169 169
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 169 169
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 169 169
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 85 85

HV cable diversion

To be undertaking preceding development of associated plot.

Existing substation removals

To be undertaking preceding development of associated plot.



Scenario A Project details for this scenario None specific to each scenario

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 169 169
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 169 169
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 85 85
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 169 169
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)



Gas

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

On-site distribution infrastructure
Project name

Project ref UG01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? National Grid Gas

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 154 23 20 20 20 21 11 13 9 9 9
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 25 5 5 5 5 5 1
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 76 15 15 15 15 15 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 12 3 2 2 2 2 2
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 41 1 9 10 7 7 7
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 154 23 20 20 20 21 11 13 9 9 9
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 117 23 21 21 21 21 2 4 2 2 2
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 26 5 5 5 5 5 1
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 79 16 16 16 16 16 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 13 3 2 2 2 2 2
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 117 23 21 21 21 21 2 4 2 2 2
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 154 22 20 20 20 22 11 12 9 9 9
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 25 5 5 5 5 5 1
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 76 15 15 15 15 15 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 12 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 41 2 9 9 7 7 7
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 154 22 20 20 20 22 11 12 9 9 9
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 117 23 21 21 21 21 2 3 2 2 2
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 26 5 5 5 5 5 1
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 79 16 16 16 16 16 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 13 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 117 23 21 21 21 21 2 3 2 2 2
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Components
Project name

Project ref UG02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? National Grid Gas

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 8 4 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 45 22 22
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 37 18 18
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 2 1 1
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 58 29 29
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 150 75 75
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario

Pressure Reducing Station (PRS)

Required in all scenarios.

From initial correspondence with National Grid, it has been identified that there is currently sufficient capacity in the local gas network. 

It has been confirmed by National Grid, based on the current gas network, the proposed development could be served directly from the existing medium pressure (MP) gas network via a pressure reducing station (PRS).

The pressure reducing station would be located at the site inlet location and would reduce MP gas to low pressure (LP) gas.

To distribute gas to end users, an LP gas network would be required. To serve development on the south of the railway, it is proposed that cabling would cross a proposed utility bridge in conjunction with access to the station. 

Gas diversion works will be required as part of the site remediation process, and this would include the diversion of 550m of MP gas main across the Ballymore and Sainsbury’s land.

LP pipe network

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year.

At this stage it is assumed that the cost of this infrastructure would be pro-rata'd between the relevant developers.

There could also be opportunity to discuss proposals with independent network operators (IDNOs), as it might be possible to off-set start-up costs with future revenue. This is typically an option when retaining a single IDNO to provide and supply a single utility, 

or otherwise joint utilities (typically gas and electricity) which could result in a greater cost off-set, but less flexibility for the developer. This would require in depth engagement and full understanding of all benefits and weaknesses.

The gas costs can be partitioned into the following categories:

• On-site distribution infrastructure (LP gas mains);

• Components (PRS);

• On-site diversions (MP gas mains).

All costs are estimated based on a high level review of demand, layout of the site and the current status of the local gas network. Whilst the proposals are considered to be robust, there is scope for change of costs and required infrastructure in the time period 

prior to commencement.

It is recommended that engagement with National Grid is undertaken at an early stage to confirm that capacity is still available at the time of commencement, or whether any reinforcement is required.

In addition it is recommended that engagement with National Grid and IDNOs are undertaken at an early stage in order to understand the most beneficial supply strategy (eg whether ad-hoc, but flexible arrangements are made on a plot by plot basis, or 

whether a strategy could be agreed to serve the entire site at the expense of future flexibility).



Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 13 6 6
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 68 34 34
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 61 30 30
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 9 4 4
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 150 75 75
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 8 4 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 45 23 23
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 37 18 18
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 5 2 2
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 54 27 27
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 150 75 75
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 13 7 7
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 71 35 35
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 58 29 29
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 8 4 4
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 150 75 75
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Disconnections and diversionary works 
Project name

Project ref UG03

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? National Grid Gas

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 557 557
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 557 557
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 557 557
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 557 557
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 557 557
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 557 557
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 557 557
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 278 278
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 557 557
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Existing MP main diversion

To be undertaking preceding development of associated plot.



Telecoms

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

On-site distribution infrastructure
Project name

Project ref UT01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Openreach and Virgin Media

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 482 66 36 36 36 43 58 63 48 48 48
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 64 12 12 12 12 12 2
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 121 24 24 24 24 24 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 125 30 19 20 19 19 19
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 173 6 39 40 29 29 29
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 66 36 36 36 43 58 63 48 48 48
Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 311 64 36 36 36 36 23 27 17 17 17
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 64 12 12 12 12 12 3
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 121 24 24 24 24 24 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 125 27 23 24 17 17 17
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 311 64 36 36 36 36 23 27 17 17 17
Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 482 59 37 37 37 43 58 62 50 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 64 13 13 13 13 13 2
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 121 24 24 24 24 24 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 125 22 20 21 20 20 20
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 173 7 38 39 30 30 30
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 59 37 37 37 43 58 62 50 50 50
Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 311 58 37 37 37 37 23 26 19 19 19
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 64 13 13 13 13 13 2
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 121 24 24 24 24 24 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 125 21 23 24 19 19 19
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 311 58 37 37 37 37 23 26 19 19 19
Other funding assumed (£000s)

Telecoms distribution is expected to be offered by Virgin and BT Openreach via fibre and copper.

Distribution will be provided from adjacent cabling and joint boxes. To serve development on the south of the railway, it is proposed that cabling would cross a proposed utility bridge in conjunction with access to the station. 

It is understood that there is no telecoms currently feeding through the site, and therefore the existing BT Openreach infrastructure would be recovered by Openreach and not diverted.

Telecoms materials such as joint boxes and covers are typically paid for by the provider (BT Openreach or Virgin). The cost of the remaining works (trenching and laying of ducts) might be pro-rata'd between the relevant developers.

For larger residential developers it is sometimes possible to negotiate for the telecoms provider to pay the developer per dwelling connected and this should be reviewed further.  We have assumed this position here. 

All telecoms costs are associated with new supply.  All costs are estimated based on a high level review the site layout. Whilst the proposals are considered to be robust, there is scope for change of costs and required infrastructure in the time period prior to 

commencement.  Given that an entirely new network will be needed, it is highly likely that the most up-to-date telecommunications systems will be put in place.  However, it may be advantageous for RBKC to contact BT or a similar telecoms provider early in 

order to ensure that the site forms part of investment plans.  BT runs a number of exemplar projects across the UK, and could be encouraged to see Kensal Canalside as a testbed for new G-Fast technology, which offers 80-500mbps speeds.  These speeds are 

far beyond those available even to Ethernet users. If G-Fast is not available, developers could be encouraged to install Ethernet connections to individual mansion blocks  This would provide very high speed access both on upload and download.  BT have stated 

elsewhere that they would like to see telecommunications provision planned in early, to reduce complexities around permission for streetworks.  Vacant ducting/reserve channels could be provided for future rental/one off charges to reduce the need to dig up 

roads later.

Distribution cables and cabinets

Required in all circumstances. 



Potable Water

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Offsite reinforcement
Project name

Project ref UPW-01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 314 314
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 18 18
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 94 94
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 77 77
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 5 5
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 121 121
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 314 314
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 314 314
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 27 27
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 142 142
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 127 127
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 19
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 314 314
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 314 314
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 18 18
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 95 95
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 77 77
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 114 114
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 314 314
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 314 314
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 28 28
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 148 148
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 121 121
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 16 16
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 314 314
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Project name

Project ref UPW-01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? North Pole

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 285 285
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 285 285
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 285 285
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Upgrade of 220m of 150mm dia to 300mm dia in Ladbroke Grove and Barlby Road

Only required for North Pole Development

Upgrade of 210m of 300mm dia to 450mm dia in Ladbroke Grove.

Cost split between plots. Cost pro-rata'd based on loading

It is expected that there is sufficient capacity in the local network to serve the site.

To serve the site, it is anticipated that two off-site water mains will require up-sizing to provide sufficient water quantity. This includes 210m of 300mm dia. water main in Ladbroke Grove upsizing to 450mm dia. and 220m of 150mm dia. water main upsizing to 

300mm in Ladbroke Grove and Barlby Road. 

Water will then be distributed on the site via water mains of diameters between 63mm and 200mm dia.

Water main diversion works will be required as part of the site remediation process, and this would include the diversion of 160m of 150mm dia. main across the Ballymore land.

At this stage it is assumed that the cost of this infrastructure would be pro-rata'd between the relevant developers.

Water undertakers, such as Thames Water, are currently legislated to offer a payment mechanism where the first 12 years of revenue offset the capital expenditure of the scheme. This deficit (gap between yearly average capital expenditure and revenue) is 

subsequently offered either as a yearly cost (where loan interest is incurred) or upfront which could make cost savings. 

The water costs can be partitioned into the following categories:

• Off-site reinforcement (upsizing of off-site existing 150mm and 300mm water mains)

• On-site distribution infrastructure (on-site water mains);

• On-site diversions (150mm water main).

All costs are estimated based on a high level review of demand, layout of the site and the current status of the local water network. Whilst the proposals are considered to be robust, there is scope for change of costs and required infrastructure in the time 

period prior to commencement.

It is recommended that engagement with Thames Water is undertaken at an early stage to confirm that capacity is still available at the time of commencement, or whether any reinforcement is required.



Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 285 285
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 285 285
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 285 285
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
On-site distribution infrastructure
Project name

Project ref UPW-03

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 866 118 65 65 65 77 104 113 86 86 86
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 115 22 22 22 22 22 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 217 43 43 43 43 43 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 224 53 34 36 34 34 34
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 310 11 70 72 52 52 52
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 866 118 65 65 65 77 104 113 86 86 86
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 559 114 66 66 66 66 41 49 31 31 31
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 116 22 22 22 22 22 5
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 218 43 43 43 43 43 2
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 225 49 41 43 31 31 31
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 559 114 66 66 66 66 41 49 31 31 31
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 866 106 66 66 66 78 105 111 90 90 90
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 115 22 22 22 22 22 3
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 217 43 43 43 43 43 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 224 40 36 38 36 36 36
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 310 12 68 69 54 54 54
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 866 106 66 66 66 78 105 111 90 90 90
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 559 104 66 66 66 66 42 47 34 34 34
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 116 23 23 23 23 23 3
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 218 43 43 43 43 43 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 225 38 42 43 34 34 34
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 559 104 66 66 66 66 42 47 34 34 34
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Disconnections and diversionary works 
Project name

Project ref UPW-04

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Funding Developer Developer funding assumed (£000s) 89 89

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Diversion of 160m of 150mm main

To be undertaking preceding development of associated plot.

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year

Installation of on-site water mains



Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 89 89
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 89 89
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 89 89
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 89 89
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)



Sewerage, Drainage and SUDS

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

On-site distribution infrastructure
Project name

Project ref UFW-01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1138 156 96 120 96 109 122 137 101 101 101
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 183 35 35 35 35 35 6
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 304 61 61 61 61 61 2
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 252 60 38 40 38 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 24 3
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 371 13 84 86 63 63 63
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1138 156 96 120 96 109 122 137 101 101 101
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 755 148 94 104 94 94 52 66 34 34 34
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 180 35 35 35 35 35 8
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 59 59 59 59 59 2
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 248 54 45 47 34 34 34
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 10 8 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 755 148 94 104 94 94 52 66 34 34 34
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1138 142 96 122 96 111 122 133 105 105 105
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 183 36 36 36 36 36 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 304 61 61 61 61 61 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 252 45 41 43 41 41 41
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 25 2
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 371 14 81 83 64 64 64
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1138 142 96 122 96 111 122 133 105 105 105
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 755 136 95 107 95 95 53 61 38 38 38
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 180 35 35 35 35 35 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 60 60 60 60 60 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 248 41 46 47 38 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 12 7 8
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 755 142 96 122 96 111 122 133 105 105 105
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Project name

Project ref USW-01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1131 156 96 120 96 109 122 137 101 101 101
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 182 35 35 35 35 35 6
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 303 61 61 61 61 61 2
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 250 60 38 40 38 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 24 3
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 369 13 84 86 63 63 63
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1131 156 96 120 96 109 122 137 101 101 101
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 755 148 94 104 94 94 52 66 34 34 34
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 180 35 35 35 35 35 8
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 59 59 59 59 59 2
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 248 54 45 47 34 34 34
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 10 8 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Surface water pipe network

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year.

Foul water pipe network

Required in all scenarios. Lengths pro-rata'd per load each year.

It is assumed that no off-site works are required in order to discharge surface and foul water effluent from the site into the local network.

The site is proposed to drain via gravity for both surface and foul water and will therefore require varying sizes of sewers.

In order to reduce flood risk, attenuation and discharge control facilitates will be provided to reduce the site discharge rate to greenfield rates, which is currently required through planning policy. Due to expected land cost, it is expected that this attenuation 

volume would be provided underground in storage tanks, beneath car parking and public open space, rather than within large overground attenuation ponds, which would reduce developable area.

There is a large (1327mm x 838mm) foul water trunk sewer/ culvert running north to south bisecting the site. This will need to be diverted in order to reduce obstruction for the proposed future development.

It is proposed to retain the sectionof the foul water trunk sewer which underpasses the canal and Network Rail land, and to divert 415m of the culvert that crosses the Ballymore land. So no new infrastructure is required to cross the railway to access the 

southern North Pole site.

It is assumed that the cost of this infrastructure would be pro-rata'd between the relevant developers.

The drainage costs can be partitioned into the following categories:

• On-site distribution infrastructure (foul water pipes, surface water pipes);

• Components (surface water attenuation tanks and associated hydrobrakes, which are small mechanical fixtures to restrict discharge rate);

• On-site diversions (415mm trunk sewer).

All costs are estimated based on a high level review of site development area and estimated discharge rates. Whilst the proposals are considered to be robust, there is scope for change of costs and required infrastructure in the time period prior to 

commencement.

It is recommended that engagement with Thames Water is undertaken at an early stage to confirm that capacity is still available at the time of commencement, especially for foul water discharge.

In addition it is recommended that at the early stages of design, levels and layouts are reviewed in order to prepare overarching drainage strategies, to ensure that no pumping stations are required, or to ensure that masterplanning is undertaken in a way which 

removes the need for such infrastructure.



Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 755 148 94 104 94 94 52 66 34 34 34
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1138 142 96 122 96 111 123 133 105 105 105
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 183 36 36 36 36 36 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 305 61 61 61 61 61 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 252 45 41 43 41 41 41
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 25 2
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 371 14 81 83 64 64 64
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 1138 142 96 122 96 111 123 133 105 105 105
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 755 136 95 107 95 95 53 61 38 38 38
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 180 35 35 35 35 35 4
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 60 60 60 60 60 1
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 248 41 46 47 38 38 38
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 27 12 7 8
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 755 136 95 107 95 95 53 61 38 38 38
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Components
Project name

Project ref USW-02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 8268 1121 745 835 745 845 871 977 709 709 709
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1585 306 306 306 306 306 54
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2210 439 439 439 439 439 14
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1585 376 239 252 239 239 239
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 102 90 12
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2786 100 632 646 470 470 470
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 8268 1121 745 835 745 845 871 977 709 709 709
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 5485 1086 743 780 743 743 315 419 219 219 219
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1586 304 304 304 304 304 67
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2211 439 439 439 439 439 18
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1586 344 286 300 219 219 219
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 102 38 29 35
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 5485 1086 743 780 743 743 315 419 219 219 219
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 9592 1199 869 979 869 994 1009 1098 858 858 858
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1839 359 359 359 359 359 44
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2563 510 510 510 510 510 12
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1839 330 299 310 299 299 299
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 121 110 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3231 125 710 722 558 558 558
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 9592 1199 869 979 869 994 1009 1098 858 858 858
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 6366 1150 809 922 809 809 444 514 309 309 309
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1528 298 298 298 298 298 37
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2565 511 511 511 511 511 12
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2037 341 379 390 309 309 309
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 255 113 65 76
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 6366 1150 809 922 809 809 444 514 309 309 309
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)
Disconnections and diversionary works 
Project name

Project ref UFW-02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Thames Water

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Scenario A Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 939 939

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 939 939

Diversion of 415m of trunk sewer (1327mm x 838mm)

To be undertaking preceding development of associated plot.

Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes

Required in all scenarios. Quantum pro-rata'd between developers.



Scenario A Project details for this scenario
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 939 939
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 939 939
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Developer funding assumed (£000s) 939 939
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding assumed (£000s)



Waste

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Waste
Project name

Project ref n/a

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 1758 147 147 178 147 176 192 192 192 192 192
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 114 10 10 12 10 11 12 12 12 12 12
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 622 52 52 63 52 62 68 68 68 68 68
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 388 33 33 39 33 39 42 42 42 42 42
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 30 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 603 51 51 61 51 60 66 66 66 66 66
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1758 147 147 178 147 176 192 192 192 192 192
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1155 147 147 178 147 147 78 78 78 78 78
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 114 15 15 18 15 15 8 8 8 8 8
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 622 79 79 96 79 79 42 42 42 42 42
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 388 49 49 60 49 49 26 26 26 26 26
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 31 4 4 5 4 4 2 2 2 2 2
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1155 147 147 178 147 147 78 78 78 78 78
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 2500 209 209 253 209 251 274 274 274 274 274
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 162 14 14 16 14 16 18 18 18 18 18
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 885 74 74 89 74 89 97 97 97 97 97
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 552 46 46 56 46 55 60 60 60 60 60
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 43 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 858 72 72 87 72 86 94 94 94 94 94
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2500 209 209 253 209 251 274 274 274 274 274
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1642 209 209 253 209 209 110 110 110 110 110
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 162 21 21 25 21 21 11 11 11 11 11
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 885 113 113 136 113 113 59 59 59 59 59
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 552 70 70 85 70 70 37 37 37 37 37
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 43 6 6 7 6 6 3 3 3 3 3
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1642 209 209 253 209 209 110 110 110 110 110
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Although current waste policy states that a dedicated facility is required on-site, given the land constraints and the existing facilities in RBKC it is unrealistic

This is very valuable land next to a Crossrail station, and RBKC already has existing waste facilities that should be set up to accommodate growth within the borough.  Without a detailed on-site waste or anaerobic digestion plant viability study  (which is beyond the scope of this study, and indeed of 

planning policy) we must make some assumptions based on the level of existing provision and land availability.   Rather than assume that a dedicated facility is provided on site, we have assumed that the site makes a contribution towards off-site provision.  Our rationale for this is set out here. 

There is a Materials Recovery Facility in Wandsworth where material is taken to

RBKC forms part of the Western Riverside Waste Alliance (MRWA) which consists of four London boroughs and has contracts in place with Cory Environmental for the management of waste. To help to facilitate this, a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) of a nominal capacity of around 84,000 tonnes has 

been brought online at Smugglers Wharf Wandsworth. Materials are delivered to this facility by lorry and following the recovery of suitable materials any residual waste is transfer loaded onto barges for the final disposal of residual waste at Cory’s London Belvedere Energy from Waste Plant.  

Education of the public will have a part to play in reducing waste

RBKC is responsible for the collection of domestic waste and notwithstanding any efforts to educate the public to avoid producing waste it is probable that any net increase in population and economic activity will increase the amount of waste produced. Any increased tonnages of both unrecoverable 

and recoverable materials will impact directly upon the RBKC collection service and other supplementary services such as the provision of Household Waste Recycling Centres.

The existing contracts should have provision for dealing with additional waste

A waste plan must take some view on the levels of waste management provision within the borough and whether any facilities are needed.  If  capacity is available at existing sites then this will benefit all parties due to economies of scale and sale of secondary materials.  Whilst we are not currently 

privy to the contract with Cory it is likely that there will be growth clauses within it designed to cover the cost of processing additional waste quantities arising from for example population growth and one would expect that the contract is sufficiently robust such that additional costs would be covered 

by the additional rating revenue derived although this should be investigated. However what is not clear is what the unforeseen impact may be on existing services. For example if the existing MRF has spare capacity then it could most probably absorb the additional input of collected recyclables ,but if 

it is at capacity then changes at least to its planning permission may be required if  for example an additional shift or an extension in working hours is required to process the waste. Additionally the storage of more residual waste may be necessary as its onward transmission may be influenced by tidal 

and navigational restrictions.

It is unlikely that there is currently capacity within the collection system

More fundamentally however it is unlikely that there is currently spare collection capacity within the collection system and given that urban areas are difficult to collect from this may necessitate additional collection capacity in the form of Refuse Collection Vehicles. It is assumed that private concerns 

such as businesses will need to enter into a commercial contract with waste collectors.  In addition, following a discussion with RBKC we understand that there is insufficient depot space within the north of the borough to meet the future growth.  There would therefore need to be provision for a new 

waste depot to support future growth.  It would be unreasonable to assume that Kensal Canalside growth would be required to pay for the new facility, however, a contribution may be required. We have therefore assumed a contribution in our costings, pro-rata with build-out.  The precise level of 

contribution will need review.

We assume that the costs will be through S106 contributions. 

We assume on-site storage capacity for waste for each property, and servicing access to the properties, forms part of the development build costs. 

Waste collection contribution

This sum represents a contribution towards the provision of new waste collection services for householders.  Commercial users would make their own private arrangements.

Allowance for an RCV Depot

Allowance for an RCV Depot

Allowance for an RCV Depot

Allowance for an RCV Depot



Transport

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Rail (Crossrail/ Overground)
Project name

Project ref NR.01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Crossrail station

Gross cost (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 60000 30000 30000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 40000 20000 20000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 60000 30000 30000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 40000 20000 20000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 60000 30000 30000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 40000 20000 20000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 60000 30000 30000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 40000 20000 20000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 100000 50000 50000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Bus Infrastructure
Project name

Project ref BI.01 and BI.02

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A BI.01

Gross cost (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 300 300
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 300 300
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B BI.01
Gross cost (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 300 300
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 300 300
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C BI.02
Gross cost (£000s) 160 160
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Kensal Canalside bus infrastructure

BI.01 - New bus stand including driver welfare facilities; located near new Sainsbury's superstore and will accommodate 3 routes (28,295 and 452) which will require 5 bus stands (all to be accessed 

independently) see options 2 and 3 of the bus strategy and the bus infrastructure plan. 

BI.02 - New bus stand (including driver welfare facilities) located near new Sainsbury superstore and accommodate 1 route (295) which will require two bus stands. see option 1 of the bus strategy and 

the bus infrastructure plan. 

Transport infrastructure is critical to the delivery of the Kensal Canalside site.  The issue is a complicated one and we have provided a separate transport study under a separate cover.  We have summarised our thinking in the summary and conclusions of the DIFS report. 

The main infrastructure improvements put forward as part of this development is as follows:

- Crossrail Station

- Pedestrian and Cycle Bridges

- Road Bridge across GWML

- Junction Improvements and Highway Realignment

The transport infrastructure for this site, in particular the Crossrail station, is aimed to be paid for through the value of the development. Due to the Canalside location and hopeful proximity to the Crossrail station, it is believed that there will be a very high value attached to each unit and therefore the 

unit sales will be able to pay for the cost of the development. 

In terms of the transport infrastructure, the costs involved have been split between the Ballymore and North Pole sites. This is because there is no transport cost associated with National Grid, Sainsbury’s or Canalside House. Certain infrastructure is related to certain scenarios and therefore where 

there is no North Pole Development (Scenarios B and D), no cost is attributed to the North Pole site. Where the North Pole Site is present 60% of the cost is assigned to the Ballymore site and 40% to the North Pole Site based on the ratio of units.

All Bus Infrastructure costs have been allocated to 2020 as it is envisaged that all bus infrastructure would be required from the first day of occupation of the site. 

All Bus Service costs have been spread over a 5 year period as this is the likely period of time TfL would require contributions for. 

Crossrail costs have been spread across 2020 and 2021. Crossrail must be installed in 2021 in order to align with track possessions and the building of the HS2 line. 

Any offsite costs regardless of mode have been applied to “Other”.

Crossrail

New Crossrail station located on the northern side of the GWML providing 4-6 trains per hour frequency on the Elizabeth Line. The station would include: two 250m long covered platforms including 

waiting areas and passenger/train driver information systems; supporting track and signalling works; footbridge with escalators/steps/and lifts to connect the platforms; station building incorporating 

ticket office/hall, ticket machines, toilets, gateline; and station forecourt to provide bus/taxi, pick-up/drop-off, rail replacement buses and emergency vehicle access. Note there will need to be a 

fence/wall build to the appropriate standard to separate the development site (north and south) with the railway.  We have not included this in our costs, but have assumed that this forms part of the 

Crossrail works.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 160 160
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 160 160
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D BI.02
Gross cost (£000s) 160 160
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 160 160
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 160 160
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref BI.03

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Ballymore

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 75 75
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 75 75
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 75 75
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 75 75
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 75 75
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref BI.04

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A BI.04

Gross cost (£000s) 45 45
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 45 45
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 45 45
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 45 45
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 45 45
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 45 45
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Barlby Street bus infrastructure

New bus stops (P2 and Q2) on Barlby Street to serve the re-aligned routes 70 and 316 (13 buses/hr) and these stops will require shelters, new kerbing, power/telecoms connections, TRO's. required by 

all options of the Kensal Canalside bus strategy see drawing no. 38653/5501/11 and the bus infrastructure plan 

Canal Way bus infrastructure

New bus stops (U and T) on Canal Way to accommodate up to 49 buses/hr requiring a 45m bus stop clearway. These stops will require shelters (x2), new kerbing, power/telecoms connections, TRO's 

and required by options 1 and 2 of the bus strategy (option 3 would reduce the demand at the stop to 34 buses/hr). See Drawing Number 3853/5501/11 and the bus infrastructure plan.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name Ladbroke Grove bus infrastructure

Project ref BI.05

About the project

What priority? 1) Critical Enabling

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 20 20
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 10 10
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 30 30
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 30 30
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 20 20
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 10 10
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 30 30
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 30 30
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 30 30
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Bus Services
Project name

Project ref BS.01, BS.02,BS.03 and BS.04

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A

Gross cost (£000s) 7500 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 5000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2500 500 500 500 500 500
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7500 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 5000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 5000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 17500 3500 3500 3500 3500 3500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 11000 2200 2200 2200 2200 2200
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 6500 1300 1300 1300 1300 1300
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 17500 3500 3500 3500 3500 3500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D See Scenario A
Gross cost (£000s) 11250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 11250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 11250 2250 2250 2250 2250 2250
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Cycling
Project name

Project ref CP.01, CP.02, CP.03 and CP.04

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A CP.01

Parking - On street

On-Street cycle parking provision based on London Plan Minimum standards to accommodate short and long stay visitors to the development. Camden Stands are assumed with 2 space per stand.

As set out in the Transport Study and these costs reflect potential changes to Route alignments, termination points and peak vehicle requirements. Costs would need to be confirmed through 

Route Realignment for 23,28,52,70,228,295,316 and 452

Bus Route Realignment

Enhances Bus Stops (R&S). To accommodate up to 30 buses per hour. These stops will require changes to road markings to accommodate the longer bus stop clearways. Required by Option 3 of the 

Kensal Canalside Bus Strategy.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Gross cost (£000s) 34 34
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 20 20
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 14 14
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 34 34
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B CP.02
Gross cost (£000s) 28 28
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 28 28
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 28 28
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C CP.03
Gross cost (£000s) 42 42
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 25 25
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 17 17
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 42 42
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D CP.04
Gross cost (£000s) 32 32
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 32 32
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 32 32
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref CP.05 and CP.06

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A CP.05

Gross cost (£000s) 900 900
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 540 540
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 360 360
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 900 900
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B CP.06
Gross cost (£000s) 600 600
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 600 600
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 600 600
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C CP.05
Gross cost (£000s) 900 900
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 540 540
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 360 360
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 900 900
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D CP.06
Gross cost (£000s) 600 600
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 600 600
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 600 600
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref CR.01

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A CR.01

Gross cost (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4500 4500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3000 3000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7500 7500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B CR.01
Gross cost (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

New Quietway Route proposals linking North West London with Central London via Harrow Road, Ladbroke Grove or the Grand Union Canal.                

Cycle Routes - Quietway

Cycle parking docking stations

Provide Cycle Hire 2 Docking Stations within Kensal Canalside. The Docking Station would be approximately 25m by 2m which provides the minimum space required for a viable docking station of 27 

points.                 



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7500 7500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C CR.01
Gross cost (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4500 4500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3000 3000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7500 7500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D CR.01
Gross cost (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 7500 7500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7500 7500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Highways
Project name

Project ref H.01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.01

Gross cost (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 450 450
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 750 750
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.01
Gross cost (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 750 750
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.01
Gross cost (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 450 450
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 750 750
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.01
Gross cost (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 750 750
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 750 750
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? North Pole

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.02

Gross cost (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 200 200
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 500 500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.02
Gross cost (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 500 500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.02
Gross cost (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 300
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 200 200
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 500 500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Ladbroke Grove/Barlby Road

New Signalised junction with pedestrian crossing facilities on the west and south arms. The junction has been designed to accommodate traffic demands generated from the high density development 

scenarios.

Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way

New signalised junction that realigns Kensal Road to create a cross road layout and with staggered pedestrian crossing facilities o the east, south and west arms. The junction has been designed to 

accommodate traffic demands generated from the high density development scenarios and the consented Wornington Green development.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.02
Gross cost (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 500 500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 500 500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.03

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Network Rail

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.03

Gross cost (£000s) 11000 11000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 6500 6500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 4500 4500
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 11000 11000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.03
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.03
Gross cost (£000s) 11000 11000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 6500 6500
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 4500 4500
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 11000 11000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.03
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.04

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.04

Gross cost (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2400 2400
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.04
Gross cost (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2400 2400
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.04
Gross cost (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2400 2400
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.04
Gross cost (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2400 2400
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2400 2400
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.05

Barlby Street

Canal Way

Widened and extended road between Ladbroke Grove and the bridge access road to accommodate general traffic including HGVs and Buses. Includes 200m section of road, the width of the road is 

15m at its narrowest and widening to 20m on the approach to the junction with Ladbroke Grove. A roundabout junction providing access to the Sainsburys superstore and the new bridge over the 

GWML (the roundabout provides a turnaround for bus routes serving the site); and cycle lanes and bus stops.

New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML)

New road and pedestrian bridge over the Great Western Mainline connecting the Kensal Canalside and North Pole Sites. The bridge has a width of approximately 140m including ramps. The width is 

based on two traffic lanes of 6.5m and two footways of 2.5 each.

Costs taken from Alan Baxter Bridge Feasibility Report.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? North Pole

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.05

Gross cost (£000s) 3500 3500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3500 3500
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 3500 3500
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.05
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.05
Gross cost (£000s) 3500 3500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3500 3500
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 3500 3500
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.05
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.06

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.06

Gross cost (£000s) 400 400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 400 400
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 400 400
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.06
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.06
Gross cost (£000s) 400 400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 400 400
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 400 400
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.06
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref H.07

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? North Pole

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? North Pole

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A H.06

Gross cost (£000s) 16000 16000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 16000 16000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

North Pole Site Uplift

Uplift of North Pole Site to allow Barlby Street to align with the GWML road bridge, required due to levels difference between the two sites. Costs taken from Alan Baxter Bridge Feasibility Report.

Barlby Street/Barlby Road

New signalised junction at the end of Barlby Street with full pedestrian crossing facilities.

- The junction needs to maintain a vehicular access to adjacent railway land.

New road through North Pole site including a signalised junction (including controlled pedestrians crossing facilities on all arms) with bridge access road.

- The road extends from Barlby Road to Sutton Way but does not provide a vehicular access to Scrubs Lane.

- The width of the road (including footways) is 18m (east of the new road bridge) and 15m (west of the new road bridge).

- The road includes a new bus stop and 2.5m wide footways on each side of the road.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 16000 16000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B H.06
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C H.06
Gross cost (£000s) 16000 16000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 16000 16000
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 16000 16000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D H.06
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Walking
Project name

Project ref W.01

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.01

Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 2000 2000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2000 2000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.01
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 2000 2000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2000 2000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.01
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 2000 2000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2000 2000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.01
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 2000 2000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2000 2000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.02

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.02

Gross cost (£000s) 5500 5500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 5500 5500
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5500 5500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.02
Gross cost (£000s) 5500 5500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 5500 5500
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

Grand Union Canal

Improved pedestrian route along the Grand Union Canal towpath between the site (Ladbroke Grove road bridge) and Paddington Station. 

Measures to be confirmed but could include resurfacing and widening of the towpath where achievable.

See walking plan for extents of route to be improved. 

Improved pedestrian route along the Grand Union Canal towpath adjacent to the development. Towpath could be shared with cyclists depending on the wider suitability of the route (tbc). The scheme 

would provide:

- 5m wide towpath; and

- sealed gravel surfacing.

Grand Union Canal



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5500 5500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.02
Gross cost (£000s) 5500 5500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 5500 5500
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5500 5500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.02
Gross cost (£000s) 5500 5500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 5500 5500
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5500 5500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.03

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.03

Gross cost (£000s) 900 900
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 900 900
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 900 900
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.03
Gross cost (£000s) 900 900
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 900 900
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 900 900
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.04

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Ballymore

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.04

Gross cost (£000s) 1000 1000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 1000 1000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1000 1000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.04
Gross cost (£000s) 1000 1000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 1000 1000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1000 1000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.04
Gross cost (£000s) 1000 1000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 1000 1000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

New walking and cycle route through/ adjacent to Little Wormwood Scrubs recreation ground to provide a connection between the proposed footbridge (See W6) and Scrubs Lane. Works would 

include:

- New sections of footpath (3m wide); and

- Improved (resurfaced/ new lighting) sections of existing footway/ path. 

Kensal Green Cemetery

Enhanced footpaths between the new bridges (see W5 & W7) and Harrow Road. Works to include:

- resurfacing;

- potential widening; and

- appropriate street lighting.

Little Wormwood Scrubs recreation ground



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1000 1000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.04
Gross cost (£000s) 1000 1000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 1000 1000
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1000 1000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.05

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? N/A

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.05

Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.05
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.05
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.05
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.06

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? N/A

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.07

Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.07
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.07
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.07
Gross cost (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2000 2000
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2000 2000

Canal Square to Kensal Green Cemetery 

New footbridge over the Grand Union Canal linking Canal Square to footpaths through the Kensal Green Cemetery.

- Positioned to the east of plot C.

- Approx. 4.0m wide shared pedestrian & cycle bridge.

- Approx. 50m length including ramps.

Little Kensal Green to Kensal Cemetery 

New footbridge over the Grand Union Canal linking Kensal Canalside to footpaths through the Kensal Green Cemetery.

- Approx. 4.0 m wide shared use pedestrian & cycle bridge.

- Approx. 50m including ramps.

- Positioned within National Grid site.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.07

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.08

Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.08
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.08
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.08
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.08

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.09

Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.09
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.09
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.09
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.09

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.11

Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Scrubs Lane toucan crossing

New Toucan controlled crossing on Scrubs Lane to facilitate better access to bus stops and Wormwood Scrubs Park. 

Harrow Road toucan crossing

New Toucan controlled crossing on Harrow Road to  facilitate better access to bus stops and easier crossing movements near the Cemetery gates. 

Located just to the east of the Wakeman Road junction - see walking plan for approximate location of crossing.

Harrow Road toucan crossing

New Toucan controlled crossing on Harrow Road to  facilitate better access to bus stops and easier crossing movements near the Cemetery gates. 

Located just to the east of the Wakeman Road junction - see walking plan for approximate location of crossing.

No crossing facilities mentioned at Ladbroke Grove/Harrow Road Junction as a proposed scheme is already in place at this location.



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.11
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s) 50 50
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 50 50
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.10

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A W.12

Gross cost (£000s) 70 70
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 47 47
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 23 23
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 70 70
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C W.12
Gross cost (£000s) 70 70
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 47 47
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 23 23
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 70 70
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref W.11

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Transport for London

Project delivery risk Red

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B W.13
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Kensal Canalside London Signs

Provide Legible London signs as follows:

- up to 4 signs within Kensal Canalside 

Kensal Canalside and North Pole London Signs

Provide Legible London signs as follows:

- up to 4 signs within Kensal Canalside

- up to 2 signs with North Pole



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 50 50
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D W.13
Gross cost (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 50 50
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 50 50
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)



Education

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Early Years and Primary
Project name

Project ref E01

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Various (developers, academies, free schools)

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 13700 8700 5000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 890 565 325
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4849 3079 1770
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 3023 1920 1103
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 238 151 87
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 4701 2985 1716
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 6850 4350 2500
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 6850 4350 2500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 8700 8700
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 860 860
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 4688 4688
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2923 2923
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 230 230
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 4350 4350
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 4350 4350
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 22400 8700 8700 5000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1454 565 565 325
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 7928 3079 3079 1770
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 4943 1920 1920 1103
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 388 151 151 87
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 7686 2985 2985 1716
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 11200 4350 4350 2500
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 11200 4350 4350 2500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 13700 8700 5000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1354 860 494
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 7382 4688 2694
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 4602 2923 1680
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 362 230 132
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 6850 4350 2500
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 6850 4350 2500
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Secondary
Project name

Project ref E02

About the project

What priority? 1) critical enabling 

Which lead organisation? Various (developers, academies, free schools)

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario

The number of pupil expansion differs between scenarios and is detailed within each scenario section.  Assume that the cost for schools is split between S106 and mainstream funding.  [CHECK!]

Based on the child yield data for 11 to 16 year old, it is expected that a 300 person extension would be required for Scenario A.  We have assumed that the extension takes place mid-way through the 

development, we avoid putting this extension in the early stages of the development as there would not be the demand . 

Extension to a secondary school

In this section we deal with Early Years, Primary and Secondary school provision.  

Assessing the future school requirements

The requirement for school places is driven by the annual birth rate, the current school population, movement into and out of the local authority area, housing development, cross border travel to attend schools and the provision of private school places. For the purpose of this assessment we have 

assumed that some of the demand will be able to be absorbed by existing schools provision (we are aware that Architects have been appointed by the Council to develop proposals to redevelop the Barlby Primary School), but that new provision will be required.   

There are two levels we have considered:  

• Primary schools are most efficiently organised in classes of 30 pupils (there is a statutory maximum of 30 pupils for 4 to 7 years). One class is one Form Entry (FE).  Taking the 30 pupils across 7 years of primary school means that primary schools are built in blocks of 210 places.  In some cases, new 1FE 

schools may later develop into 2 FE schools or 3 FE schools.  We have assumed that Primary Schools include an allowance for Early Years. 

• New secondary schools are must be at least 750 spaces before construction could be considered.  This not considered to be likely in this case for Kensal Canalside.  We consider ages 11 to 18 for our secondary school assessment. 

How will future school provision be provided? 

Within each development line below we set out the detailed assumptions what has been costed for additional schools provision.  Overall growth at Kensal Canalside is unlikely to trigger the need for a new secondary school, but will create the need for a new primary school.   The masterplan allows for 

4,700 sqm (GEA) of primary school in scenarios A and C, but the school requirements for the other scenarios would need to be delivered off-site.  We have costed: 

• 2 to 5 FE primary schools, depending on the scenarios;

• 200 to 400 extension of existing secondary school, depending on the scenario.  

Additional school places are currently funded from three main funding streams

The funding streams available for schools are: 

• Developer contributions to meet growth related needs (for instance through S106). There is a presumption by the DfE that all authorities will ask developers for a contribution of funds or land or buildings to assist with the impact on the local education infrastructure;  

• Dedicated Schools Grant received from the Department for Education (DfE) to meet existing need. This is split into three blocks, the Schools Block, the Early Years Block, and High Needs Block; and

• Various ad hoc funding bids stemming from the DfE. This includes the Education Services Grant for academies and local authorities.

We assume that new schools and expansions will receive DfE Dedicated Schools Grant Funding  

The main source of revenue for state-funded schools in England is the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG).  For this study we have assumed that mainstream funders (DfE) will pay 50% towards the capital requirement arising from growth. With development S106 picking up the remaining 50%.  

The provision, management and funding of education infrastructure is going through changes at present

There is some uncertainty as to how and where future school provision will be due to the formation of Academies and Free Schools at both primary and secondary level.  The role of the Education authority is changing, and whilst it has responsibility for existing schools, it may not for new schools.  

These changes in funding and management of schools could introduce opportunities for new mainstream mechanisms for providing schools in the future.  

In determining the likely provision for education facilities for each scenario, we have made a number of key assumptions which have been discussed with RBKC. 

•  An important determinant in informing the education infrastructure requirements is the child yield assumption.  Child yields used here are derived from the GLA Population Yield Tool and the SYA Tool (numbers are based on 100 units, 2 bed, 25% affordable, average yields). This provides a view of the 

number of children likely to arise from a given amount of residential development.  The proportion of social housing and the mix of housing types and sizes, particularly family housing will affect education demand.  The approach may need to be reviewed once further information is known about the 

development. 

• In RBKC there is a high proportion of children who attend private schools; this proportion is over 50% for both primary and secondary (Draft Local Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 2016).  We have not taken this into account here.  This means that we may be overestimating the requirement for school 

places. 

• Early years provision is frequently provided by the market, we have allowed for 50% of early years provision to be provided by the private sector.  It is assumed that the remaining 50% will be provided as part of the primary school costings.  

• We understand that there may be some available capacity in the existing and proposed primary schools located near to Kensal Canalside.  This capacity is likely to absorb the children early in the development trajectory.  Therefore we assume that additional provision is only costed for full FEs, and 

that remaining demand will be accommodated within existing schools provision.  Details are provided within each scenario.  

• We have not undertaken a detailed analysis of the level of funding available from the Dedicated Schools Grant. 

In addition the following should be noted. 

• The education capacity data should be treated as a snapshot in time as the situation will be constantly changing. 

• Extending existing secondary schools may not be feasible.  If this is the case the creation of a new stand alone secondary school may need to be considered. 

• Regular reviews of the DIF will be required to reflect the changing landscape in education provision and funding. 

New primary schools

The FE number differs between scenarios and is detailed within each scenario section.  Assume that the cost for schools is split between S106 and mainstream funding. 

Scenario D would generate 564 children aged between 5 and 10 years, and 166 children between 3 and 4 years that would need public nursery places (see assumptions above).    Assuming 1FE is a 

block of 210 pupils, there would be the need for 3.5FE to accommodate the number of children.  In the early stages of the development (when pupil numbers might not justify the need for a new 

school) we assume that these pupils can be accommodated in existing schools.  We therefore assume a 3FE school.  Based on the trajectory of Scenario D, 2FE primary school would be required by 

2026, and a 1FE extension by 2030.  

Scenario A would generate 604 children aged between 5 and 10 years, and 178 children between 3 and 4 years that would need public nursery places (see assumptions above).  Assuming 1FE is a block 

of 210 pupils, there would be the need for 3.7FE to accommodate the number of children.  In the early stages of the development (when pupil numbers might not justify the need for a new school) we 

assume that these pupils can be accommodated in existing schools.  We therefore assume a 3FE school.  Based on the trajectory of Scenario A, 2FE primary school would be required by 2028, with a 

1FE extension required by 2030.    

Scenario B would generate 513 children aged between 5 and 10 years, and 117 children between 3 and 4 years that would need public nursery places (see assumptions above).   Assuming 1FE is a 

block of 210 pupils, there would be the need for 2.4FE to accommodate the number of children.  In the early stages of the development (when pupil numbers might not justify the need for a new 

school) we assume that these pupils can be accommodated in existing schools.  We therefore assume a 2FE school.  Based on the trajectory of Scenario B,  a 2FE school would be required by 2030.  

Scenario C would generate 1,111 children aged between 5 and 10 years, and 253 children between 3 and 4 years that would need public nursery places (see assumptions above).  Assuming 1FE is a 

block of 210 pupils, there would be the need for 5.3FE to accommodate the number of children.  In the early stages of the development (when pupil numbers might not justify the need for a new 

school) we assume that these pupils can be accommodated in existing schools.  We therefore assume a 5FE school.  Based on the trajectory of Scenario C, 2FE primary school would be required by 

2025, another 2FE school would be required by 2028, with a 1FE extension by 2030.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Gross cost (£000s) 10600 10600
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 688 688
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 3752 3752
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2339 2339
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 184 184
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 3637 3637
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 5300 5300
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5300 5300
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 6800 3400 3400
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 672 336 336
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 3664 1832 1832
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 2284 1142 1142
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 180 90 90
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 3400 1700 1700
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 3400 1700 1700
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 14700 7350 7350
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 955 477 477
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 5203 2602 2602
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 3244 1622 1622
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 255 127 127
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 5044 2522 2522
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 7350 3675 3675
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 7350 3675 3675
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 10600 10600
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 1048 1048
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 5711 5711
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 3561 3561
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 280 280
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 5300 5300
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 5300 5300
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Based on the child yield data for 11 to 18 year old, it is expected that a 420 person extension would be required for Scenario C.  We have assumed that the extension takes place mid-way through the 

development, we avoid putting this extension in the early stages of the development as there would not be the demand . 

Based on the child yield data for 11 to 18 year old, it is expected that a 300 person extension would be required for Scenario D.  We have assumed that the extension takes place mid-way through the 

development, we avoid putting this extension in the early stages of the development as there would not be the demand . 

Based on the child yield data for 11 to 18 year old, it is expected that a 200 person extension would be required for Scenario B.  We have assumed that the extension takes place mid-way through the 

development, we avoid putting this extension in the early stages of the development as there would not be the demand . 



Emergency Services

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Police and CCTV
Project name

Project ref ES01

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? Metropolitan Police

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 1100 550 550
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 71 36 36
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 389 195 195
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 243 121 121
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 377 189 189
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 363 182 182
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 737 369 369
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 700 350 350
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 45 35 35
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 248 189 189
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 154 118 118
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 12 9 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 231 116 116
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 469 235 235
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1500 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 97 49 49
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 531 265 265
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 331 166 166
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 26 13 13
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 515 257 257
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 495 248 248
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1005 503 503
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 934 467 467
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 92 46 46
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 503 252 252
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 314 157 157
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 25 12 12
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 308 154 154
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 626 313 313
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Fire
Project name

Project ref ES02

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? London Fire Brigade

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 900 450 450
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 58 29 29
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 319 159 159
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 199 99 99
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 16 8 8
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 309 154 154
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 297 149 149
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 603 302 302
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario Fire station extension of approx. 100 sqm. 
Gross cost (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 59 30 30
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 323 162 162
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 202 101 101
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 16 8 8
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 198 99 99
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 402 201 201
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario Fire station extension of approx. 220 sqm. 
Gross cost (£000s) 1400 700 700
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 91 45 45
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 496 248 248

Fire station extension of approx. 150 sqm.

Police station extension of approx. 145 sqm.  

Fire station extension (enhancement to existing facilities)

We have assumed reinforcement/ extension to fire station.  The extensions are small and have been costed based on an approximately average cost per sqm, this has been apportioned to landowners 

based on residential unit numbers.  We assume the costs would be sought through S106 and mainstream fire service capital funding.   As extension is small, assume required for towards end of 

development build out.

Police station extension of approx. 160 sqm. 

Police station extension of approx. 100 sqm.  

Police station extension of approx. 225 sqm.  

This section covers fire, police and ambulance provision.   The development is not of a sufficient scale to require the siting of individual stations or offices.  Kensal Canalside is therefore expected to be served by sites outside the red line of the development.  Information presented here has been 

obtained from publically available sources.  We are using existing provision levels to estimate future possible future requirements. 

We anticipate extensions to existing police stations

There are 10 police stations and 18 contact points in the four London boroughs adjacent to the site (RBKC, LB Brent, LBHF and City of Westminster) for a population of 872,000 at the last census.     Each contact therefore provides for 48,000 people and each station for 87,000 people.  Based on the 

estimated population growth, the scenarios do not generate a requirement for a new police station or contact point.  We suggest that a contribution is provided to enhancement of station facilities elsewhere.  However, we do assume that a small amount of space provided as part of the community 

facilities to accommodate a small number of police officers, PCSOs or civilian staff.  As there would only be a small amount of additional floorspace there are limited cost implications for those facilities and so are not included in our assessment below.

We anticipate extensions to existing fire stations

In advance of full fire risk assessment for Kensal Canalside we looked at existing pattern of service provision across the four boroughs and considered the growth in resident population as a proxy for estimating the additional infrastructure needs.  The Local Infrastructure Delivery plan (update) states 

that the current operational capacity of the fire service should be able to accommodate growth in RBKC.  It goes onto say that the fire service are not looking for new stations, but for old stations to be upgraded or expanded.  We have taken this into account in our approach.  

We anticipate extensions to existing ambulance stations

Ambulance provision is a function of the number of incidents, the number of ambulances and hospital provision.  For this assessment however, we have looked at the service provision for the population of London, and have apportioned to the growth in scenarios A to D.  As we expect to see 117,000 

people per station, the growth at Kensal Canalside will not result in any new ambulance stations.  We therefore assume that extensions/ upgrades are required in proportion to the growth in each scenario.  

In line with the rest of the country, funding for emergency services in London continues to be impacted by cuts to public sector funding.  This forms a significant backdrop to the future planning of capital service needs.  

We assume that capital costs of space for enhancement of facilities are met through a combination of S106 and mainstream funding.  At this stage it is not possible to estimate what proportion of the funding will be met by mainstream, but for the purpose of this exercise we assume a third of the 

funding comes from mainstream.  

In determining the likely provision for education facilities for each scenario, we have made a number of key assumptions. 

• We assume that CCTV facilities will be inherent in the development costs.  

• Community facilties in the development could include local help point (police contact point).  This has not been costed here, and is assumed to form part of the community centre costs.   

• Due to the low levels of provision required for growth associated with the scenarios, we assume that the extensions will be phased towards the end of development build out. 

• Delivery risk has been set as Amber due to funding cuts in emergency services. 

Police station reinforcement (enhancement to existing facilities)

We have assumed reinforcement/ extension to existing police stations including custody suite, crime investigation area etc.  We have done this by understanding what the proportion of a police 

station would need to be provided to support the number of residents within each scenario.  The extensions are small and have been costed based on an approximately average cost per sqm, this has 

been apportioned to landowners based on residential unit numbers.  We assume the costs would be sought through S106 and mainstream funding.   As extension is small, assume required for towards 

end of development build out.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 309 154 154
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 24 12 12
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 480 240 240
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 462 231 231
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 938 469 469
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 900 450 450
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 89 44 44
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 485 242 242
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 302 151 151
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 24 12 12
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 297 149 149
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 603 302 302
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Ambulance
Project name

Project ref ES03

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? London Ambulance Service

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 500 250 250
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 32 16 16
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 177 88 88
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 110 55 55
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 9 4 4
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 172 86 86
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 165 83 83
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 335 168 168
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 350 175 175
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 35 17 17
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 189 94 94
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 118 59 59
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 9 5 5
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 116 58 58
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 235 117 117
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 750 375 375
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 49 24 24
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 265 133 133
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 166 83 83
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 13 7 7
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 257 129 129
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 248 124 124
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 503 251 251
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 500 250 250
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 49 25 25
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 269 135 135
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 168 84 84
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 13 7 7
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 165 83 83
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 335 168 168
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Ambulance station extension of approx. 70sqm.

Ambulance station extension of approx. 145sqm.

Ambulance station extension of approx. 100sqm.

Ambulance station extension (enhancement to existing service provision)

We have assumed reinforcement/ extension to ambulance station.  The extensions are small and have been costed based on an approximately average cost per sqm, this has been apportioned to 

landowners based on residential unit numbers.  We assume that S106 contributions and Department for Health funding will be sought for capital expenditure.

Ambulance station extension of approx. 100sqm.

Fire station extension of approx. 145 sqm. 



Health Services

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Primary care (GPs)
Project name

Project ref HS01

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? 

West London Clinical Commissioning 

Group

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 4800 1200 1200 1200 1200
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 312 78 78 78 78
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1699 425 425 425 425
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1059 265 265 265 265
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 83 21 21 21 21
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1647 412 412 412 412
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 4800 1200 1200 1200 1200
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 3600 1200 1200 1200
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 356 119 119 119
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1940 647 647 647
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1209 403 403 403
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 95 32 32 32
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 3600 1200 1200 1200
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 4800 1200 1200 1200 1200
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 474 119 119 119 119
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2586 647 647 647 647
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1612 403 403 403 403
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 127 32 32 32 32
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 4800 1200 1200 1200 1200
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref HS02

About the project

What priority? 2) essential mitigation

Which lead organisation? 

West London Clinical Commissioning 

Group

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 5700 2850 2850
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 370 185 185
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2018 1009 1009
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1258 629 629

No additional surgery required.

No additional surgery required.

Assuming population yield of 2.29, there would be 6.4 GPs required to support the population.  Whilst there is unlikely to be significant capacity to absorb growth, it is reasonable to assume that the 

lower value of 6 GPs is reasonable.  We assume that a new facility would be required to support 6 GPs.  As a surgery will most efficiently be constructed in a single phase, based on the development 

trajectory the surgery would be required by 2030. 

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery 

We assume for an extension that this is a single storey extension to an existing surgery, but for a new surgery it would be a three-storey building with lifts to permit DDA access.  Assume costs spread 

over 2 years.   

Assuming population yield of 2.29, there would be 4.4 GPs required to support the population.  Whilst there is unlikely to be significant capacity to absorb growth, it is reasonable to assume that the 

lower value of 4 GPs is reasonable.  We assume that the extension to existing facilities is required every 1,800 patients; based on the development trajectory this would take place in 2023, 2025, 2027 

and 2030. 

Assuming population yield of 2.29, there would be 2.9 GPs required to support the population.  As we assume there is not sufficient capacity to absorb growth, we have assumed that 3 GPs is 

reasonable.  We assume that the extension to existing facilities is required every 1,800 patients; based on the development trajectory this would take place in 2023, 2026, and 2030. 

No extensions required. 

Assuming population yield of 2.29, there would be 4.2 GPs required to support the population.  Whilst there is unlikely to be significant capacity to absorb growth, it is reasonable to assume that the 

lower value of 4 GPs is reasonable.  We assume that the extension to existing facilities is required every 1,800 patients; based on the development trajectory this would take place in 2022, 2024, 2026 

and 2030. 

In this section we look at the primary healthcare needs arising from development at Kensal Canalside.  

We anticipate GP extensions for scenarios A, B and D, with a new GP practice to be delivered under scenario C

A rough rule of thumb used in calculating primary health care needs across the country is that there should be one GP, together with supporting staff, for every 1,800 people.  A modern GP practice would expect to provide 5 to 6 GPs, therefore serving some 9,000 to 10,800 people.  We have assumed 

that there is unlikely to be significant capacity in existing surgeries to absorb the growth.  Taking an estimate of the population in the area for each scenario, we do not expect to see the demand for an additonal surgery in scenario A, B and D and instead an extension to an existing GP surgery would be 

more appropriate.  We do expect to see a new GP surgery for scenario C.   We have not made an assumption on whether the new facility would be provided on-site or off-site.   

Funding for GP surgeries is assumed to align with demand

A surgery or extension will most efficiently be constructed in a single phase and it will be inefficient if the space is not filled as early as possible.  We have therefore assumed that the extensions are required on the completion of the units for a population of 1,800, and the new surgery for scenario C is 

required on the completion of the units for 10,800 people.  

The funding line assumes that provision would be built by a developer, but leased back to the NHS to at least cover the developer's costs.  If we do assume that a development and lease-back deal can be agreed, we assume that half of the capital costs of each building are supported through S106  This 

is because CCG capital and revenue funding is cash limited, so it is vital that additional funding is provided through alternative means.  In effect, then, we assume that developers will pay 50% of the upfront costs for the development of each surgery, and S106 will pay 50%.  The developer’s share of the 

costs (including financing) will be repaid by the public sector over time.   We assume that, because the developer’s development and financing costs are paid ultimately by the NHS, that this is cost neutral to the developer. 

The opportunity for co-location with other community facilities should be explored as more detailed plans emerge.  

The proportion of social housing and the mix of housing types and sizes, particularly family housing will affect health demands. 

We use the GLA Population Yield Calculator and SYA tool to estimate the number of children in each age group.  The GLA Population Yield assumsions are consistent with those used for playspace and health.   

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery extension (reinforce existing facilities)

Extension of existing local GP surgeries in the area.  Assume single storey extension of approximately 200sqm.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 99 49 49
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1956 978 978
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 5700 2850 2850
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)

Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)

Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)

Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)

Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)

Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

No additional surgery required.



Leisure and Sports

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Public open space
Project name

Project ref LS01

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 
Which lead organisation? National Grid and Ballymore

Project delivery risk Green
Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 600 300 300
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario No scenario specific variation for this 
Gross cost (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 600 300 300
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario No scenario specific variation for this 
Gross cost (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 600 300 300
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario No scenario specific variation for this 
Gross cost (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 300 150 150
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 600 300 300
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name Canal Square and Kensal Green Basin

Project ref LS02

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 
Which lead organisation? Ballymore

Project delivery risk Green
Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 1500 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 563 281 281
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 563 281 281
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 75 38 38
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1500 750 750
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1500 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 195 98 98
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 105 53 53
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1500 750 750
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1500 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 563 281 281
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 563 281 281
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 75 38 38
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 150 75 75
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1500 750 750
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1500 750 750
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 195 98 98
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 600 300 300
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 600 300 300

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

This covers the provision of public open space, play space and sports space.  

•  Public open space comprises mainly green/ urban open space e.g. parks, civic squares.  

•  Play space and sports space comprises indoor and outdoor sports provision, e.g. play space, sports halls and pitches.

A number of high quality plazas have been allowed for within the development, along with Little Kensal Green woodland

Good quality public realm and public open space is very important to raise values, and to provide outdoor space for the users of Kensal Canalside.  The Allies and Morrison masterplan has identified a range of specific provision for public open space.  Where possible we have followed the masterplan.  

We have made a clear distinction between what we expect to be provided as part of the development costs, and what constitutes public open space.  Our general approach is that if it falls within a developer plot then it should be provided as part of the development (and the values should reflect this), 

and if it falls between developer plots then it is considered a separate infrastructure costs.  The exceptions to this approach is where there is a key link or space that knits the development together and is an important part of the overall masterplan.  An example of this is the public space immediately to 

the north and to the south of the new Crossrail site.  We include this as a separate infrastructure item.  

We have made an allowance for play space for 5 to 11 year olds, and for children aged 12+ 

The Shaping neighbourhoods Play and Informal recreation SPG provides guidance on the space required for playspace.  The proposed benchmark standard of a minimum of 10 sq.m. per child regardless of age.  Using the number of children estimated from GLA Population Yields, we have estimated the 

amount of playspace needed to support the growth at Kensal Canalside.  

Mainstream pubic funding is unlikely to be committed to open space.  It is therefore considered that funding for these items will come from direct development costs and S106 contributions.  We explain our assumptions in more detail for each infrastructure project.  

In determining the likely provision for education facilities for each scenario, we have made a number of key assumptions. 

•  We exclude the canal basin as included in the masterplan.  Instead we assume that the pubic open space where the basin is located is to a good standard with paved and green areas. 

•  We use the GLA Population Yield Calculator and SYA tool to estimate the number of children in each age group.  The GLA Population Yield assumptions are consistent with those used for education and health.  

•  We assume that sports space is co-located with education facilities so no separate provision has been made here. 

Kensal square, 1,850 sqm open space within masterplan between Ballymore and National Grid site

Identified on the masterplan between Ballymore and National Grid site.  This project is the same across all scenarios.  As public open space can raise the value of developments, assume delivered early 

in the development phasing for Ballymore and National Grid (note both sites come forwards from 2021 onwards).  Assume 2 years construction for space.  

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

Identified on the masterplan between Ballymore and Sainsbury's. Public open space can raise the value of developments and should therefore be delivered as early as possible in the development.  As 

land is required from both the Ballymore and Sainsbury's site have phased to be delivered with the Sainsbury's site in 2026.  Benefits of this project will be seen across all development sites, therefore 

assumed split 37.5% Ballymore, 37.5% Sainsbury's, 10% North Pole, 10% National Grid and 5% Canalside House (based on the perceived benefit of the space to the developments).  This project is 

broadly the same across all scenarios, with the only difference being no cost attributable to the North Pole site in scenarios B and C.  Assume 2 years construction for space.  



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 105 53 53
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1500 750 750
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref LS03

About the project

What priority? 3) high priority 
Which lead organisation? North Pole

Project delivery risk Amber
Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 400 200 200
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 20 10 10
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 80 40 40
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 80 40 40
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 20 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 200 100 100
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 400 200 200
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s)
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 400 200 200
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 20 10 10
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 80 40 40
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 80 40 40
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 20 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 200 100 100
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 400 200 200
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario Not relevant for this scenario as North Pole land will not be available.  
Gross cost (£000s)
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s)
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s)
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s)
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s)
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s)
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref LS04

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable
Which lead organisation? RBKC

Project delivery risk Amber
Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 71 24 24 24
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 389 130 130 130
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 243 81 81 81
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 6 6 6
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 377 126 126 126
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 109 36 36 36
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 593 198 198 198
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 370 123 123 123
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 29 10 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 71 24 24 24
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 389 130 130 130
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 243 81 81 81
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 19 6 6 6
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 377 126 126 126
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 109 36 36 36
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 593 198 198 198
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 370 123 123 123
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 29 10 10 10
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1100 367 367 367
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Sports and leisure facilities
Project name

Project ref LS05

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable

Which lead organisation? Developers 

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 2901 290 290 290 290 290 290 290 290 290 290

Some of these facilities are likely to be provided onsite,  whilst others will be offsite.  We have assumed a 50-50 split between onsite and offsite provision, and assume that offsite playspace costs are 

sought from S106 whilst onsite costs form part of typical externals budget.   Assumed funding split of 50% developer direct and 50% S106. 

Expect around 6,500 sqm of space

Not relevant for this scenario as North Pole land will not be available.  

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

Facilities for ages 5 to 11 (onsite and offsite) 

Little Kensal Green enhancements, including lighting, footpath and benches.

Little Kensal Green is identified as a 3,980 sqm public open space on the masterplan.  The masterplan shows it as a wooded area that will be connected to Kensal Green Cemetery in the north by a 

pedestrian bridge and link through to Little Wormwood Scrubs in the south by a pedestrian bridge (note: bridges not included in these costings). It is assumed that this are would have woodland, green 

landscaping, lighting, street furniture, and footpath.  The site is wholly contained within the National Grid site, it is therefore assumed it comes forward early in the development of the National Grid 

site.  Costs have been attributed to all developers using residential build out proportions.   

No scenario specific variation for this project. 

Southern landing point of Crossrail bridge

Identified on the masterplan as a public space within the North Pole site, and adjacent to the southern landing point of the Crossrail bridge.  This will form a key connection between the northern part 

of the site and southern part of the site and will provide an alternative railway crossing to Ladbroke Grove.  Public open space can raise the value of developments and should therefore be delivered as 

early as possible in the development.  As land is required from both the North Pole depot, this project has been phased for early delivery as part of the North Pole site.  Benefits of this project will be 

seen across all development sites, therefore assumed split 50% North Pole, 20% Ballymore, 20% Sainsbury's, 5% National Grid and 5% Canalside House (based on the perceived benefit of the space to 

the developments).  This project only applies in scenarios A and C.  Assume 2 years construction of space. 

No scenario specific variation for this project. 



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 210 45 45 37 45 38 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1143 245 245 203 245 205 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 585 0 0 0 0 0 117 117 117 117 117
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 50 0 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 913 0 0 0 0 48 173 173 173 173 173
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1451 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1451 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145 145
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1906 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191 191
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 143 30 30 24 30 30 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 778 161 161 133 161 161 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 953 0 0 0 0 0 191 191 191 191 191
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 33 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s)

Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 953 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 953 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95 95
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 4125 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413 413
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 298 64 64 53 64 53 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1626 349 349 289 349 291 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 832 0 0 0 0 0 166 166 166 166 166
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 71 0 0 71 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1299 0 0 0 0 68 246 246 246 246 246
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2063 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 2063 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206 206
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 2710 271 271 271 271 271 271 271 271 271 271
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 203 42 42 35 42 42 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1106 229 229 190 229 229 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1355 0 0 0 0 0 271 271 271 271 271
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 46 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1355 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 1355 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136 136
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Project name

Project ref LS06

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable

Which lead organisation? Developers / Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Green

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 2150 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 155 33 33 28 33 28 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 847 182 182 151 182 152 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 433 0 0 0 0 0 87 87 87 87 87
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 37 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 677 0 0 0 0 35 128 128 128 128 128
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2150 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215 215
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 1412 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 106 22 22 18 22 22 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 576 119 119 99 119 119 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 706 0 0 0 0 0 141 141 141 141 141
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 24 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 1412 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141 141
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 3683 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 266 57 57 47 57 48 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1451 311 311 258 311 260 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 743 0 0 0 0 0 149 149 149 149 149
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 63 0 0 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1160 0 0 0 0 61 220 220 220 220 220
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 3683 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368 368
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 2008 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 150 31 31 26 31 31 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 819 170 170 141 170 170 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1004 0 0 0 0 0 201 201 201 201 201
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 34 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2008 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201 201
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Expect 2,400 sqm of playspace

Expect approx 2,600 sqm of playspace 

Expect 1,700 sqm of playspace

Expect 3,700 sqm of playspace

Expect around 9,200 sqm of play space

Expect around 2,700 sqm of play space

Facilities for over 12+

Facilities for over 12s (offsite):  we assume that all provision for over 12s is offsite, and is thus seeking funding from S106 as a strategic cross-site cost.

Expect around 4,200 sqm of play space



Community Facilities

What infrastructure is needed?

How can infrastructure be paid for?

Notes, issues and recommendations 

Libraries
Project name

Project ref CF01

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable

Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Library Services

Project delivery risk Amber

Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Scenario A Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 527 527
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 34 34
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 187 187
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 116 116
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 9 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 181 181
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 527 527
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 346 346
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 34 34
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 186 186
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 116 116
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 9 9
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 346 346
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 749 749
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 49 49
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 265 265
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 165 165
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 13 13
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 257 257
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 749 749
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 492 492
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 49 49
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 265 265
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 165 165
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 13 13
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 0 0
Cost attrib Other (£000s)

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s)

S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 492 492
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)

Other funding sought (£000s)

Community facilities/ Adult learning and skills
Project name

Project ref CF02

About the project

What priority? 4) desirable
Which lead organisation? Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Project delivery risk Amber
Strategic/site specific? Which site? Strategic cross-site

Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Scenario A
Project details for this scenario

Gross cost (£000s) 6000 1500 1500 1500 1500
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 390 97 97 97 97
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2124 531 531 531 531
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1324 331 331 331 331
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 104 26 26 26 26
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2059 515 515 515 515
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 3000 750 750 750 750
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 3000 750 750 750 750
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario B Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 8000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 519 130 130 130 130
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2832 708 708 708 708
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1765 441 441 441 441
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 139 35 35 35 35
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2745 686 686 686 686
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 4000 1000 1000 1000 1000
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 4000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario C Project details for this scenario
Gross cost (£000s) 8000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 519 130 130 130 130
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 2832 708 708 708 708
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1765 441 441 441 441
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 139 35 35 35 35
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 2745 686 686 686 686
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 4000 1000 1000 1000 1000
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 4000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)

Scenario D Project details for this scenario
Scenario D generates a requirement for 1300 sqm of community space.  Assume this is provided as two 650sqm community centres.  This has been costed as a 500sqm community centre plus a 

150sqm extension.  

Scenario A generates a requirement for 1400 sqm of community space.  Assume this is provided as two 700sqm community centres.  This has been costed as a 500sqm community centre plus a 

200sqm extension.   This has been apportioned to the developers on the basis of the housing split.  Assume costs applied over 2 years. 

Scenario B generates a requirement for almost 1000 sqm of community space.  Assume this is provided as two 500sqm community centres.  Assume costs applied over two years. 

Scenario C generates a requirement for 2000 sqm of community space.  Assume this is provided as two 1000sqm community centres.  Assume costs applied over two years. 

Flexible co-located public and third sector service delivery buildings, adult learning and skills centre, customer contact points.

Difficult to assess exact needs due to evolving patterns of service delivery and long-term nature of growth. Long-term implications of public sector austerity measures, including capital expenditure 

plans, are also difficult to assess.  There are efficiencies in the build costs of larger community centres.  For this assessment, we assume that each community centre is 500sqm.   

In this section we cover community facilities, including libraries and adult learning and skills. 

A community centre is provided as part of the Allies and Morrison masterplan, this could include adult learning and skills

The precise requirement for community centres depends on local needs.  We have used our own information taken from experience elsewhere and substantiated this with information from standards used elsewhere to ensure these recommendations are appropriate.  Requirements can vary from 

0.2sqm to 1sqm per housing unit.  For this assessment we have adopted a requirement of 0.4sqm per dwelling as a guide.  The Kensal Canalside OA includes approx. 2,000 sqm of non-residential space including retail, community and social space (excluding Sainsbury's).  In the Allies and Morrison 

masterplan, this space is located on the North Pole site (Scenarios A and C), but some form of community provision would need to apply to all scenarios.  Considerable efficiencies could be achieved by the landowners working together.  We anticipate that some of this space may be combined to 

provide a small community hub across the development, this could include adult learning and skills, youth services, police contact point, other community services.  Therefore in the phasing for community centre,  we assume the cost of this space is applied across each development plot (National Grid, 

Ballymore, Sainsbury's, Canalside House and North Pole).    

Cost for enhancement to existing libraries is assumed

We do not suggest that a library is included within the community centre.  It is the responsibility of each library authority (in accordance with the Public Libraries and Museum Act 1964) to determine how to deliver public library services in the context of local need.  Library provision is changing rapidly 

and it is not possible to predict how these facilities will be used in 10 to 20 years time; the term 'library' may be effectively redundant by then.  Our work elsewhere has found that a typical library is around 750sqm, and there is typically 30sqm of library per 1000 people.  This means that Kensal 

Canalside would need to have a population of 25,000 people before it could support its own library facility.  As we do not reach this trigger point in any of the scenarios, we instead we assume off-site refurbishment to existing libraries. The Local Infrastructure Delivery Plan highlights Kensal library as 

requiring potential upgrades.  Although we also understand that RBKC are currently planning a new library facility in the borough, which these costs could be attributed to.  

We assume that the library extension and community facilities are paid for through S106.  The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea is in receipt of funding from the Skills Funding Agency to deliver its Adult and Family Learning Services and also some services for young people, so there could be 

some mainstream funding, however we have excluded this here. 

Innovative solutions to the creation and multi-use of open space and sports provision will be essential. In addition to maximising the efficiency of existing provision. 

As work progresses, a detailed open space, sports and play strategy will need to be assembled to ensure that a more coordinated approach is prepared and followed.  

Kensal library requires more space ideally on ground floor level – expansion into an adjacent shop unit, for facilities such as IT, activity place, soft seating area.  

Assume Kensal library extension of 150 sqm

Assume Kensal library extension of 100 sqm

As extension is small, assume that it takes place mid-way through development at Kensal Canalside.  

Assume Kensal library extension of 105 sqm. 

Assume Kensal library extension of 69 sqm



Scenario Total (£000s) 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035
Gross cost (£000s) 5400 1350 1350 1350 1350
Cost attrib National Grid (£000s) 351 88 88 88 88
Cost attrib Ballymore (£000s) 1911 478 478 478 478
Cost attrib Sainsbury's (£000s) 1192 298 298 298 298
Cost attrib Canalside House (£000s) 94 23 23 23 23
Cost attrib North Pole (£000s) 1853 463 463 463 463
Cost attrib Other (£000s)
Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 2700 675 675 675 675
S106/S278 funding sought (£000s) 2700 675 675 675 675
Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)
MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)
Other funding sought (£000s)
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PART D – HOW MUCH FUNDING IS AVAILABLE?  

This part investigates how infrastructure at Kensal Canalside can be paid for.   
We investigate whether public sector mainstream funding might help pay for development.  
We then investigate the ability of the scale of the development envisaged to pay for infrastructure through developer 
contributions, when taking into account other requirements such as affordable housing.  
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4 INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING: DEVELOPER 
CONTRIBUTIONS AND FUNDING STREAMS  

Introduction 

4.1 This chapter sets out the level of developer contributions that we estimate could be available 
through development at the site.  

4.2 At this stage, we have not distinguished between the different mechanisms by which this funding 
could be collected.  There are various methods by which this could happen: S106, S278 (which 
collects for certain types of road infrastructure) Community Infrastructure Levy and as part of a 
landowners agreement.  (It is worth noting that the Kensal site is not covered by borough CIL, but 
it does contribute Mayoral CIL). 

4.3 There is a question of how the right mechanisms might be constructed to collect developer 
contributions.   We set out the issues in chapter 5, although more detailed work will be needed to 
arrive at an answer.  This will need to progress as a more detailed view about the shape of the 
future development is developed through the SPG.    

4.4 We also look at other funding sources, as follows.  

 Funding from mainstream public sources. We have assessed the potential availability of 
mainstream public funding to pay for the infrastructure requirements resulting from the 
growth.    

 Funding from other sources (incl TfL or central Government).   
 Funding from innovative sources.  Again, we have made no presumptions about funding from 

this source at this stage. 
 Funding assumed from utility companies.  

4.5 We cannot quantify all of these funding sources at this stage, but have set out the main elements 
below.  

Viability testing approach  

4.6 A residual valuation has been carried out. The assumptions used in the residual valuation can be 
found in  Appendix A . 

4.7 Residual valuation testing needs inputs on development costs and development value.  In order 
to get these inputs, a property market assessment was carried out which analysed comparable 
residential and commercial schemes, and prevailing sales and rental values and yields.  

4.8 In assessing the values of schemes we had regard to a range of data.  This was supplemented 
by the experience obtained through discussions in other work with JLL agents and private 
developers, and JLL’s experience in selling, acquiring and advising on development sites locally.  

4.9 Our viability assessments are based on development appraisals of hypothetical schemes, using 
the residual valuation method. This approach is in line with accepted practice and as 

recommended by RICS guidance4 and the Harman report5.  Residual valuation is applied to 
different land uses and where relevant to different parts of the area, aiming to show typical values 
for each. It is based on the following formula: 

 Value of completed development scheme 
 Less development costs - including build costs, fees, finance costs, infrastructure delivered 

directly by developers etc 
 Less developer’s return (profit) – the minimum profit acceptable in the market to undertake 

the scheme 
 Less policy costs – building in (for example) affordable housing other policy requirements 
 Equals residual land value.  

Figure 4.1 Residual value calculation 

Value of 
completed 

development 
scheme 

Less 
development 

costs – including 
build costs, fees, 
finance costs etc

Less planning 
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Less developer’s 
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the minimum 
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to undertake the 

scheme 

Equals residual 
land value – which 

in a well functioning 
market should 

equal the value of 
site with planning 

permission

less equals

 
4.10 Having estimated the residual value, we compare this residual value with the ‘benchmark land 

value’ or ‘land cost’, which is the minimum land value the landowner will accept to release his or 
her land for the development specified. 

4.11 Benchmark values will vary to reflect the landowner’s judgements, which might include the 
contextual nature of development, the site density achievable, existing use value, the approach to 
the delivery of affordable housing (in the context of residential development) and so on. There are 
a wide range of permutations here. In order to make progress, we have to assume a central 
value, even though there could be a margin of error in practice.  

 If the residual land value shown by the appraisals is below the benchmark value, the 
development is not financially viable. That means that unless the circumstances change it will 
not happen without further subsidy. 

                                                
4 RICS (2012), Financial Viability in Planning, RICS First Edition Guidance Note 
5 Local Housing Delivery Group Chaired by Sir John Harman (2012) Viability Testing Local Plans  
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 If the residual value and the benchmark values are equal, the development is just viable, but 
there is no surplus value available for developer contributions through S106 (or CIL, if it were 
to be set).  

 If the residual land value shown by the appraisals is above the benchmark value, the 
development is viable. The excess of residual over benchmark value measures the maximum 
amount that may be potentially captured for developer contributions to infrastructure.  

4.12 The arithmetic of residual appraisal is straightforward.  However, the inputs to the calculation are 
hard to determine for a specific site (as demonstrated by the complexity of many S106 
negotiations).  Therefore our viability assessments are necessarily broad approximations, subject 
to a margin of uncertainty. We have not formally assessed whether individual projects would 
need to pass statutory S106 tests in this exercise.   

The effects of Kensal Portobello station on viability  
4.13 We estimate that there could be a 10-15% increase in residential values as a result of the 

construction of Kensal Portobello station.  The higher percentage increase applying to plots on 
the west of the site where existing isolation is most acute. This has a positive impact on viability. 

4.14 To understand the effects of different assumptions on residential values arising from the delivery 
of Kensal Portobello, we have calculated available developer contributions under a range of 
conditions.  These are as follows.  

 Nil station-related sales value uplift.  This would reflect the viability of development if no 
station was delivered.   

 A 10-15% sales value uplift resulting from the delivery of the station.6  
 A 20% sales value uplift resulting from the delivery of the station.  

Mainstream funding for social infrastructure 

We assume that modest amounts of mainstream funding will be 
available  

4.15 It is the Government's intention to use CIL and S106 to fund infrastructure after sources of 
mainstream Government support have been identified.   

4.16 Our analysis suggests that some funding would be available for the delivery of infrastructure.  
However, this environment is very fast moving, meaning that these funding streams can change 
rapidly.   

Utility and other commercial funding for infrastructure  

4.17 As we have explained in the study, we have assumed that some funding support is available for 
infrastructure from a MUSCO/ESCO and from telecoms providers.  

                                                
6 We have used a range here, because we have assumed that plots in the initial Core 10% scenario should have a 15% 
increase built in to reflect their more remote location in the “ no Crossrail”  world.  The approach is set out in the table Value 
Inputs – Residential site specific is included as an Appendix sets out our approach. 

Innovative funding sources 

4.18 The line on innovative funding for infrastructure has been left blank at this stage.  More work will 
be needed in this area.  However, we caution that we believe the scope for ‘innovative’ funding 
might be quite limited.  

4.19 Whilst Government has provided cash and loans elsewhere (eg, Ebbsfleet) it is hard to see this 
being available at Kensal Canalside.  We do not see New Homes Bonus as a funding stream for 
infrastructure, given that it has simply replaced revenue funding from Government.  

4.20 European Investment Bank funding is unreliable for obvious reasons, and Prudential Borrowing 
may help with cashflow but would be likely to represent a repayable loan rather than a method of 
paying for infrastructure.  

Direct developer delivery through a masterplan  

4.21 In some instances, infrastructure might be levied through S106, or simply be delivered by 
developers as part of their masterplan.  These costs could be in excess of an amount that 
developers would ordinarily assume as part of a development proposal. There is no clear 
boundary between these categories.  Unless there is clear evidence to the contrary, we assume 
here that infrastructure will be seeking S106.  This means that we have minimised any 
assumptions around direct developer delivery of infrastructure through masterplans, although 
some funding of this type is assumed.     

Pulling together the funding sources under different 
policy and development circumstances  

4.22 We have pulled together the different components of funding under different circumstances.  

 Affordable housing policy:  Mayoral CIL (or indeed, any future borough CIL), S106/S278, and 
affordable housing are pulled from the same ‘pool’ of available developer contributions 
funding. It follows that more of one type of developer contribution means that there is less of 
another type of developer contribution available.  Potential developer contributions available 
are also sensitive to the type of affordable housing required in policy.   

 Crossrail station development effects on sales values.   
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PART E - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This section puts infrastructure requirements, costs and funding together, to look at whether the scheme generates enough 
money to pay for the infrastructure required.  
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5 SUMMARY  

Introduction  

5.1 This section pulls together our findings.  We discuss the requirements for infrastructure to 
accommodate certain development scenarios and the resulting costs and funding required.   

The development scenarios explored  

5.2 It is helpful to remind ourselves of the development scenarios explored in this study.  Scenarios 
varied by development density and land take.  

Figure 5.1 Scenarios A and C – covering Canalside and North Pole, with Scenarios 

B & D covering Canalside only  

  

Table 5.1 Density and development numbers by scenario  

 
5.3 To reflect previous masterplan aspirations Scenario A and C also include an enhanced 

Sainsburys supermarket (12,170 sqm Gross External Area; 6,500 sqm – NIA sales), a college 
(5,880 sqm), primary school (4,790 sqm), office (9,408 sqm) and commercial (2,000 sqm).  The 
GEA and NIA of the enhanced Sainsburys store were provided to RBKC by the landowners.  The 
college and primary school elements were removed from scenarios B and D as suggested by the 

Allies & Morrison masterplan.  This means that for the social infrastructure assessment we 
assumed that any school/ college provision would need to be provided off-site for these 
scenarios.    

Transport infrastructure requirements for each 
scenario 

We sought ways of providing each scenario with sufficient transport 
infrastructure to render it workable 

5.4 Transport represents the fundamental constraint on site development.  It is therefore our starting 
point here.  

5.5 To explore the issues, we needed to make a number of assumptions.  We have set these out in 
detail in the Transport Paper (under separate cover).  Here, we provide a summary.  

We have made a series of assumptions 
5.6 Some assumptions were common to all scenarios as follows. 

 We have assumed that a Crossrail station is provided in all scenarios. This is because we 
wanted to explore the mix of public transport and access that might best integrate with this 
provision.  This would enable us to understand the effects of not implementing a Crossrail 
station at a later stage.   

 Sainsbury’s will be located centrally, as shown on the Allies and Morrison masterplan. 
 13% car mode share. 
 Car parking ratio of 0.3 spaces per unit. 
 Two pedestrian bridges over the canal (although we show that the western bridge has 

relatively little PTAL impact).   

5.7 Other assumptions have been tailored to individual scenarios.  

 Three bus strategy options have been considered ranging from diverting all services into the 
site (as existing), to only having a limited number of routes serving the site.  The rationale and 
details behind this approach can be found in the Transport Paper.  This is provided under 
separate cover. 

5.8 For Scenarios A and C (which see both Canalside and North Pole developed) we have assumed  

 No through general traffic access via Scrubs Lane.  While the option to run a new bus route 
south of the railway line travelling west towards Scrubs Lane is considered, it is not included 
within our public transport accessibility testing as other bus routing options were deemed 
more appropriate.   

 General traffic access to the development was via an improved northern junction (Ladbroke 
Grove/Canal Way) and southern junction (Ladbroke Grove/Barlby Road).  

 A road bridge over the Great Western Main Line. 
 Access for general traffic and buses via Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way and Ladbroke 

Grove/Barlby Road junctions only.  

Scenarios A & C Scenarios B & D

Area

Density

Canalside and 
North Pole
(masterplan north 
and south)

Canalside only
(masterplan north)

Medium density Scenario A
3,516 homes

Scenario B
2,310 homes

High density Scenario C
5000 homes

Scenario D
3,284 homes
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5.9 For Scenarios B and D, we have assumed 

 General traffic access to the development via an improved northern junction (Ladbroke 
Grove/Canal Way).  

 No bridge over the Great Western Main Line. 
 Access for general traffic and buses via Ladbroke Grove/ Kensal Road junction only. 

Scenario C:  transport requirements and costs  

Transport requirements for Scenario C (5,000 high density units on 
Canalside and North Pole) 

5.10 We begin by looking at Scenario C.  This is because it sees the highest number of residential 
units delivered, and so generates the largest infrastructure demands.   

5.11 Scenario C requires: 

 Two large signalised junctions on Ladbroke Grove.  One is to the north, with Canal Way, and 
one is to the south with Barlby Road.  Both junctions would require constrained vehicle 
movements and would operate at capacity.   

 The realignment of Kensal Road at the Northern Junction, including the loss of Canalside 
House to provide for visibility, and the loss of a public house. 

 Realignment at the southern junction potentially entails some loss of buildings.  This is 
anticipated as part of the local estates regeneration scheme. 

 For the primary network roads (onsite) would be approximately 20m wide to accommodate 
Sainsbury’s servicing and delivery traffic, buses and cycle lane infrastructure.  We assumed 
that the road infrastructure was used to bring more buses into the site to maximise the use of 
the new infrastructure.  The layout is as shown in Figure 5.3. 

 The road layout set out above arises because of the need for bus stops, passing lanes and 
flared approaches.  The large junctions are to accommodate HGV turning movements, where 
generous corner radii are required. Given the short distances involved between bus stops and 
junctions, and the consequent difficulty in achieving safe traffic flows, there rapidly arises a 
need for four lanes throughout the northern portion of the site (north of the railway line). 

This development scenario is theoretically deliverable without a Kensal 
Portobello Crossrail station 

5.12 Based on an analysis of PTAL values and junction capacity, we found that, if we are working to 
the development assumptions set out above in 5.6 onwards, this level of development was 
theoretically possible in transport terms without the proposed Crossrail station at Kensal 
Portobello but requires substantially greater transport intervention within the site to deliver high 
levels of accessibility.   

The presence of Kensal Portobello Crossrail station (or its omission) 
has little effect on the road designs chosen 

5.13 As we will show, Kensal Portobello station is highly beneficial.  However, the impact on car use is 
unlikely to be significant enough of itself to alter our findings on highway infrastructure  necessary 
to support development.  This is for the following reasons.  

 Firstly, in planning terms, a Crossrail station’s impact on PTAL is relatively limited, so limiting 
the effect that the station has on road requirements; and 

 Secondly, in demand terms, Crossrail does little to alter a significant proportion of demand.  A 
Crossrail station will mainly affect residential car users, who represent a proportion of the 
total, so limiting Crossrail’s impact on highway demand. 

Our findings suggest that infrastructure design is driven more by 
Sainsbury’s location (for shoppers and servicing) and bus provision. 
Making the site technically deliverable requires the creation of a highly 
engineered environment 
As can be seen in Figure 5.3, the area of land required to accommodate this road infrastructure is 
extensive.  (It can be compared to the current road infrastructure in Figure 5.2). It does not deliver 
the type of urban environment envisaged in the Allies & Morrison masterplan.   The level of heavy 
road engineering required will create a quite hostile urban environment, with the level of land take 
required for road infrastructure putting pressure on development densities if building heights are 
to be limited. 
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Figure 5.2 Current road layout  

 
Reproduced from / based upon Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey ® on behalf of the Controller of  Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.  © Crown Copyright.  Unauthorised reproduction infringes crown copyright and may lead to prosecution 

or civil proceedings.  Licence no. 0100031673 Year of publication 2016 owner/purchaser of mapping RBKC 

 

 

Figure 5.3 Scenario C – transport engineering required  

 
Reproduced from / based upon Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey ® on behalf of the Controller of  Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.  © Crown Copyright.  Unauthorised reproduction infringes crown copyright and may lead to prosecution 
or civil proceedings.  Licence no. 0100031673 Year of publication 2016 owner/purchaser of mapping RBKC 

 

 Figure 5.4 Scenario C – northern junction on Ladbroke Grove -detail 

 
Reproduced from / based upon Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey ® on behalf of the Controller of  Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.  © Crown Copyright.  
Unauthorised reproduction infringes crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.  Licence no. 0100031673 Year of publication 2016 owner/purchaser of mapping 
RBKC 

 Figure 5.5Scenario C – southern junction on Ladbroke Grove  

 
Reproduced from / based upon Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey ® on behalf of the Controller of  Her Majesty’s Stationery Office.  © Crown Copyright.  
Unauthorised reproduction infringes crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.  Licence no. 0100031673 Year of publication 2016 owner/purchaser of mapping RBKC 
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5.14 A number of pros and cons arose from the Scenario C transport solutions, as follows.  

Table 5.2 Scenario C – advantages and disadvantages 
Advantages  Disadvantages  

 Able to deliver large number of units  Does not match masterplan aspirations: poor 
urban environment, dominated by functional 
heavy engineering 

 Able to maintain PTAL Level  20m wide road, creating significant severance 
problems  

 Can be theoretically delivered without Crossrail   Junctions and roundabouts poor for pedestrians 
and cyclists  

 
 Smaller development footprint as a result of 

larger roads, meaning that higher buildings are 
required to get policy housing numbers 

 
 Part of the North Pole site may be too narrow to 

develop (TBC), possibly compounding need for 
higher buildings. 

Source: PBA  

Scenario A:  transport requirements and costs  

Transport requirements for Scenario A (3,500 mid-density units on 
Canalside and North Pole) are similar to Scenario C – but work slightly 
better 

5.15 The next largest scenario is Scenario A.  Scenario A takes the same development footprint as 
Scenario C discussed above (on Canalside and North Pole), but is delivered at a lower housing 
density.   

5.16 We found that the transport requirements to deliver Scenario A growth were similar in scale and 
nature to that envisaged under Scenario C: however, junctions work slightly better due to the 
lower housing density and resulting lower number of trips generated.   

5.17 Very similar road and junction solutions were required to those presented above.  Although the 
performance of junctions on Ladbroke Grove improved, they still operated close to capacity 
providing little resilience to surges in demand as a result to changes to the wider network.   

5.18 The implication is that the pros and cons of this scenario are similar to those presented for 
Scenario C (see Table 5.2), with the key one being that the urban environment would remain 
dominated by heavy road engineering, and so remain quite hostile.  There are modest 
differences, however: there is lower density, so fewer buses, and lower building heights are 
required.  

This development scenario is technically deliverable without a Kensal 
Portobello Crossrail station 

5.19 As would be expected given our findings from Scenario C, we found that Crossrail would not be 
theoretically required in this scenario (which, after all, sees less development than Scenario C).  
This finding applies if we are working to the development assumptions set out above.  

Scenario B:  transport requirements and costs  

Scenario B (2,300 mid-density units on Canalside only – no North Pole) 
retains a need for heavy road engineering  

5.20 We now turn to Scenario B.  This sees only the Canalside developed at a density similar to that 
envisaged in the masterplan (Scenario A).   

5.21 Our findings are as follows.  

 Even with Crossrail, the road layout of Scenarios A & C on the Canalside site would need to 
be maintained.  This is in large measure due to the fact that Sainsbury’s remains at the centre 
of the site (with consequent need for access for servicing and customers), and parking 
standards are maintained.   

 The GWML road bridge is no longer possible. Because this Scenario plots a future without 
development at North Pole. It follows that we cannot create a road bridge across the railway 
line.  This means that all traffic and access is concentrated on the northern Ladbroke Grove 
junction.  

 The same number of buses will terminate in the site but through routes are removed as there 
is no road bridge. 

 Access would be via Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way junction only with the junction operating at 
capacity. 

5.22 We found that the single available junction was working at capacity in this scenario, with no clear 
way that its operation could be improved.  

This development scenario is technically deliverable without a Kensal 
Portobello Crossrail station 

5.23 We found that Crossrail would not be technically required in transport terms in this scenario.  This 
finding applies if we are working to the development assumptions set out above.  
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Table 5.3 Scenario B – advantages and disadvantages 
Advantages  Disadvantages  

 Able to maintain PTAL Level  Creates fewer homes because on a smaller 
footprint, even though at masterplan density, 
and therefore does not hit London Plan policy 

 Can be theoretically delivered without Crossrail  
 Does not match masterplan aspirations: poor 

urban environment, dominated by functional 
heavy engineering 

  20m wide road, creating significant severance 
problems  

  Junctions and roundabouts poor for pedestrians 
and cyclists  

 
 Smaller development footprint as a result of 

larger roads, meaning that higher buildings are 
required to get policy housing numbers 

Scenario D:  transport requirements and costs  

Scenario D (3,300 high-density units on Canalside only – no North 
Pole) cannot function effectively, even with a Crossrail station 

5.24 Scenario D sees the Canalside area developed.  North Pole is not included in this scenario.  This 
scenario sees the higher development densities assumed at Scenario C maintained over this 
(smaller) land area.  

5.25 In our professional opinion, we cannot provide sufficient transport capacity to make Scenario D 
work effectively.  This is because the single access junction on Ladbroke Grove is operating at 
capacity with the lower development density explored above under Scenario B, and further 
development pushes the level of transport congestion beyond what is (in our view) a reasonable 
point.  Of course, these judgements are not black and white:  it is possible to tolerate a very high 
level of congestion and consequent delay, but we think it unlikely that permission would be 
granted.   

5.26 Crossrail does not solve the capacity problem with the single Ladbroke Grove junction.   If 
Sainsbury’s is retained on the site, and car use persists in the development as envisaged, the 
Ladbroke Grove junction is likely to be overwhelmed.   

The implications of our findings on transport  

Our analysis suggests that scenarios A, B and C are the only functional 
scenarios – but they can be delivered in transport terms, even without a 
Crossrail Station 

5.27 Above, we have shown that scenarios A, B and C are deliverable in narrow transport terms 
without a Crossrail station at Kensal Portobello.   

5.28 The remaining part of this summary focuses on Scenarios A, B and C, because these are the 
only scenarios where sufficient transport infrastructure can be provided.  

5.29 As we set out in 5.13 onwards, the presence of Kensal Portobello Crossrail station (or its 
omission) has little effect on the road designs chosen because in planning terms, the Crossrail 
station’s impact on PTAL is relatively limited, so limiting the effect that the station has on road 
requirements; and secondly, in demand terms, Crossrail does little to alter a significant proportion 
of highway demand.  A Crossrail station will mainly affect residential car users, who represent a 
proportion of the total, so limiting Crossrail’s impact on highway demand. 

Whilst deliverable in narrow transport terms, Scenarios A, B and C 
might be rejected on broader planning grounds – because of the effects 
of the heavy road infrastructure assumed 

5.30 The answer we have provided here is a narrow ‘technical’ answer to the question of whether 
there is sufficient transport infrastructure available to get development away.  It relies on the fact 
that the development could be permitted due to the way that the development and accompanying 
infrastructure can perform against measures of congestion and PTAL.    

5.31 Whilst the developments may be technically deliverable in transport terms using these 
assumptions, they may fail in planning terms.   As we set out above, the level of heavy road 
infrastructure we have had to assume in each scenario creates a hostile urban environment.  
None are the attractive new city quarters represented in the Allies and Morrison masterplan. It is 
also the case that the landtake assumed for the 20m wide road infrastructure reduces the 
developable area, breaking up development plots and logically entailing that, if the same number 
of units was to be delivered, then buildings would need to be considerably higher and/or set more 
closely together.   

5.32 We therefore considered possible alternative approaches.  These alternatives were based on 
different assumptions to the ones we had used for the earlier work, and so they had not been 
previously considered.  

Solutions that create sufficient transport capacity 
alongside high quality development 

5.33 We suggest that there could be a number of solutions which would have to be explored further, 
quite possibly in work connected to the new Supplementary Planning Guidance.  We have not 
costed for this infrastructure, given that further masterplanning work would be needed to explore 
the practicalities of the approach set out below.    

Options suggested here can operate independently of each other but 
Kensal Portobello Station is the enabling element present in all 
alternative solutions 

5.34 Here, we set out some broad suggestions for further consideration.  

5.35 As we show, the suggestions set out below are able to operate independently of each other, but 
all rely on the presence of Kensal Portobello Crossrail Station.  The new station would provide a 
more balanced public transport mix (reducing reliance on buses) to optimise junction 
performance and reduce road footprints.  
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5.36 Some of the options set out below see a fall in PTAL levels, as (in various options) car transport 
and frequent bus services are replaced by Crossrail.   We are relatively comfortable with this fall 
in PTAL.  In our view, PTAL is an imperfect measure of accessibility (being assembled as an 
index of transport frequency and proximity) which takes no account of destination desirability and 
journey time which in this case is provided by Crossrail.  This means that the potentially 
transformational effect of the Crossrail Station cannot be accurately reflected through a PTAL 
assessment alone.  It is recommended that further work using the TfL Time Mapping database is 
used to show the effects of Crossrail at Kensal on access to Central London, Canary Wharf, and 
Heathrow.  

5.37 Other studies (including the Strategic Business Case for the Station) may be able to better reflect 
the economic benefits of Crossrail, but a high level Transport Strategy or DIF Study cannot 
properly capture these benefits.  The only way that our study can reflect the impact of Crossrail is 
through the sales prices of dwellings at the site, and we have looked at this separately.  

5.38 The precise effects of Crossrail on car and bus use are hard to determine (modelling carried out 
is now old and has always been opaque).  The additional diversity of travel choices to high value 
locations both west and east would represent a valuable addition to travel choices, and would be 
likely to extract from existing PT demand, creating capacity in the wider area.  These are complex 
effects and need further detailed research to understand.  

Option 1:  moving Sainsbury’s to the eastern fringe 

Moving Sainsbury’s to the eastern fringe of the site would keep HGVs, 
some buses and customers’ cars on the Ladbroke Grove side of the 
site – reducing the need for land-hungry road provision within the site   

5.39 We suggest that a future SPG could see Sainsbury’s located closer to Ladbroke Grove.  We 
understand that this option has been explored in the past, but the issue could be perhaps 
revisited, given its importance.   

5.40 Moving Sainsbury’s would make a significant difference to the road layout required for the site.  
The presence of Sainsbury’s, and its attendant HGV deliveries, creates the need for relaxed road 
geometries and turning facilities which creates a large footprint for the road infrastructure.  Bus 
access and car access further exacerbates the situation.   If the supermarket can be located 
closer to Ladbroke Grove, then the need for wide roads is reduced.   

5.41 If Sainsbury’s was located nearer to Ladbroke Grove, it might be possible to reduce the road 
‘footprint’, for the following reasons.  

 It would be possible to reduce the number of bus routes through the site to the point where a 
single carriageway was sufficient.  Our analysis suggests that this can be done while still 
achieving an acceptable PTAL.   

 The loss of HGV movements in the centre of the site would reduce landtake from roads 
designed for large vehicles to the point where a single carriageway was sufficient.   

 Car access to Sainsbury’s.  Volumes of car traffic travelling into the site would be reduced.   

5.42 This process might also improve the effectiveness of the northern (Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way) 
junction.  The impact of high bus turning movements on the performance of the Ladbroke Grove 

junction with Canal Way reduces its operational efficiency.  A reduced reliance on buses would 
help the junction operate within capacity. 

If Sainsbury’s moved to the eastern fringe, a Crossrail station would be 
required for residents if we were to realise the objective of creating 
roads with a single lane in each direction   

5.43 If Sainsbury’s was located to the east, then we would have the opportunity of reducing bus 
movements into the site.   This would mean that the road widths could reduce.   If bus 
movements fell, then we would need to replace public transport connectivity for residents.  This 
would emphasise the need for a Crossrail station as an alternative to the bus.   

Option 2: reduce the number of buses travelling into 
the site 

If we accept a lower PTAL, we could reduce the number of buses 
travelling into the site  

5.44 The level of bus provision scoped in this study has been scaled in order to maintain an 
acceptable PTAL.  If we were willing to tolerate a reduction in bus frequency (and thus a slightly 
lower PTAL) then we would possibly be able to streamline the internal road layout of the site.  
The objective would be to create a more intimate streetscape, similar to that shown in the Allies & 
Morrison masterplan and potentially achieve the desired building densities envisaged in the 
masterplan.   

A reduced bus scenario would require a Crossrail station  
5.45 The Crossrail station would be very important for the reduced bus approach, because it would 

provide the main access point to the public transport network.  If bus provision was reduced, a 
Crossrail station would become commensurately more important.    With the Crossrail station in 
place, we are able to provide a more attractive mode of transport which is likely to remain 
attractive in the future, even as road congestion levels rise.  (We note that bus patronage in 
central London is falling as increased congestion levels deter passengers, making the Crossrail 
connection likely to grow in attractiveness in future).   

Option 3: consider a “lower parking”/ car-free 
approach 

A “lower parking”/ car-free approach would create the right urban 
environment  

5.46 It may be possible to set general residential parking much lower, or even at zero (some disabled 
parking and delivery servicing will be required).  This does not mean that no vehicles would enter 
the site (because buses and taxis would still need to get to the Crossrail station), but this 
approach could reduce traffic flows further and create more development land.  Analysis 
suggests that going lower parking/ car-free would remove a substantial amount of traffic from the 
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development which would otherwise have to run through the Ladbroke Grove junction/s.  This 
could return us to current traffic loads on Canal Way.   

5.47 A lower or no parking proposition with Crossrail might provide an acceptable market proposition.   

Again, a Crossrail station would be essential for success for this 
approach  

5.48 The Crossrail station is essential if the lower parking/ car-free approach to delivering more 
development land was to be a success.  Without Crossrail, transport would rely on buses, which 
would have the effect of returning us to the position where wide roads were needed.  

Summary 

5.49 From a design perspective (in terms of meeting design requirements for high quality 
streetscapes) we believe a Crossrail Station is necessary to enhance the mix of public transport 
and to provide an opportunity to reduce highway dominance.   

5.50 Other masterplan options will need to be investigated to optimise the design.  Overall highway 
costs are not likely to be higher than the level assessed here.  

Transport costs brought together  

5.51 Transport costs for the available scenarios are as follows.  

Table 5.4 Transport costs (including Crossrail in each scenario) (£000s) 

Category Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 
Scenario D (for 
completeness – 
this scenario is 
not functional) 

Total Transport Comprised 

of:  164,554 129,833 174,422 135,947 

Bus Infrastructure 450 405 310 265 

Bus Services 7,500 5,000 17,500 11,250 

Cycling 8,434 8,128 8,442 8,132 

Highways 34,550 3,650 34,550 3,650 

Rail (Crossrail/ Overground) 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

Walking 13,620 12,650 13,620 12,650 

Source:  PBA/ RBKC.  Note that parking costs are dealt with separately through build costs. 

Utilities infrastructure  

5.52 A range of utilities infrastructure is required, above those which would ordinarily be expected to 
be delivered as part of a standard development cost and externals budget.  

5.53 The main issues are as follows. There are variations on needs by Scenario.  We have calculated 
each.  The issues below pertain to the central masterplan scenario of 3500 units across the 
Canalside site and North Pole (Scenario A). 

 Electricity: a new primary substation (33kv) and high voltage distribution network is required.  
We note that any future masterplan or SPD should consider specifically allocating space for 
this infrastructure.  There is limited spare capacity in the electricity network, according to 
UKPN.  We have not investigated upstream requirements further.  

 Potable water: offsite upgrade is required to the water main.  
 Gas: a pressure reducing station and diversion is required. 
 Drainage strategy: foul and surface water network required. 
 Energy centre and heat network requirements see the need for a single energy centre serving 

the development.  We have costed for a primary heat pipework and primary substations.  
 Telecoms assume that BT Openreach deliver up-to-date telecoms networks to nil developer 

cost. 
 Waste.  We have made a small allowance for contribution to waste facilities elsewhere, but 

have not assumed that facilities are delivered on site.  

Social infrastructure  

5.54 Social infrastructure requirements are sensitive to population, and so clearly vary by scenario.   

5.55 Education costs depend on loss rates to independent schools. Above, we assume all in state 
education system. 

 Primary school.  A&M have included primary school within North Pole site, although we are 
agnostic about the precise location of schools provision in this study.  We expect a range of 
between a 5 Form Entry for Scenario C and 2 Form Entry Scenario B.  We have built in an 
allowance for early years at primary schools, although only 50% of children in early years are 
provided for (we assume that 50% of children receive private provision).   

 Secondary school.  In Scenario C 1 Form of Entry is generated for this level of schooling.  
There are likely to be extensions to existing provision rather than provision on site.   

 Libraries. We have assumed that there will be a contribution towards library provision at a 
standard rate.  This may be at new provision in Kensal, or could be improvements to existing 
library space.   

 Fire, ambulance, police assumes extension to existing provision.  Much depends on agency 
estate strategies, and police integration into police contact point of other community provision.  

 Community centre.  We have made provision of community centre space.  
 General practice primary care.  We expect range of provision by scenario.  This is an 

extension to existing facilities scenarios A, B, D, and a 6GP surgery for Scenario C.  We note 
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that any future masterplan or SPG should consider specifically allocating space for this 
infrastructure.   

 Open space.  We have not applied any pre-existing open space formula, and instead followed 
the provision which is incorporated into the 2013 masterplan. Key public open spaces are 
costed at Little Kensal Green woodland.  

 Playspace.  We have assumed that facilities for children under 5 are provided through 
development external budgets, but have made separate costings for provision for children of 
ages 5-11 and 12+.  

Infrastructure requirements and costs  

Including Crossrail, infrastructure costs range between £191m for 
Scenario B and £276m for scenario C 

5.56 Realising the vision for Kensal Canalside will require co-ordinated infrastructure delivery between 
local authorities, state agencies (Network Rail and Transport for London), landowners, 
developers and utility companies.   

5.57 Adding the total cost of this infrastructure together gives us a gross cost figure.  This is 
summarised in Table 5.5 below. Gross infrastructure costs include all known items required to 
deliver development in and around Kensal Canalside, and therefore the Crossrail station and 
track changes.  

Table 5.5 Estimated gross infrastructure costs by infrastructure category (£000s) 
including Crossrail in all scenarios  

Category Type Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 
     

Social 
Infrastructure 

Community Facilities 6,527   8,346      8,749  

(by Type) Education 24,300  15,500   37,100  

 Emergency Services 2,500   1,650  3,650  

 Health Services 4,800   3,600  5,700  

 Leisure and Sports 8,651  6,518  11,408  

Transport Rail  100,000  100,000  100,000  

(by Category) 
Underground (Westbourne Park, 
Kensal Green, North Acton)                             -                                -    -    

 Bus Infrastructure 450   405  310  

 Bus Services 7,500   5,000  17,500  

 Highways 34,550  3,650  34,550  

 Parking                             -                                -    -    

 Cycling 8,434  8,128    8,442  

 Walking 13,620    12,650  13,620  

Utilities CHP and heat network 10,758   6,491  13,538  

(by Type) Electricity 12,627  8,407  16,700  

 Gas 861  824     861  

 Potable water 1,553  962  1,553  

 Sewerage, drainage and SUDS   11,475   7,933  12,807  

 Telecoms   482  311  482  

 Waste 1,758      1,155  2,500  

Total   250,848   191,530   289,471  
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The great majority of infrastructure costs arise from transport  
5.58 Figure 5.6 to Figure 5.9 demonstrates that transport represents the largest single category of 

costs.  This situation broadly persists across all scenarios.  

Figure 5.6 Gross infrastructure costs by broad infrastructure category (£000s) 

Scenario A (including Crossrail) 

Source:  PBA 

Figure 5.7 Gross infrastructure costs by broad infrastructure category (£000s) 

Scenario B (including Crossrail) 

 Source:  PBA 

 

Figure 5.8 Gross infrastructure costs by broad infrastructure category (£000s) 

Scenario C (including Crossrail) 

Source:  PBA 

5.59 Figure 5.9 adds further detail to the infrastructure costs presented above.  We have presented 
information for Scenario A (the masterplan scenario) only.  This chart shows the way that 
Crossrail costs dominate the cost picture.  
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Figure 5.9 Infrastructure costs detail – scenario A (£000s) 

Source:  PBA 

A small number of large projects account for a large proportion of the 
infrastructure costs  

5.60 As Figure 5.9 tends to suggest, there costs of Crossrail dominate.  Table 5.6 explores this point 
further.  After Crossrail, the next largest project costs is a small fraction of the cost of Crossrail.  
In Scenario A, the ten biggest projects account for around three quarters of the total costs.   

5.61 Below, we show the big ticket items for the central masterplan scenario A.   

Table 5.6 “Big ticket” projects – the top ten project costs (gross infrastructure 

requirement) for Scenario A 

  

Source: PBA 

5.62 The picture is broadly similar for the other scenarios, although there are nuances. Table 5.7  
explores Scenario C.  Scenario C contains high numbers of dwellings.  This means that 
population-related numbers rise, whilst Crossrail costs stay fixed.  This means that the cost of 
Crossrail fails in proportion to the other infrastructure costs.  

Table 5.7 “Big ticket” projects – the top ten project costs (gross infrastructure 

requirement) for Scenario C 

  
Source: PBA 

Cost-engineering larger schemes could reduce infrastructure costs 
5.63 Cost-engineering larger projects might yield substantial savings, but we caution that that this 

process would have to be carried out carefully, because good quality infrastructure can raise 
values, as well as create costs.  Cutting infrastructure costs might mean cause sales values to 
fall.  This might not improve the viability position.  In these circumstances, cutting infrastructure 
costs would be a false economy.  

Prioritising projects could reduce infrastructure costs 
5.64 We have analysed the proposed infrastructure items by levels of priority. The prioritisations 

presented below are very high level, and a more refined approach would be needed. 

5.65 It may be possible to reduce the infrastructure costs through a careful review of priorities.  At the 
moment, our high level prioritisation suggests that 88% of costs are in the top two prioritisation 
categories, and so the scope for cost savings is limited.  Even so, if projects in the bottom two 
categories were dropped, savings of the order of £276 m could be made.  

5.66 These are high level conclusions.  Any prioritisation that does take place needs to be undertaken 
carefully to ensure that the removal of infrastructure projects does not have a detrimental impact 
on values, and thus overall scheme viability. 

5.67 Table 5.8 has presented data on Scenario A as an example.  The situation will vary by scenario.  

No. Project Cost (£000s) %

1 Crossrail £100,000 40%

2 North Pole Site Uplift £16,000 6%

3 New primary schools £13,700 5%

4 New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML) £11,000 4%

5 Extension to a secondary school £10,600 4%

6 11kv substations £9,444 4%

7 Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes £8,268 3%

8 Cycle Routes - Quietway £7,500 3%

9 Bus Route Realignment £7,500 3%

10 Grand Union Canal £7,500 3%

No. Project Cost (£000s) %

1 Crossrail £100,000 35%

2 New primary schools £22,400 8%

3 Bus Route Realignment £17,500 6%

4 North Pole Site Uplift £16,000 6%

5 Extension to a secondary school £14,700 5%

6 11kv substations £13,491 5%

7 New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML) £11,000 4%

8 Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes £9,592 3%

9 Energy centre £8,144 3%

10 Flexible co-located public and third sector service delivery 

buildings, adult learning and skills centre, customer 

contact points.

£8,000 3%
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Table 5.8 Infrastructure costs by priority (£000s) 

 
Source: PBA 

Infrastructure funding 

Funding is highly sensitive to affordable housing policy, and the level of 
sales values uplift assumed – creating big swings in funding available.  
Assuming a Crossrail station is delivered, total funding of between 
£80m and £727m has been identified  

5.68 If 50% affordable housing is assumed, the site is not viable.  We have not pursued this scenario 
further.  

5.69 The infrastructure funding analysed in the course of this study is as following. 

 Funding from mainstream public sources. We have assessed the potential availability of 
mainstream public funding to pay for the infrastructure requirements resulting from the 
growth.    

 Infrastructure assumed to be provided through developer contributions (eg S106/278).  This 
represents the value of developer contributions that viability testing has indicated will be 
available from development, under the various affordable housing policy conditions 
described. 

 Funding assumed from utility companies.  We have assessed the instances when we believe 
that utility companies, MUSCOs or ESCOs will be able to contribute to paying for 
infrastructure. 

5.70 We reviewed funding from innovative sources, but we have made no presumptions about funding 
being available from these sources at this stage. 

5.71 We have integrated our findings on infrastructure funding into the funding gap/surplus tables 
shown below (Table 5.9, Table 5.10, and Table 5.11).   

The funding gap/ surplus (assuming a Crossrail Station 
is implemented)  

Depending on affordable housing requirements, the funding 
gap/surplus ranges from a £120m funding gap shortfall, to a £438m 
surplus on infrastructure  

5.72 Given the same development scenario (A, B or C), the funding gap/surplus depends on two 
things.  These are firstly, the level of affordable housing, and secondly, the sales value uplift we 
assume resulting from Crossrail. 

5.73 We have analysed the effects of each, as follows. 

 Sales value uplift:  the tables below (Table 5.9 and Table 5.10) assume various property 
value uplifts resulting from the delivery of a Crossrail station (10-15% and 20%).  

 Affordable housing:  the tables below also set out the funding gap/ surplus under different 
affordable housing policy conditions (40%; 30% and 20%). 

5.74 We have circled the key number here, which is the funding gap or surplus under each 
development scenario.    On close inspection, comparisons between the funding gaps under 
different affordable housing policy conditions might appear counterintuitive.  At 40% affordable, 
Scenario A is least viable, then scenario B, then scenario C. But at 30% and 20%, this sequence 
is not maintained. Scenario B is least viable, then scenario A, then scenario C is most viable.  

5.75 There is a reason for this.  There is a complex interaction between land value, the money 
potentially available as a S106 contribution, and the cost of infrastructure.  Using our core 
assumptions including 10% - 15% value uplift for Crossrail, the largest scheme (5,000 units) 
produces the most viable outcome in terms of S106 contributions and the smallest scheme the 
least.  

5.76 At 0% value increase, the land value contribution to viability is less, relative to the cost of the 
infrastructure.  This means that the different scenarios perform differently relative to each other:  
Scenario B produces more modest residual land values but when combined with a high 
infrastructure cost gives the worst outcome when combined with a 40% affordable housing 
requirement. At 20% and 30% affordable housing land values improve relative to the cost of 
infrastructure and the larger schemes (A & C) outweigh the smaller one (B). 

The funding gap/surplus numbers shown allow for developer profit, but 
there is no “buffer” assumed here 

5.77 It is important to point out that the funding gap/surplus shown below assumes the theoretical 
maximum amount of developer contribution can be obtained.  Whilst the numbers make an 
allowance for developer profit, there is no “buffer” assumed here.  It would therefore be prudent to 
ensure that the policy chosen for the site did provide sufficient ’buffer’ was in place to cover 
unforeseen eventualities - implying that a positive funding surplus in the tens of millions would be 
needed to fully motivate landowners and provide for a further form of contingency.   

Row Labels
1) critical 

enabling 

2) 

essential 

mitigation

3) high 

priority 

4) 

desirable

CHP and heat network 10,758

Community Facilities 6,527

Education 24,300

Electricity 12,627

Emergency Services 2,500

Gas 861

Health Services 4,800

Leisure and Sports 2,500 6,151

Potable Water 1,553

Sewerage, Drainage and SUDS 11,475

Telecoms 482

Transport 146,165 4,409 950 13,000

Waste 1,758

Grand Total 208,222 11,709 5,208 25,678
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Table 5.9 Assuming 10-15% property value uplift from Crossrail:  estimated 

headline costs and funding, showing funding gap/ surplus (assuming developer 

contributions at 40%/30%/20% affordable housing) (£000s)  

 

  

5.78 The tables below assume 20% property value uplift resulting from a Crossrail station.  

Table 5.10 Assuming 20% property value uplift from Crossrail:  estimated headline 

costs and funding, showing funding gap/ surplus (assuming developer 

contributions at 40%/30%/20% affordable housing) (£000s)  

 

WITH KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION, ASSUMING 10-15% VALUE UPLIFT 
(AND THEREFORE ASSUMING BETTER ENVIRONMENT) 

40% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 131,055 79,936 232,054

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 20,775 15,815 29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing57,602 28,405 141,125

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 52,196 35,405 60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 311 482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus -£119,792 -£111,594 -£57,417

30% affordable housing 
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 246,379 156,621 396,329

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 20,775 15,815 29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable housing172,926 105,090 305,400

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 52,196 35,405 60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 311 482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus -£4,469 -£34,909 £106,858

20% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 361,420 233,121 560,202

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) £20,775 £15,815 £29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 20% affordable housing£287,967 £181,589 £469,273

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) £52,196 £35,405 £60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) £482 £311 £482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus £110,572 £41,590 £270,731

WITH KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION, ASSUMING 20% VALUE UPLIFT 
(AND THEREFORE ASSUMING BETTER ENVIRONMENT) 

40% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 231,415 154,992 375,034

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 20,775 15,815 29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing157,962 103,461 284,105

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 52,196 35,405 60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 311 482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus -£19,432 -£36,538 £85,563

30% affordable housing 
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 355,372 238,134 551,608

Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 20,775 15,815 29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable housing281,919 186,602 460,679

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) 52,196 35,405 60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) 482 311 482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus £104,524 £46,603 £262,137

20% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £250,848 £191,530 £289,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £164,554 £129,833 £174,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding 479,046 321,090 727,780

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) £20,775 £15,815 £29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 20% affordable housing£405,593 £269,558 £636,851

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) £52,196 £35,405 £60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) £482 £311 £482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus £228,199 £129,559 £438,309

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

0 Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

0 Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    £100,438 £67,059 £188,458 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

0 
Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable 
housing 

  £26,985 £15,528 £97,529 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

0   £482 £311 £482 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

0 Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

0 Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    £100,438 £67,059 £188,458 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

0 
Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable 
housing 

  £26,985 £15,528 £97,529 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

0 MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 
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The funding gap/surplus (assuming no Crossrail 
Station) 

Assuming no Crossrail station is delivered, the funding gap/surplus 
created depends on the affordable housing level assumed 

5.79 Table 5.11 looks at the funding gap/surplus if no Crossrail station is built, under various 
affordable housing policy conditions.   

5.80 Given that no Crossrail station is built, there is no value uplift available from the station.  This 
depresses viability compared to the with-Crossrail scenarios. 

5.81 The various scenarios only become viable at 20% affordable housing.   

Table 5.11 Assuming no Crossrail:  estimated headline costs and funding, showing 

funding gap/ surplus (assuming developer contributions at 40%/30%/20% 

affordable housing) (£000s)  

 

 

 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION
(THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE) 

40% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £150,848 £91,530 £189,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £64,554 £29,833 £74,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) £20,775 £15,815 £29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing-£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) £52,196 £35,405 £60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) £482 £311 £482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus -£154,173 -£94,062 -£148,823

30% affordable housing 
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £150,848 £91,530 £189,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £64,554 £29,833 £74,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding £100,438 £67,059 £188,458

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) £20,775 £15,815 £29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable housing£26,985 £15,528 £97,529

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) £52,196 £35,405 £60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) £482 £311 £482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus -£50,409 -£24,471 -£1,013

20% affordable housing 

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C

Total infrastructure cost £150,848 £91,530 £189,471

comprised of Social infrastructure £46,778 £35,614 £66,607

Transport £64,554 £29,833 £74,422

Utilities £39,516 £26,083 £48,442

Total identified infrastructure funding £203,919 £136,464 £335,866

comprised of Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) £20,775 £15,815 £29,455

Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 20% affordable housing£130,467 £84,933 £244,937

Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s) £52,196 £35,405 £60,992

MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s) £482 £311 £482

Other funding sought (£000s) nil nil nil 

Innovative funding nil nil nil 

Funding gap (-) /surplus £53,072 £44,934 £146,395

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

0 Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

0 Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    £100,438 £67,059 £188,458 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

0 
Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 30% affordable 
housing 

  £26,985 £15,528 £97,529 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

0 MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
of  Mainstream funding assumed (£000s) 

  £20,775 £15,815 £29,455 

  Developer contributions (S106/S278) available (£000s) at 40% affordable housing -£76,779 -£54,063 -£50,281 

  Direct Developer delivery assumed (£000s)   £52,196 £35,405 £60,992 

  MUSCO/ESCO/utility funding assumed (£000s)   £482 £311 £482 

  Other funding sought (£000s)   nil  nil  nil  

  Innovative funding 

 

nil  nil  nil  

Funding gap (-) /surplus   -£154,143 -£94,317 -£148,823 

      

      30% affordable housing          

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

WITHOUT KENSAL CROSSRAIL STATION 
    (THEREFORE ASSUMING ENVIRONMENT INFLUENCED BY HEAVY ROAD INFRASTRUCTURE)  

  40% affordable housing          

            

      Scenario A Scenario B Scenario C 

Total infrastructure cost    £150,818 £91,785 £189,471 

comprised 
of  

Social infrastructure    £46,778 £35,614 £66,607 

  Transport    £64,524 £29,803 £74,422 

  Utilities   £39,516 £26,368 £48,442 

Total identified infrastructure funding    -£3,326 -£2,532 £40,648 

comprised 
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Putting together a policy package 

Scenarios with Crossrail are more viable than those without, even 
when additional Crossrail costs are factored in.   The rise in developer 
contributions available from development exceeds the cost of the 
Crossrail station 

5.82 If we take the core masterplan compliant scenario (A) as an example, adding a Crossrail station 
results in a sales value uplift.  Assuming that the value uplift is at 10%-15% at 20% affordable 
housing, the development ‘surplus’ is around £110m (Table 5.9).  The same scenario, without a 
Crossrail station and therefore with much lower infrastructure costs, creates development 
‘surplus’ of £53m.    

5.83 It would therefore appear rational to build a Crossrail station if Scenario A was to be 
implemented, particularly given that a new station would bring wider societal benefits than those 
captured in the development surplus calculation above.  

5.84 The situation is less distinct for Scenario B (where development surpluses with and without 
Crossrail are more evenly matched), but is again very clear for Scenario C.   Under the 
assumptions discussed, a with-Crossrail option creates a £270m development surplus, against 
£146m without Crossrail.  

Provision of Crossrail allows higher levels of affordable housing to be 
implemented  

5.85 The development surplus created by the implementation of Crossrail would allow higher levels of 
affordable housing on site.   

5.86 Assuming a 10-15% sales value increase resulting from Crossrail under Scenario A, Table 5.9 
suggests that a viable level of affordable housing would fall between 20% and 30%.  

5.87 If no Crossrail station was in place, Table 5.11 suggests that around 20% might be appropriate.   

5.88 Additional detail would be required for S106 negotiations.  We remind the reader that the 
developer contributions shown are the theoretical maximums, and that some additional “buffer” is 
likely to be desirable. 

Cashflow and funding 

There are significant cashflow issues in the first five years 
5.89 The above funding gap calculations do not address the critical issue of cashflow.  We therefore 

used our work to look at particular cost and funding “pinch points” – for example, the times where 
up-front infrastructure requirements and costs run ahead of funding.   

5.90 As well as generating potential funding receipts from the sources described above there may 
need to be financing to provide capital when the infrastructure is required which may not be when 
the funding is available. This could involve borrowing from banks, or seeking investment finance 
from institutions focused on investing in infrastructure.  

5.91 The success of delivering the vision will, to a large degree, depend on the ability to deliver the 
infrastructure required in the first five to ten years. One of the fundamental requirements therefore 
is that the necessary funding is in place to pay for infrastructure required in the short term.  Clarity 
on this issue is particularly pressing, given that the track possession will be needed during 
2021/22.  Given the greater level of uncertainty about what is likely to happen after the first five 
years, developers are typically less concerned with the detail of how these phases will be brought 
forward. 

5.92 Charts Figure 5.10 and Figure 5.11 below show the infrastructure cashflow situation for Scenario 
A (which is the ‘masterplan compliant’ scenario which may be of most interest to RBKC because 
it provides the scale of housing delivery anticipated in the London Plan).  

5.93 It is important to be clear that this is not an individual developer’s cashflow for a development. 
Rather, it is a simple view of the total infrastructure costs at the Kensal development set against 
the available funding.  

5.94 Figure 5.10 and Figure 5.11 show particular financing requirements in years 2 and 6.  As would 
be expected, the financing requirement is larger assuming a 30% affordable housing scenario 
than in a 20% affordable housing scenario.  The year 2 negative ‘spike’ is caused by the 
necessity of paying for the Crossrail station whilst the track possessions are available.  

5.95 RBKC may be able to arrange prudential borrowing against the prospect of future receipts from 
value capture mechanisms. An example of this approach was the GLA borrowing £1bn from the 
EIB as part of the financing of the Northern Line extension. Loan repayments are due to be paid 
back, in part, through capture of growth in business rates revenue and through capture CIL/S106 
revenues.  

5.96 Another option available at present is The Large Sites Infrastructure Programme.  This 
administered by HCA and funded by Central Government. This programme is designed to 
support locally-led large scale housing schemes by providing upfront capital to allow major 
infrastructure to be put in place. An example of where this finance will be used is the extension of 
the Gospel Oak to Barking line to Barking Riverside as part of the supporting infrastructure for a 
major housing led development at Barking Riverside.  
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Figure 5.10 infrastructure cost cashflow, scenario A, assuming 10-15% property 

value uplift from Crossrail, at 20% affordable housing   

 
Figure 5.11 infrastructure cost cashflow, scenario A, assuming 10-15% property 

value uplift from Crossrail, at 30% affordable housing   

 

 

5.97 The chart below shows the cashflow position, assuming the (higher density) scenario C.  

Figure 5.12 infrastructure cost cashflow, scenario C, assuming 10-15% property 

value uplift from Crossrail, plus assuming developer contributions at 30% 

affordable housing   
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6 DELIVERY RECOMMENDATIONS  

General recommendations 

6.1 In this section, we have identified some of the overarching delivery issues which will need to be 
dealt with in order to get Kensal Canalside to the point where it can hit the track possession 
deadline in 2022-23.   

Understanding the critical path 

The critical path must be understood.  It informs delivery deadlines  
6.2 Our findings show that a Crossrail station is an essential component of Kensal Canalside 

development if we are to create an environment which is not overwhelmed by heavy road 
infrastructure.  

6.3 However, delivery of the station can only happen if the Crossrail station and bridge are built in 
2022-23 to take advantage of the HS2 track possessions.   If this is not carried out in time, the 
costs of the necessary track possessions will render delivery entirely uneconomic and the 
opportunity presented by high quality development of the site will be lost entirely.  

6.4 Given the nature of this deadline, we believe that delivery needs organising immediately.   

6.5 RBKC needs a very strong understanding of the critical path for this project.  There will need to 
be a new masterplan (possibly part of the SPG) which must grapple with complex issues such as 
the siting of Sainsbury and the treatment of access to the Crossrail station; financing and funding 
will need to be organised (which itself is a complex process), then developer agreements 
reached, and contracts let.   This is a formidable challenge.  

6.6 RBKC will need a very strong understanding of the delivery timelines for these elements, or may 
risk inadvertently missing delivery deadlines.  

6.7 Detailed work can be undertaken on deadlines using this study.  

The DIFS and master plan could be translated into an infrastructure 
delivery ‘Roadmap’   

6.8 The Roadmap would need to be a very practically orientated project plan that would help to get 
infrastructure actually in place.  It would take a very direct, task-oriented approach to delivery.   It 
would undertake the following tasks.  

 Identify tasks on the critical path, set dates for those issues to be resolved, and clarify 
delivery roles and responsibilities for different organisations and individuals;  

 Identify and help manage delivery risks.  These are substantial –risks include cost escalation, 
the provision of land and powers for proposed infrastructure projects, the assessment of the 
financial and business cases, and the identification and co-ordination of utility provision. 

 Focus on how any problems will be resolved – in a very head-on way;   
 Define issues in time sequence.  This would allow the focusing of resources on short term 

issues and a process of active planning for medium term issues.  Longer-term problems 

(where it is clear that fundamental changes in funding regimes or market conditions are 
required) could be left for future work;  

 Help the political process by clarifying decisions that need to be taken, when they need to be 
taken, and what the ramifications of choices might be.  

6.9 This could have a very important role in getting projects delivered.   

Recommendations on structuring the management of 
the development process 

A new set of working groups could be set up to co-ordinate this 
complex project 

6.10 RBKC will need address a range of very detailed issues and make good decisions in very little 
time.  RBKC may need to set up a structure that will help to bear some of the load that those 
stresses generate.  Our suggested structure is set up in the diagram below – but other structures 
might be possible.  For example, a general infrastructure group could deal with some of these 
issues collectively.   

Figure 6.1 Suggested Infrastructure Delivery Steering Groups (other structures are 

possible) 

 

 
6.11 There will be frequent linkages between these different groups.  For example, utility strategy and 

transport strategy will be interdependent, because transport infrastructure will frequently create 
the development arteries into which new services and supplies can be integrated.   

The Leadership Group could set overall strategic direction  
6.12 The Leadership group is the locus for political oversight of the process.  

6.13 It will also  

 Control the programme and commercial objectives 
 Drive strategy, collaboration and co-ordinate the overall process 

LEADERSHIP GROUP

Understanding programme and commercial objectives 

Driving strategy, collaboration and co-ordination

MASTERPLANNING

Land Use & Tpt Framework
Planning Strategy
Development Plan

STATION & TRANSPORT

Station Design & Parking
Strategic Access

Cost Effective Connectivity

ENERGY & UTILITIES

Diversions and Supply
SuDs & Restoration Plan

Land and Funding

SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE
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 Build credibility and confidence with the public sector stakeholders and private sector 
investors 

6.14 The Leadership Group’s potential other role could be a cross-cutting responsibility to ensure the 
efficient delivery of infrastructure across the different themes.  One way of doing this may be to 
think about the delivery of smart infrastructure, possibly using Building Information Management 
and other techniques.   

The masterplanning steering group will need to grapple with serious 
issues  

6.15 Masterplanning for the site needs to start very promptly. It could come as part of the SPG.  

6.16 The work will need to very rapidly deal with acceptable height and massing, and (as pointed out 
above) the siting of Sainsbury and the treatment of access to the Crossrail station.  

6.17 Quite apart from the challenges presented by the site, there are two major organisational issues.   

 There is unlikely to be enough time to undertake the usual process of the public sector 
publishing land use proposals, and then going through extensive negotiations with landowner 
interests to arrive at an agreed land use strategy.  Whilst, clearly, any statutory consultation 
processes will need to be followed, the development of land use strategy at Kensal Canalside 
will be considerably accelerated if the public and private sectors have taken a joint approach 
to any future Supplementary Planning Guidance produced , and are able to present an 
agreed position.   

 Infrastructure capacity issues will need dealing with hand-in-hand through the masterplan 
process.  We are unlikely to have time to repeat the masterplan to allow it to work to 
separately determined infrastructure capacity.  

6.18 Planning policy and strategy must remain flexible.  There is a need to stay flexible enough to 
cope with changing market and economic conditions. One example of how this might be applied 
in practice is by delivering lower levels of affordable housing in the early phases in order to pump-
prime the infrastructure.   

6.19 Local Development Orders and Mayoral Development Orders are made by local planning 
authorities and give a grant of planning permission to specific types of development within a 
defined area.  The Housing and Planning Bill 2016 also provides for Permissions in Principle, 
although the precise details of this approach remain unclear at the time of writing.   Variously, 
these mechanisms are intended to streamline the planning process by removing the need for 
developers to make a planning application to a local planning authority. They create certainty and 
save time and money for those involved in the planning process.  Similar methods were used at 
Canary Wharf, and were an important component in encouraging investment. RBKC may wish to 
investigate the potential to set up these orders.   

The station and transport group will need to oversee the biggest single 
project at Kensal Canalside  

6.20 Transport infrastructure is the biggest cost at Kensal Canalside.  Much more detail will need to be 
developed.  It would make more sense to do this in collaboration with landowners / developer and 

other stakeholders.  It may therefore be useful to establish a Station and Transport Steering 
Group. 

6.21 The broad shape of the Group’s future agenda is likely to include the following areas.   

  A framework for travel behaviour management and introduction of new transport technology 
will need to be established. 

 A servicing and access strategy is likely to be needed for Sainsbury. 
 Funding will need to be sought from a range of sources and a basis to present the economic 

case for investment needs to be established.  
 The transport position will change over time and it would be good to establish an agreed 

basis for updating forecasts and requirements.  

The Energy and Utilities Steering Group could manage information 
flows to provider companies  

6.22 We recommend that a Utilities Steering Group be set up.  Strategic developments at other 
locations (including Vauxhall Nine Elms Battersea) have had difficulties in obtaining sufficient 
utilities capacity.  

6.23 This group would be charged with avoiding these issues, particularly in the context of nearby 
developments at Old Oak which could have implications for overall infrastructure supply.  

6.24 Utility Providers are generally required by their respective Regulators (Ofwat, Ofgem, Ofcom etc) 
to produce a range of periodic plans detailing their asset management and improvement 
proposals for their networks. The length of coverage of the plans varies according to the utility but 
they are generally of between five and seven years duration.  

6.25 It will be highly beneficial to all stakeholders (the Local Planning Authority, the utility network 
providers and developers) if issues at RBKC are brought to the fore at the earliest opportunity.  

6.26 This will allow development to be integrated into Asset Management Programmes wherever 
possible, improving the viability of development at the site and thus reducing development risk.   

A Social Infrastructure Steering Group could force significant 
innovations in service delivery and estates strategies   

6.27 Service providers remain under great pressure to deliver services for less money.  A steering 
group will be able to keep RBKC informed of these changes and ensure that the future 
infrastructure is tailored to future delivery strategies.   

6.28 For example, there is a good practice example in one London authority of a group that aligns 
infrastructure delivery to capital programmes.  The group has been successful in co-ordinating 
and improving communication between services and determining service priorities.  For the first 
time, there is a mechanism which aligns service priorities, the capital programme, the Community 
Infrastructure Plan and service delivery.   

Dealing with land issues 

6.29 There are a number of issues related to land.  These include the following.   
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 Network Rail land – we understand there is an area south of the railway and to the east which 
is a designated Network Rail servicing area, and an area within the Ballymore land which will 
be retained as a Network Rail servicing area.  The southern area needs access for low 
loaders, whilst there are questions about the requirements for the northern area.  This could 
impact the site in two ways:  firstly, accommodating large vehicles within the 
junctions/highways and secondly, the impact these areas have on the layout of the 
masterplan.  More work on this issue will be needed as part of the masterplanning phase.  

 As we discuss above, we believe that the masterplan may need to see Sainsbury moved 
towards Ladbroke Grove – but equally, we understand that this has been looked at before 
and a series of difficulties arose.   Either way, this issue needs revisiting and finally resolving.  

 Gasholder decommissioning is currently receiving attention and needs prompt resolution.  
 The availability of North Pole land is currently receiving attention and needs prompt 

resolution. 
 It is worth reiterating that in general no land costs have been taken account of in this study, 

apart from two exceptions 1) land costs for Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way junction and 2) land 
costs for a primary school as shown on the Allies and Morrison masterplan.  Where land 
hasn’t been included, costs could be significant given the need for space for schooling and 
highway works.   

 As the provision of land for the electricity sub-station could impact on one of the development 
parcels, some consideration also needs to be given as to how this should be dealt with 
equitably. This might include:  compensation for the loss of developable area within that 
parcel through a land equalisation arrangement; credit to the developer against S106 
Agreement or CIL contributions; or the power company could purchase a suitable site at 
market rates. Given the cost of land, it is not expected that this would be a feasible option. We 
expect that further work will be required on this issue through the proposed Energy and 
Utilities Steering Group. Recent best practice examples – such as London Highbury sub-
station – allow sub-station land take to be dramatically reduced in comparison to land 
requirements even five years ago, and allow the production of housing units in close proximity 
to the sub-station.   

Finalising a developer contribution strategy  

6.30 S.106 has been identified as the mechanism that will be used to pay for delivery of all 
infrastructure at Kensal Canalside OA because there is a zero CIL rate for the site for all uses. 

6.31 S106 has a number of limitations.   

S106 is subject to tight conditions 
6.32 Under CIL Regulations (which also cover Section 106), Section 106 is now expected to be 

targeted at mitigating the impacts of individual developments.   

6.33 The CIL Regulations say that the use of S106 contributions – whether subsequently pooled or not 
- must be a) directly related to proposed development, b) reasonable in scale and kind and c) 
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.  Any other approach is not 

permitted.  From recent research we have undertaken elsewhere on S106 case law, we found 
that Examiners are now looking at: 

 How the authority has taken account of infrastructure requirements (taking account of 
capacity evidence); 

 How the authority has arrived at a formula for the infrastructure requirement; 
 What account has been taken for exactly where the infrastructure will be delivered.  

S106 requirements must be based in planning policy 
6.34 The S106 must be clearly based on policy for S106 use: a charging authority must be able to 

refer to a Local Plan policy, supporting S106 SPD, AAP for the site or similar formal policy 
document which says that as a matter of policy that a Charging Authority would require the S106 
costs it is taking into account.  

6.35 The Charging Authority is required by the CIL guidance to revise S106 policies as necessary to fit 
with CIL and the R123 list (see para 87) and present the policies as background information at 
the examination.   

Five or more separate S106 agreements cannot be pooled to pay for 
infrastructure.  S278 can be pooled 

6.36 Five or more separate S106 agreements cannot be pooled to pay for infrastructure.  Because of 
this fact, there is a risk that a large development could be broken into five or more separate 
planning permissions, and escape paying for necessary supporting infrastructure.  To an extent, 
this risk can be managed by being clear about directing S106 payments to discrete elements of 
supporting infrastructure, but care needs to be taken.  

6.37 S278 can be used for some (not all) highways works, and can be pooled.  S278 is therefore a 
potentially useful tool for strategic transport infrastructure.  

CIL does not have pooling limits.  CIL can easily collect funding for 
strategic infrastructure  

6.38 CIL is intended to collect money for strategic infrastructure.  The CIL sets an area-wide charge 
that is necessarily not closely tailored to the viability of individual sites. It works particularly well 
where there are relatively large areas of similar sales values and land values.  It works less well 
in areas where land values rise and fall in a relatively small geographical area.  

6.39 The advantages of CIL are as follows. 

 Because the charge is pre-set, the CIL does not rely on the strengths of individual 
negotiators.  It can translate into land values relatively easily.  It saves planning officers’ time 
because it allows the amount of negotiation to be reduced.  

 CIL is a powerful tool for funding strategic infrastructure.  CIL can be used very flexibly by 
local authorities to fund infrastructure in the way that they see fit.   However, this might not be 
an important advantage, if a package of strategic infrastructure required to support the plan is 
relatively modest, or might be funded from elsewhere.  

6.40 The disadvantages of CIL are as follows.  
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 The CIL has to be set in such a way that it allows the majority of development in the Local 
Plan to come forward.  In practice, that means that the CIL has to be set quite cautiously, in 
such a way that the less viable sites retain some viability.  In areas of the country where 
viability is relatively low, this is particularly problematical, because it means that very low or 
even negligible charges might be set. Therefore, the more viable sites in an area might 
escape making a higher level of development contribution, even though they may be able to 
contribute more.   

RBKC might consider creating a CIL at Kensal Canalside in order to 
avoid the risks of coming up against S106 pooling limits 

6.41 Given the pooling limits of S106, RBKC might want to consider setting a CIL in the area.  

6.42 This could be seen as relatively limited charge that would provide funding for strategic items, with 
the intention that the remaining infrastructure provision would be run through S106.   

6.43 This would need a partial re-examination of the CIL Charging schedule, but assuming this was 
done in conjunction with landowners the exercise could be quite limited and even be carried out 
on written representations.  

6.44 A good deal of background work might be necessary, but this would be relatively minor given the 
scale of infrastructure contributions being contemplated.  

 CIL examination will require an up-to-date infrastructure plan.  This DIFS will be more than 
adequate for this purpose.   

 We will need clarity on the residual funding gap.  This is the total cost of infrastructure minus 
funding from other sources excluding CIL.  The residual funding gap is calculated by 
subtracting the projected CIL income from the aggregate funding gap and is required for a 
charging authority to be able to charge CIL.    

A Regulation 1237 (R123) list is required if a planning authority wishes 
to still use S106 to pay for some infrastructure alongside CIL   

6.45 The Regulation 123 requires charging authorities to set out which mechanism (whether CIL, or 
S106, or some S278) will be used to pay for significant pieces of infrastructure.    

6.46 The list is derived from the infrastructure planning process.  

6.47 The legal purpose of the list is to stop S106/CIL double charging for the same infrastructure. It 
does not positively commit an authority to spending CIL on infrastructure.  This means that the list 
does not bind an authority to spending CIL on the things it contains, but it does prevent the 
authority from seeking 106 contributions for them.  It is best considered as being a list of things 
that the charging authority will not spend S106 receipts on.  So, if an infrastructure item is on the 
R123 list, the charging authority is in effect saying that “we will definitely not ask for planning 
obligations on these things”. 

6.48 The 2012/13 guidance change required a R123 list to be presented at examination.  A R123 list is 
to be regarded as “appropriate evidence”. The list itself is not subject to examination, but (as set 

                                                
7 Regulation 123 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as amended) 

out above) the Charging Authority will be required to ‘show and explain’ how it has struck a 
sensible balance between viability and infrastructure provision.  

6.49 The R123 list is not a commitment to spend, and nor can CIL only be spent on the things listed 
there. The October 2013 consultation paper on CIL changes made it clear this would remain the 
case. It said at Para. 28: "It has never been the Government's intention to restrict charging 
authorities to only be able to spend the levy on items included in their list, and we are not 
proposing to remove this important flexibility now."  

There is an alternative to CIL or S106 if landowner unanimity can be 
reached 

6.50 Another option that gives more flexibility but only works if there is landowner unanimity is to agree 
amongst the landowners when and how infrastructure expenditure will be met. It should be 
possible using restrictive covenants to ensure that any obligations are binding on successors in 
title. 

CIL are being reviewed, and could change – with potential 
consequences for S106 too  

6.51 The advantage of CIL is that when in force it is hard to avoid and unlike S106 is not subject to 
viability testing. The disadvantage is that there is considerable process that has to be observed 
that may be disproportionate to the objective. Also the CIL Regulations have been changed every 
year since CIL was introduced and there is currently a review by Liz Pearce into CIL in operation 
with the likelihood of more changes as a consequence.  
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1 Approach 

1.1 Introduction 

This report has been prepared by Peter Brett Associates LLP (PBA) and presents potential 
ground remediation costs for use in the Kensal Green Development Infrastructure Funding 
(DIF) Study.    

The report identifies potential costs for remediation activities undertaken with the purpose of 
managing risks associated with ground contamination to enable a defined end use.  The costs 
do not include aspects such as (but not limited to) demolition, asbestos removal from 
structures or geotechnical activities such as ground improvement. A more comprehensive 
summary of the baseline and boundary conditions adopted is presented in Section 5. 

The scope of remediation required is dictated by the following factors:- 

(1) The extent and type of contamination - the type and scale of land-use give a good 
indication on the potential and magnitude of contamination.  This study additionally 
considers site specific ground condition information and the extent to which these 
areas have been remediated in the past. 

(2) The environmental setting – the more sensitive or valuable the setting the higher the 
decontamination costs to remove, maintain or improve the groundwater or soil quality.     

(3) The type of development – decontamination costs are higher for residential end-uses 
relative to commercial. This is a reflection the longer occupancy duration as well as 
greater exposure pathways and frequencies associated with a residential use. 

(4) The attitude of funding institutions, investors and insurers to risk – it is assumed that 
remediation will be undertaken in accordance with UK practice and guidance, which 
should be acceptable to Regulators. Therefore, no additional allowance for sensitive 
or risk averse funders etc. has been included. 

This report presents the approach adopted to defining each of the above elements. 

At this stage there is a high degree of uncertainty regarding the actual ground conditions 
present and as such the actual costs could vary substantially.  The cost ranges presented are 
high level estimates and it is important to understand the approaches and assumptions used 
in the calculations.   

Figure 1 presents a site location plan.  The approximate National Grid Reference for the study 
site is TQ 235 823, with the nearest postcode being W10 5AD.  

Figure 2 presents a site layout plan showing the red line boundary for the study site on an 
aerial photograph (Google Earth 2015) with an overlay of the proposed development plot 
boundaries, labelled Plots A to P. 

Figure 3 presents the Masterplan layout showing plot boundaries and proposed uses. The 
Masterplan used is the Allies and Morrison drawing dated February 2013.Table 1 summarises 
the current land owners, the land area and proposed use for each Plot together with very brief 
notes on the ground condition information obtained from third party reports.  A note presenting 
a review of the available third party information for each development plot is presented in 
Appendix A. 
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The Allies and Morrison drawing dated February 2013, has been used by PBA to calculate the 
area of each proposed Development Plot.  The areas have been calculated by importing the 
plot boundaries into ArcMap Geographical Information System (GIS) software.  

Table 1:  Summary of Development Plots 

Development 
Plot 

Reference 

Current 
Land 

Owner 

Proposed Use 
and Approximate 

Land-Use Splits as 
% 

Total 
Plot 
Area 
(m

2) 

Notes 

A National Grid Retained as National 
Grid land 

9200 Remediated to commercial in 
2003 

B National Grid Residential: 
37% Buildings 
63% Non-building 

11948 No ground investigation or 
remediation. Information 
available. Current gas 
holders. 

C  Ballymore Residential: 
49% Buildings 
51% Non-building  

12627 Remediated in 2003 to 
managed residential 

D  Sainsbury’s Residential: 
55% Buildings 
45% Non-building  

5696 Remediated 1980’s 

E  RBKC Residential: 
21% New Buildings 
30% Existing Buildings 
49% Non-building  

4398 No available ground 
investigation data 

F  Sainsbury’s Residential: 
56% Buildings 
44% Non-building  

5551 Remediated 1980’s 

G Sainsbury’s Residential: 
55% Buildings 
45% Non-building  

4988 Remediated 1980’s 

H  Ballymore Residential: 
56% Buildings 
44% Non-building  

17626 Remediated to managed 
residential in the N and  
commercial in the S 

J  North Pole Residential 
35% Buildings 
65% Non-building  

3829 No available ground 
investigation data 

K  North Pole Residential: 
58% Buildings 
42% Non-building  

5101 No available ground 
investigation data 

L  North Pole Residential, Offices and 
a College 
62% Buildings 
38% Non-building  

5346 No available ground 
investigation data 

M  North Pole Residential 
36% Buildings 
64% Non-building  

10167 No available ground 
investigation data 

N  North Pole Residential 
42% buildings 
58% Non-building  

10676 No available ground 
investigation data 

O  North Pole Primary School 
37% Buildings 
63% Non-building  

6546 No available ground 
investigation data 

P  North Pole Residential: 
28% Buildings 
72% Non-building  

5180 No available ground 
investigation data 

 

It should be noted that the area of each plot has been estimated by PBA on the basis of the 
plot zones provided to us, the land that falls outside of the plots has been excluded from the 
assessment.  The areas used in the report should be considered preliminary as they were 
based on the mapping information provided at the time, which was not entirely consistent with 
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the site boundary or that of the Masterplan.  Precise land areas will be reviewed in later 
studies.  However, the information presented in Table 3 is likely to be sufficient, given the 
likely margin of error inherent in a high level study of this type.  

It should also be noted that due to the very short timescales involved in this project it has not 
been possible to fully obtain and review all of the 3

rd
 Party data that is likely to exist for a site 

as complex as this. Of particular note is the fact that National Grid hold a significant amount of 
data for this former gasworks site, however this information could not be collated and provided 
within the timescales for the submission deadline.  
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2 Overview of Approach to Costing  

2.1 Introduction 

This section sets out how the background information to the remedial costing was determined 
and how this information obtained was used to refine the site sensitivity and inform the 
expected ground conditions. The information obtained on the actual ground conditions 
informed the type and extent of remediation that was likely to be required in each development 
plot.  

2.2 Understanding the Extent and Type of Contamination  

For this high level assessment PBA has based the assessment on (1) published information 
from historical Ordnance Survey (OS) maps augmented by and internet based research on 
the history and (2) site specific ground condition information obtained through consultation 
with third parties including landowners. 

Landmark Information Group (LIG) was commissioned to provide published historical OS 
maps.  Copies of selected 1:2500 OS maps with the development plots overlaid are presented 
in Appendix B.  

Consultation with landowners is summarised below:- 

¡ Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC) – Joanna Hammond (Neighbourhood 
Planning Team Leader) provided ground condition information and remediation 
completion reports for Plots A, C and H. 

¡ London and Continental Railways (LCR) – Mr Barry Gilbert stated that ground condition 
information was not available for the North Pole Depot. The assessment for the plots in 
this area is based on desk based research of the historical land-uses.  

¡ National Grid (NG) – Mr Connar Hawkins Pinchers (Land Regeneration Officer) – advised 
that NG have a significant amount of information that is held by their consultants White 
Young Green Ltd (WYG). Contact has been made with WYG however it has not been 
possible to obtain the required information prior to the submission deadline.  

¡ Sainsbury’s – Mr Daniel Fitzwater working for Cube Management LLP on behalf or 
Sainsbury’s has provided information associated with an extension to the store in 2006.  
No information relating to the original construction was provided. 

¡ Ballymore Group – Mr Chris Girdham (Senior Development Manager) has provided 
information on the remediation carried out within development plots C and H. 

Understanding Contaminants of Concern 

Industrial land-uses can generate a range of contamination depending on the actual activities 
undertaken.  Typically contamination is assumed to include: 

¡ Hydrocarbons – fuels, oils, chlorinated solvents 

¡ Metals 

¡ Asbestos 
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Reference has been made to the Industry Profiles for (1) Railway Engineering Works and (2) 
Gas Works, Coke Works and other Coal Carbonisation Works (DOE 1995).  Table 1 from 
these two publications describe potential contaminants and the likely locations and are 
reproduced in Appendix C.  The text for the five main contaminants is reproduced below:- 

¡ Gas works sites often included tar pits, effluent tanks, pipework and pumps that are likely 
to give rise to contamination from coal tar, and ammonical liquors.  

¡ Gas works process areas and coal storage areas are likely to give rise to contamination 
from metals and coal dust. 

¡ Some works had their own electrical generation facilities with transformers which have 
dielectric fluids that may have included oils and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 

¡ Asbestos which was used in insulation, is likely to be found principally in storage areas 
and carriage assembly areas. It likely that Made Ground at the site could be 
contaminated with asbestos (fibres and fragments) arising from past phases of 
redevelopment at the site. 

¡ Radioactive materials would be present in gas mantles, luminous dials and smoke 
alarms. They are likely to be modest in scale and are probably confined to the waste 
disposal areas. 

Adjusting Costs for Environmental Setting 

For this high level assessment we have based the assessment on a review of the geological 
map (Sheet 256) held by PBA and internet based information on the websites of the British 
Geological Society and Environment Agency (http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home  
and http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby).  The entire site area is shown as being 
underlain by the London Clay Formation, designated as unproductive stratum.  There are no 
superficial deposits marked within or in close proximity to the site boundary. 

For this high level assessment we have accessed internet based information on 
http://magic.defra.gov.uk . Sites designated as having national or international ecological 
status were not identified within 1km of the site boundary. Areas designated as Local Nature 
Reserves are present generally around the edges of Wormwood Scrubs Common located 
approximately 500m to the southwest of the site boundary. 

The site is therefore to be of low environmental sensitivity due to the lack of a shallow 
groundwater body and the absence of nearby ecological receptors. Decontamination costs 
have therefore been formulated to reflect the low environmental sensitivity and costs will 
primarily be driven by the requirement to protect human health within the development plots. 

Adjusting Costs for Actual Ground Conditions 

Several of the third party reports summarise the remediation carried out within Development 
Plots C and H. The remediation undertaken in these plots has been taken into consideration 
when the contamination potential of the ground is considered within these plots. 

Development Plot A: It is understood that remediation has been undertaken in this area 
(during 2001) to deliver land that was suitable for a Commercial/Industrial end-use. Inspection 
of the Masterplan indicated that this land will continue to be occupied by National Grid 
structures that and that this will comprise a similar land use to the present time. In view of this 
remediation costs for A1, A2 and A3 have not been determined. 

Development Plot B (National Grid Gas Holder): Ground condition information from within this 
development area has not been provided, and since the gas holders remain, it has been 
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assumed that remediation has not been undertaken within this development zone. We have 
therefore reviewed the historical OS maps provided by LIG. 

Development Plots D and F (Sainsbury’s superstore and car park):  Ground condition data 
was generally not available with the exception of a small area of Plots D and F where the 
Sainsbury’s store was extended in 2006.  Given the redevelopment date (1980’s) it has been 
assumed that any remediation carried out (if applicable) may not meet current standards. We 
have reviewed the historical OS maps provided by LIG and undertaken internet based 
research on the history.  

Development Plot E (Canalside House and Basin): Ground condition information from within 
this development area has not been provided.  The retention of the existing structures has 
been taken into consideration when estimating remedial costs. 

Development Plots J to P (North Pole Depot operated by LCR): It has been confirmed that 
recent ground investigations or remedial works have not been undertaken in this area. The 
contamination hazard potential has therefore been adjusted based on the historical land-uses 
that fall within each development plot. 

Adjusting Costs for Type of Development 

The individual plots have indicative development types described as ‘’residential, offices, 
college and primary school’’. PBA have further refined this proposed end use as high density 
urban residential (without private gardens) residential with private gardens, offices 
(commercial) and small scale public non-building area (communal court yard gardens and 
landscaping).  The effect of the differing end-uses is primarily related to the amount of public 
and private non-building area that is present at the sites and the degree to which these areas 
will need to be remediated. 

Understanding Decontamination Costs – High Level 

Guidance on dereliction, demolition and remediation costs prepared by the Homes and 
Communities Agency (HCA) third edition dated March 2015 (HCA, 2015) has been used to 
ascertain potential high level remediation costs. Section 6 of this document presents a model 
that can be used as a basis for an initial assessment of the potential cost of preparing sites 
affected by contamination. 

High level decontamination costs are presented in Section 3. 

Understanding Decontamination Costs – Refined  

To assist with generating refined costs using the site specific information PBA have market 
tested costs for elements of the remedial work such as off-site disposal, dewatering, on-site 
treatment costs and environmental monitoring based on consultation with specialist 
contractors. This provides a range of rates these have been utilised to give a low and high 
estimate of costs. The rates have been applied to the estimated volumes that require 
treatment or off-site disposal.  
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3 Findings – High Level Appraisal of Costs 

3.1 Introduction 

This section sets out the findings of a high level cost appraisal. Guidance on dereliction, 
demolition and remediation costs prepared by the Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) 
third edition dated March 2015 (HCA, 2015) has been used to ascertain potential remediation 
costs. Section 6 of the HCA document presents a model that can be used as a basis for an 
initial assessment of the potential cost of preparing sites affected by contamination. 

3.2 Initial Assessment of Remediation Costs 

The Guidance (HCA 2015) presents cost ranges for remediation based on the following 
criteria:- 

¡ The potential for contamination, where the land is classed as one of four land use types 
(A to D with a low to high potential for contamination),  

¡ The sensitivity, where the land is identified as either negligible to low water risk or 
moderate to high water risk; and 

¡ The sensitivity of the proposed use, which is one of three classes where Low which 
equates to employment or commercial, Moderate which equates to residential without 
private gardens and public open space and High which equates to residential with private 
gardens and schools for younger children. 

The study area is located in an area of low water risk.  The following table identifies the 
potential for contamination and the sensitivity of the proposed end use for each plot (an 
estimate has been made by PBA where the development plot is mixed uses).  PBA has used 
the identified cost range to generate a Plot remediation cost. 
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Table 2:  HCA High Level Appraisal Costs 

 
¡ A (low potential) - Small scale and general industrial sites, colliery or mine spoil heaps, 

miscellaneous factories and ‘works’ (not heavy industry), sites with very small to small 
fuel tanks. 

¡ B (moderate potential) - Garages, workshops, pithead sites, railway lines, textiles, small 
scale timber treatment, sewage works, smaller chemical works, sites with small to mid-
sized fuel tanks. 

¡ C (moderate potential) - Metal workings, scrap yards and shipyards. Paints and solvents, 
small gasworks/gas holder sites, smaller power stations, rail depots (maintenance and 
refuelling), sites with large fuel tanks. 

¡ D (high potential) - Major gasworks, iron and steel works, large chemical works, refineries 
and major fuel depots, ship breaking and building, larger power stations, sites with large 
tank farms. 

The total remediation costs for the development plots (calculated total development area of 
16.54ha) are £3.03M to £7.44M.  For comparison we have referenced the Valuation Study 
prepared by DTZ dated 28 July 2014 which identifies a remediation cost of £150,000/acre.  
(£60,600/hectare) The report states:  

”The remediation costs applied are again based on DTZ’s experience on broadly comparable 
sites. Dependent on the specific remediation issues, this figure could change significantly from 
the allowance which equates to circa £7m”.   

It is noted that the study area is identified as 25ha (Kensal Gasworks and adjacent land (9.2 
hectares), the North Pole Depot (10.3 hectares); and the Mitre Bridge Industrial Estate (5.5 
hectares)).   

  

Development 

Plot
Proposed End-Use

End Use 

Sensitivity

% for End 

Use

Potential for 

Contamination 

Class

Lower Upper Lower Upper

A Retained - Excluded - - D 0 0

B Residential with gardens H 1.0 D 335 845 400258 1009606

C Residential M 0.6 D 305 740 231074 560639

Residential with gardens H 0.4 D 335 845 169202 426793

D Residential M 1.0 D 305 740 173728 421504

E Residential M 0.5 D 305 740 67070 162726

Retained - 0.5 D 0 0 0 0

F Residential M 1.0 D 305 740 169306 410774

G Residential M 1.0 D 305 740 152134 369112

H Residential M 0.7 D 305 740 376315 913027

Residential with gardens H 0.3 D 335 845 177141 446819

J Residential with gardens H 1.0 D 335 845 128272 323551

K Residential M 1.0 B 205 435 104571 221894

L Residential M 0.5 C 255 640 68162 171072

Offices and College L 0.5 A 50 130 13365 34749

M Residential with gardens H 1.0 B 255 640 259259 650688

N Residential M 1.0 C 255 640 272238 683264

O Primary School H 1.0 B 255 640 166923 418944

sports pitches astro-turf B 0 0

P Residential M 0.7 B 205 435 74333 157731

Access to bridge L 0.3 B 180 360 27972 55944

HCA Guide 

Remediation Cost 

(£,000/ha)

Plot Remediation Cost 

(£)
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4 Findings – Refined Costs  

4.1 Introduction 

The costings provided in Section 5 are based on a high level appraisal that takes into account 
the land-use sensitivity and the potential for contamination to be present within the plots. The 
costings provided in this section are refined costs that take into account the known land-use 
and ground condition information within each plot. Additionally the remedial rates take into 
account actual contractors remedial costings based on the proposed volumes to be treated. It 
is therefore considered that the costings provided in this section are more representative as 
they as based on site-specific information.  

4.2 Refined Decontamination Costs 

For each Development Plot PBA has identified (1) the building area (2) an estimate the area of 
hardscaping (car parking and access roads) and (3) an estimate of the landscaping area 
(subdivided into private gardens and public open space).  These areas are used in the 
calculations for costing the remediation and mitigation measures. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures are installed as part of the construction phase and as such preliminaries 
for cabins, welfare etc are deemed already on-site.  

4.2.1 Cover System 

It has been assumed that Made Ground will need to be excavated and removed in areas of 
landscaping and replaced with suitable fill to provide a simple cover system.  In private 
gardens the estimate is based on a 600mm thick with fill comprising 300mm topsoil and 
300mm subsoil.  In other landscaping areas the estimate is based on a 300mm thick with fill 
comprising 150mm topsoil and 150mm subsoil.  The estimate does not include installation or 
validation as this is assumed to be undertaken by the developer as part of normal construction 
works. 

There may be an opportunity to re-use this fill (instead of dispose of it) within less sensitive 
areas of the site for example under hardstanding or roads. However since a cut and fill 
balance has not been produced for the site at present it is assumed at this stage that the 
materials will be taken for off-site disposal. 

4.2.2 Gas Protection 

We have assumed basic gas protection including hydrocarbon vapour membranes will be 
required and provided an estimate for the provision of the membrane.  The estimate does not 
include installation or validation as this is assumed to be undertaken by the developer as part 
of normal construction works. 

4.2.3 Water Supply Pipes 

Whilst it is likely that barrier pipe will be required this is not deemed an extra ordinary cost and 
should be anticipated by the developer. 

Remediation 

The land-use within each plot informs the area that requires treatment as well as the depth to 
which treatment is likely to be required.   
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For the Development Plots located on the historical Gas Works (excluding Plots C and H 
where remediation already been undertaken) we have allowed the following:- 

¡ A 2m dig below the base of the existing holders (we have excluded decommissioning of 
the holders and assumed that as part of decommissioning any residual liquid will be 
decanted and removed from site and that all residual in ground structures will be 
excavated and removed). 

¡ A 4m dig in the areas adjacent to the historical holders. 

¡ A 2m dig in the areas of features such as tar tanks and retort houses. 

¡ A 1m turnover across the remaining areas 

For the Development Plots located on the former Railway Land we have allowed the 
following:- 

¡ A 1m dig in areas occupied by Carriage and Goods Sheds  

¡ A 0.5m dig across areas occupied by tracks 

It is considered that the main driver for the treatment of soils will be reduction of hydrocarbon 
contamination in order to address exposure to vapours.  The estimate is based on the 
treatment comprising on-site bio-remediation and stabilisation.    

An estimate has been made on the volumes of soil within each plot that will be suitable for bio-
remediation, however it is also possible that some areas will be unsuitable and will therefore 
be better suited to remediation comprising soil stabilisation. It has been assumed that 
contaminated soils in the vicinity of the historical and current gas holders and tanks will need 
to be stabilised with remaining soils in these plots treated using bioremediation.  

In areas outside of the gasworks it has been conservatively assumed that there will be a 50/50 
split between soil stabilisation and bioremediation. This split has been adopted because there 
are likely to be some areas of contamination that may not be suitable for bioremediation or 
where time constrains are such that the materials would take too long to treat using 
bioremediation. 

It is considered that a proportion (10%) of the excavated material will be unsuitable for both 
bioremediation and soil stabilisation and hence will be sent for off-site disposal.  The estimate 
is based on rates for disposal of the material as Hazardous Waste.  

Table 1 below summarises the decontamination cost range for each plot.  The cost calculation 
spreadsheet is presented in Appendix D along with the volumes estimated for off-site 
disposal and soil treatment (comprising bioremediation and soil stabilisation). 
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Table 3:  Summary of Remediation Cost Range for each Development Plot 

Development 
Plot 

Decontamination Cost 
Range (£,000/Plot)

# 

 
Low High Mean 

A NA NA NA 

B  960 1490 1230 

C  190 320 250 

D  520 750 630 

E  380 560 470 

F 810 1170 990 

G 410 600 500 

H 230 390 310 

J  250 400 330 

K 150 230 190 

L 260 380 320 

M 330 560 450 

N 360 580 470 

O 170 260 220 

P 110 180 140 

Total 5,130 7,870 6,500 

# Rates include mitigation measures comprising a hydrocarbon resistant gas proof membrane. 
Rates DO NOT include landfill tax for contamianted materials removed from site.  

Kensal Green Development Infrastructure Funding (DIF) Study 

Report on Ground Remediation Costs 
 

 

       12 

J:\38653 - Kensal Green DIF 
Study\Geo\Reporting\DIF report\Text\R01 A.docx 

5 Assumptions for Refined Costing Calculations 

5.1 Introduction 

The section sets out the key exclusions, assumptions and baseline conditions that were used 
to determine the remedial costs that are provided in Sections 3 and 4. 

5.2 Key Exclusions  

¡ It should be noted that the estimated costs provided do not include the demolition of on-
site buildings/structures or the removal of underground structures/diversion of services. In 
addition, works associated with the disconnection of service grid connections to the 
National Grid gas holders (Development Zone B) have not been allowed for. 

¡ It has been assumed that as part of the decommissioning of the gas holders in Zone B, 
all residual oils sludges from within the structures will be removed as part of this porcess. 
Decontamination costs from within this zone has allowed for the treatment of residual 
soils beneath and around the structures only. 

¡ Remediation costs associated with Development Area A have been excluded - the 
Masterplan indicates that this area will be retained for National Grid use in its current 
form. 

¡ Estimated do not include asbestos removal from buildings or bulk asbestos removal from 
the site. 

¡ Geotechnical works and ground improvement costs have been not been allowed for. 

¡ Phase 2 ground investigations and the production of remedial strategies and detailed 
quantitative risk assessments (DQRA) including site attendance by a geoenvironmental 
engineer have not been allowed for. 

¡ UXO assessments and any mitigation associated with UXO have not been allowed for. 

¡ Disposal costs or costs associated with the treatment/management of invasive species 
have not been allowed for. 

¡ Works associated with the Canal (structural) have not been included. 

¡ Inflation cost increases associated with, for example a multi-year programme have not 
been included. 

¡ It is assumed that any remedial works will be concurrent and that any remediation 
plant/equipment will not require remobilisation after each phase of works. 

¡ Calculated costs are solely for the proposed development plots. Highways and 
undeveloped land falling outside the development plots has been excluded. 

¡ Additionally, it is not known when the works will be undertaken and as such temporal 
changes will need separate consideration during the project evolution and the costs are 
refined. 

¡ Of particular note is the qualification that the benchmark rates assume that treatment is 
on-site and do not reflect offsite treatment or disposal and do not include Landfill Tax. 
The standard rate of tax in 2016 is £84.40/tonne. 
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¡ It should be noted that residual obstructions may remain following any remediation 
carried out. These could include for example deep obstructions such as shafts and wells. 

¡ The scope of works does not include the reinstatement or remediation associated with 
the second canal basin in Development Zone C. 

5.3 Benchmark Rates 

¡ Actual ground condition information (data from intrusive investigation) is required to 
provide more robust costings. Ground condition information from Zones B, D, E, F and G 
has not been made available.  

¡ Development Zones D, F and G are currently occupied by a Sainsbury’s supermarket 
constructed in the late 1980’s. It is assumed that limited remediation has taken place in 
this area prior to redevelopment. 

¡ LCR have confirmed that there is no ground condition information from the North Pole 
Depot (Zones J to P). 

¡ It is important to note that the decontamination cost ranges may not reflect actual costs 
incurred by an individual developer to address localised contamination within a given plot. 
The remedial costs have been calculated per development plot and averaged out over 
the total plot area. Further zoning of the development plots will lead to unreliable remedial 
costs since within each plot area there will be areas of higher and lower hazard potential 

5.4 Boundary Conditions and Key Assumptions 

¡ The site is of low environmental sensitivity. Groundwater remediation has not been 
included since the site is underlain by a substantial thickness of London Clay classified as 
an unproductive stratum. 

¡ Remedial works have not been carried out within Zone B that currently houses two 
(recently decommissioned) National Grid gas holders. 

¡ There is unrestricted access to the site from an archaeological perspective and 
archaeological or historic features are not a constraint to remediation. 

¡ It is assumed that the Made Ground is contaminated with asbestos and will therefore 
require off-site disposal as hazardous (special) waste. The removal of 0.3m of MG for off-
site disposal in landscaping areas has been allowed for along with a 0.6m strip 
associated with private residential gardens.  

¡ It is assumed that the remediation carried out in Development Areas C and H has been 
carried out to a depth of 2m bgl and the materials used to backfill these excavations are 
suitable for a managed residential end-use. 

¡ It is assumed that the remedial works carried out in Zones C and H has rendered the site 
suitable for a managed residential use with the exception of possible ground 
contamination associated with asbestos.  

¡ It is assumed that post remediation ground contamination has not taken place associated 
with the recent land-uses that have occupied Plots C and H (i.e. post 2003).  

¡ Gas proof hydrocarbon resistant vapour membranes will be installed in all residential and 
commercial buildings together with contamination resistant barrier water pipes. Costs 
associated with the provision of water supply barrier pipes have not been included. 
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¡ An allowance dewatering and disposal of contaminated perched water has been 
included. It is assumed that this water will be treated on-site and discharged to sewer.  

¡ It should be noted that ground contamination will not be restricted to individual plot 
boundaries, and is likely to extend outside these areas.  
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Appendix A  Summary of Third Party Reports 
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Job Name: Land at Kensal Green Gasworks 

Job No: 38653 

Note No: 1 

Date: 15/08/2016 

Prepared By: James Godfrey   

Subject: Ground Contaminations Appraisal 

1.  Introduction

This note provides a summary of the site history, environmental setting and 
background information on the Kensal Gasworks site.

Information contained within this note has been used to inform the extent and type of 
contamination within specific development plots to enable a remedial cost to be 
calculated.  

2.  Sources of Information 

The following third party reports were made available for review as part of this ground 
condition appraisal :  

• Surface Sampling Site Investigation Report, Kensal Green Former Gasworks, 
Canal Way. Produced by Produced by White Young Green Environmental 
(WYG) for Ballymore Group, October 2009 (ref: G6622-1/CC/PG/Kensal 
Green/OCT09/SI/V1, October 2009). Report covers (approximately) 
Development Area H.

• Strategy for the Removal or Surface Soils Impacted by Contamination in Area 
B, Kensal Green Former Gasworks, Canal Way, Kensal Green, London W10. 
Produced by WYG for Ballymore Group, April 2011 (ref: G6622-4/CC 
PG/Kensal Green/April11/Strategy/V1, April 2011), Report covers 
(approximately) Development Area H.

• Ground Contamination Summary Report, Kensal Green Former Gasworks, 
Canal Way, Kensal Green, London W10. Produced for Ballymore Group by 
WYG Environmental in February 2011. (ref: G6622-2 V3, February 2011). 
Report covers (approximately) Development Area H.

• Completion Report on the Remediation and Enabling Works at the Former 
Gasworks, Canal Way Kensal Green (Volume 1 - Areas 1, 2A and 3) 
Produced for Secondsite Property Holdings Ltd by WYG Environmental in 
November 2003 (ref: 6622/VALREPORTVOL1/PC/NOV03/V4, November 
2003). Report covers Development Areas C and H. 

• Completion Report on the Remediation and Enabling Works at the Former 
Gasworks, Canal Way Kensal Green (Volume 3- Area 2B). Produced for 
Secondsite Property Holdings Ltd by WYG Environmental in November 2003 
(ref: 6622/VALREPORTVOL3/PC/NOV03/V3-F, November 2003). Report 
covers Development Area A. 

• Completion Report on the Remediation and Enabling Works at the Former 
Gasworks, Canal Way Kensal Green (Volume 4, Canal Way Remediation). 
Produced for Secondsite Property Holdings Ltd by WYG Environmental in 
November 2003 (ref: 6622/VALREPORTVOL3/PC/OCT03/V3, October 2003). 
Report covers Development Area H. 

• Phase 1 Geo-environmental Site Assessment, Kensal Green Shafts 1 and 2 
London Cable Replacement Tunnels. Produced for Costain Group by Halcrow 
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Ltd. (ref: DS-HAL-00310-20774-KG2-GEO-A-R1, May 2011). Report covers 
Development Area A.

• Kensal Green Shafts – Phase 2 Geo-environmental Interpretive Report, 
London Cable Replacement Tunnels. Produced for Costain Group by Halcrow 
Ltd. (ref: BD-HAL-00574-20773-XXX-GEO-A-R1, June 2011). Report covers 
Development Area A.

• Preliminary Explosive Ordnance Threat Assessment in Respect of Kensal 
Green Shaft, National Grid London Cable Tunnels Project. Report produced 
by BACTEC for Costain Limited (ref L3495_Prelim_TA_PB01, 18th March 
2011). Report covers Development Area A.

3.  Environmental Setting

Published Geology 
The 1:50,000 scale map (British Geological Survey (BGS) Sheet 256 North London) 
indicates that the site is underlain by the London Clay Formation. The London Clay 
Formation is underlain by the Lambeth Group, Thanet Sand and Upper Chalk at 
depth. 

Site Specific Geology 
Previous ground investigations indicate the following sequence of strata: 

Strata Depth 
Range 
(m bgl) 

Thickness
(m) 

Details Notes

Made 
Ground 
(MG) 

1.5 to 
4.0 

2.35 to 3.9 
(Sainsbury’s) 

Brown to grey 
brown sandy clay 
and silt with fine to 
coarse gravels of 
red brick and 
concrete locally 
including clinker, 
slag and ash 

MG identified 
across the entire 
site area. 

Alluvium  
(Locally 
Absent) 

 0.5 to 0.8 in the 
west of the site. 

Soft to firm green 
grey mottled black 
sandy clay 

Encountered in 
the west of the 
site only. 

London 
Clay 
Formation 
(LCF) 

Proven 
to 
50.15m 
bgl in 
Plot A 

71.0 to 81.0m in 
the vicinity of 
the site 

Firm becoming stiff 
brown mottled grey 
silty clay 

Base not proven 
in Sainsbury’s 
Area max proven 
depth was 15m 
bgl. 

Thanet 
Sand 

Top at 
93.5m 
bgl* 

4m in the east 
of the site. 

Pale yellow brown 
occasionally clayey 
fine sand 
(published 
description) 

Understood to 
have not been 
proven within the 
site boundary.  

Upper 
Chalk 

Top at 
97.5m 
bgl* 

Not Proven 
(>100m) 

  

* Thanet Sand and Upper Chalk not Proven within the on-site exploratory holes. 
Depth information taken from BGS Record (TQ28SW24) located in the Sainsbury’s 
car park in the extreme east of the site (Plot F). 

Groundwater Vulnerability 
Site is underlain by unproductive strata and hence classified as non-aquifer. There 
are no permeable superficial deposits underlying the site, and therefore a shallow 
aquifer is not considered to be present beneath the site.  
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London Clay overlies the Lambeth Group which is classified as a Secondary A 
aquifer. The Lambeth Group overlies the Thanet Sand and Chalk at depth, both of 
which are classified as Principal Aquifers, and are expected to be in hydraulic 
continuity. 

The site does not lie within a groundwater source protection zone (SPZ). 

During the previous investigations, a continuous connected groundwater body was 
not identified, however some local discontinuous pockets of water were encountered 
within the Made Ground perched above the London Clay. 

Surface Waters 
The Paddington Branch of the Grand Union Canal lies adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the site. The canal is understood to be man-made, clay lined and keyed 
into the underlying London Clay. Consequently the Canal is not expected to be 
hydraulically connected with the surrounding strata.  

Water quality data from 2000 reported that the Grand Union Canal is of GQA Grade E 
(poor). 

4.  Summary of Proposed Development Plots and End-Uses

Development 
Area 

(current owner) 

Proposed Use Calculated 
Plot Area 

(m2) # 

PBA Notes

A  
(National Grid) 

Retained as 
National Grid 
Land 

9200 Remediated to 
commercial in 2002 

B  
(National Grid) 

Residential 11948 No GI or remediation. 
Current gas holders 

C  
(Ballymore) 

Residential 12627 Remediated to managed 
residential in 2002 

D  
(Sainsbury’s) 

Residential 5696 Sainsbury’s 
(Remediated 1980’s?) 

E  
(Canalside 
House) 

Residential 4398 No GI data available 

F  
(Sainsbury’s) 

Residential 5551 Sainsbury’s 
(Remediated 1980’s?) 

G  
(Sainsbury’s) 

Residential 4988 Sainsbury’s 
(Remediated 1980’s?) 

H  
(Ballymore) 

Residential 17626 Remediated partly to 
managed residential (N) 
and partly to commercial 
(S) in 2002 

J  
(North Pole) 

Residential 3829 No GI data available 

K  
(North Pole 

Residential 5101 No GI data available 

L  
(North Pole) 

Residential, 
Offices and a 
College 

5346 No GI data available 

M  
(North Pole) 

Residential 10167 No GI data available 

N  
(North Pole 

Residential 10676 No GI data available 

O  
(North Pole) 

Primary School 6546 No GI data available 
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P  
(North Pole) 

Residential 5180 No GI data available 

# Plot areas calculated using a CAD overlay 

5.  Summary of Information: Gas Holders Area – Development Area B

Historical Ordnance Survey mapping shows this area was used as a town gas 
production works from 1845 to 1970. 

This Development Zone is currently home to two large gas holders first noted on the 
1896 historical maps along with a ‘Water Cooler’. The gas holders measure 70m and 
50m in diameter respectively and occupy around half of the development area.  

Ground Condition information from this area is not available, and it is understood 
(from WYG) that remediation has not taken place within this development area. 

6.  Summary of Information: Sainsbury’s Land – Development Areas D, E, F and G

The current Sainsbury’s site (Plots D, E, F, G) was occupied by the Kensal Green 
Gasworks between 1845 and 1970.  

Land uses that formerly covered the Sainsbury’s area included a large boiler house 
and boilers, gas holders (No. 3 and 4), tar and liquor tanks, coke hoppers and 
condensers.  

The land was redeveloped into the supermarket store in the mid to late 1980’s. No 
information on the details of any remedial groundworks carried out beneath the store 
or the car park have been made available by Sainsbury’s or the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea (RBKC). 

Ground Conditions Assessment for KirkSaunders Associates (WYG, 2006) refers to 
Development Areas D and F (partial coverage). This ground investigation report was 
commissioned for the proposed store extension (east elevation) and comprised four 
boreholes (up to 15m depth) with soil and groundwater monitoring/testing in 
conjunction with ground gas monitoring. 

The investigation encountered occasional pockets of tar/creosote/and oil along with 
hydrocarbon odours primarily within the MG and upper 0.5m of the LCF.  
WYG compared the results of the soil analysis to Soil Guideline Values (SGV’s) and 
site specific soil screening values derived by WYG using Contaminated Land 
Exposure Assessment (CLEA) v1.3.  

Nine soil samples were analysed with concentrations from just one sample (BH4 
2.2m) exceeding the screening criteria. Concentrations of Poly-cyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAH) were notably elevated in this instance. In addition, reference to a 
2001 Soils Ltd report indicates that elevated hydrocarbons were encountered in one 
of the borehole positions. WYG concluded that there was no evidence of site-wide 
ground contamination but that the MG contained locally elevated contamination as 
well as potential ACM. The perched groundwater was also noted to be locally 
impacted. WYG recommended that a remediation/mitigation strategy be provided for 
the proposed development. 

WYG did not identify asbestos in any samples. Asbestos was identified within one 
sample screened as part of the Soils Ltd report. 

Ground Contamination Remedial Strategy (WYG, 2006) The remedial strategy 
outlined that specific soil/groundwater remediation was not considered necessary. 
Mitigation measures were put forward for ground gas (gas proof membrane) and in 
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the case of landscaping it was proposed that landscaping areas are lined with a 
permeable geotextile to mitigate hazards to pants as well as dermal/ingestion 
pathways. In terms of asbestos it was recommended that the proposed area was 
inspected and hand-picked once the hardstanding had been removed, and the 
construction stage mitigation measures (such as damping down and fibre monitoring) 
are employed during groundworks. 

7.  Summary of Information: Ballymore Land – Development Areas C and H

Completion Report for Remediation and Enabling Works in Areas 1, 2A and 3 (WYG 
2003). Refers to Development Areas C and H. Development Area C and the 
northern part of Area H formerly housed a coal stockpiling area, retort houses as well 
as oil, liquor and tar tanks. 

The remedial works in Areas C and H were carried out between January and 
December 2002. According to the information provided the following works were 
carried out: 

• Approximately 60,000m3 of ‘special waste’ was removed from this area 
(including materials containing asbestos and former basin silts) to licensed 
landfills.  

• Approximately 3,000m3 of non-hazardous materials were removed primarily 
due to geotechnical unsuitability.  

• Approximately 41,000m3 of London Clay materials were imported to infill the 
remedial excavations. 

• 10,000m3 of concrete was crushed and re-used on site along with 9000m3 of 
suitable site won Made Ground materials. 

• 150m of clay lined cut-off barrier were constructed and keyed into the 
underlying LCF to prevent boundary impact. 

• 6000m3 of rainwater and perched groundwater was collected, treated and 
disposed of to sewer. 

Remedial works beneath Canal Way did not take place due to Network Rail Access 
constraints. It is likely that some residual contamination remains beneath this area. 

In some cases residual concentrations were above the remediation criteria. This was 
primarily due to contamination identified at depth, beneath a proposed building 
footprint, where they were present at the site boundary or within 11% of the 
respective criterion. It is understood that Development Area C and the northern part of 
Area H were remediated for a managed residential end-use with the southern part of 
Area H remediated for commercial use. 

Completion Report of the Remediation and Enabling Works at Canal Way (WYG 
2003). This report refers to the northern part of Development Area H.  

Remediation in this area was carried out between June and August 2003. Ground 
condition results indicated elevated concentrations of organics typical of gasworks. 
Infrastructure present in this area included tar tanks and associated pipework. 
Significant contamination as noted between 2m and  4m bgl beneath the eastern part 
of Canal Way and within Tanks A, B and C. In Tank B the most significant 
contamination was identified between 4m and 7m bgl.

The works were undertaken separately following the relocation of services in the 
vicinity of Canal Way. The remedial works involved:

• The excavation and removal of 6000m3 of special waste to a depth of 3.5m 
to 4.0m bgl. The materials were visually inspected and segregated 
accordingly with impacted materials removed from site. 

• A cut-off wall was constructed using 670m3 of clay along the route of a gas 
main easement. This could not be remediated due to a risk of undermining 
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the gas main. 

• 1500m3 of clay imported to backfill excavations along with 2000m3 of re-used 
material. 3500m3 of recycled granular materials were also used for 
backfilling. 

• The bases and sides of the excavations were validated by lab testing at a 
frequency of 1 per 100m2 in the base and 1 per 20m2 on the sides. 

• Three tar tanks were excavated to their full depth bad backfilled with suitable 
material. The bases of these tanks were retained but punctured to facilitate 
drainage. Two small ‘valve tanks’ were also removed and remediated in 
accordance with the strategy. 

It is understood the area was remediated to facilitate managed residential, retail and 
commercial end-uses. Further protective measures in key areas such as protective 
break layers and tree pits were to be undertaken as part of the proposed development 
works. 

Completion Report on Area 2B (WYG, 2003). This report refers to the Development 
Zones A1 to A3, shaded purple on the Indicative Masterplan, which are expected to 
be retained for gasworks equipment and National Grid Structures. 

This development area was formerly used for the stockpiling of materials including 
imported materials as well as solid by-products and waste materials including spent 
oxide. Previous investigations revealed some isolated elevated concentrations of 
inorganics and organic contamination. In summary, the remedial works comprised: 

• The removal of approximately 1000m3 of special waste. 

• The re-use of 301m3 of site-won materials. 

It is unclear to which remedial standard this development zone was remediated to. It 
is not specified within the completion report. 

Surface Sampling Site Investigation Report (WYG, 2009). This report refers to 
Development Areas C and H. The investigation was commissioned to assess 
shallow soils at the site to determine whether they exceed the 2002 remediation 
criteria. It specified that the development proposals were for a managed residential 
end-use. The investigation comprised the analysis of 40 soil samples from the top 
0.25m of soil by hand auguring. The findings of this report are similar to those of the 
2011 investigation and are not fully repeated herein.  

WYG zoned the site accordingly (Areas A, B and C). Area A (north of Canal Way) is 
currently underlain by the southern part of Development Area H and by Development 
Area C. WYG Area A is not discussed in the 2011 report and this report concludes 
that the chemical quality of the surface materials in these areas are better than or 
equal to the 2002 remedial criteria. 

Summary Ground Conditions Report (WYG, 2011) refers to Area H.  
Land was vacant in 2011 and was covered by hardstanding and compacted hardcore 
surfacing. The proposed use for this area in 2011 was for two contractors’ yards.  

The land was part of the Kensal Green Gasworks which were decommissioned and 
remediated by National Grid Property Holdings Ltd (NGPH) in 2002, prior to the sale 
of the site to Ballymore Group. 

Historical OS mapping shows the land was a town gas production works from 1845 to 
1970. The western half of this area included purifiers, oil and liquor tanks and 
administration buildings. The eastern half of this site area included purifiers, 
carburetted water gas plant, a powerhouse, condensers and tar tanks. 
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Ground investigations were undertaken between 1996 and 2001. In summary the 
eastern portion of this site was characterised by a higher proportion of inorganic 
contamination along with some fuel oil and phenol. In the western portion of the site 
contamination comprised elevated organics and sulphates with some inorganics and 
elevated organics and metals in perched water. 

The site was occupied by tenants and sub tenants between 2002 and 2009.  An 
investigation was commissioned in 2009 to determine the impact these tenants had 
on the ground conditions. No visual and olfactory evidence of contamination was 
identified. The testing carried out within the western part of the site showed no 
exceedances of the 2002 remedial criteria. Within the east, materials of unknown 
origin had been spread across the site and consequentially several locations 
exceeded the adopted remedial criteria for TPH. 

This report screened the 2002 validation samples and 2009 surface samples against 
the WYG ‘Threshold Screening Values’ for commercial use (SGVs). The assessment 
revealed numerous exceedances for PAH and Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and 
Xylene (BTEX). Concentrations of Benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) were notably elevated 
(>20mg/kg) in 16 samples. In the east of the site the PAH exceedances were 
expected to be attributed to the imported soils that included the presence of tarmac. It 
was recommended that the tarmac scalpings (0.25m thick) were removed from the 
eastern part of the area during the future development. The report concluded that the 
risks to future occupiers were generally low within the west of the site area. 

8.  Summary of Information: North Pole Area – Development Areas J to P

No site specific information is available from this development area. A search of the 
planning portal does not reveal that any planning applications have been made for 
this area, which was verbally confirmed Barry Gillbert (London and Continental 
Railways - LCR). Mr Gillbert confirmed that the site referred to as ‘North Pole East’ is 
now largely disused and vacant except for a Network Rail compound in the eastern 
part of the site. It was also mentioned that several new electrified lines had been 
recently installed within the site area which will be used to facilitate testing of the new 
Hitachi electric trans to be installed on the West Coast Main Line 

A review of the historical information is presented below: 

• 1870: Area is undeveloped except for a small track orientated north/south that 
crosses the central part of this development area providing access to the 
north side of the railway lines. 

• 1896: Site is developed. The eastern portion of the land is occupied by a 
large (200m x 50m) ‘carriage shed’ with associated railway lines emerging 
from its western elevation. The western and central parts of the site are 
largely undeveloped. 

• 1915: Few changes in on-site land use. Sidings have been constructed 
adjacent to the south of the shed, and railway lines occupy the northern third 
of the development area. The remaining site area appears to have been 
raised with embankments marked along the southern and western 
boundaries. 

• 1935: The western half of the site remains largely undeveloped. Two small 
buildings (later labelled as a goods depot) are marked within the central part 
of the site. 

• 1955: A goods depot is now marked within the central part of this area along 
with two other smaller buildings adjacent to the west of this. 

• 1962: Lines entering the carriage shed and those previously parked adjacent 
to the south of the building are no longer marked suggesting the building is 
disused. 

• 1980: The carriage shed has been demolished and resultant land is disused. 
An access track has been constructed through the site providing access to a 
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Goods Depot in the central part of the development area. 

• 1983: The majority of the lines that occupied the northern part of the plot have 
been removed 

• 1991: The site is completely vacant, with the Goods Depot and tracks/sidings 
no longer marked. 

• 1993: A small compound is marked within the east of the site (Network Rail 
Compound). New railway lines along with several small buildings have been 
constructed within the southern part of this development area. The new lines 
occupy almost all of the western portion of the development plot. A large 
railway shed (120m x 50m) is marked within the central part of this 
development plot, along with a car park. 

• Present day: The site is vacant and with all on-site buildings shown to have 
been demolished, with the exception of the Network Rail Compound. Newly 
installed electrified test tracks have been installed within he north of the plot 
during the last 5 years.  

9.  Plot Summary Statements 

• Plot A - Not appraised due to continued use as National Grid Land 

• Plot B – Current and historic use as gas holders. No remediation undertaken; 
land represents a high hazard potential

• Plot C – Land has been remediated to a managed residential end use, 
understood to have comprised a 2m site strip. Land represents a low hazard 
potential.

• Plot D – Developed into a Sainsbury’s store in the late 1980’s. Unknown 
remediation criteria; land represents a moderate to high hazard potential

• Plot E – Sainsbury’s car park, Canalside House and canal basin. Unknown 
remediation; land represents a moderate hazard potential.

• Plot F – Current Sainsbury’s supermarket; land represents a moderate 
hazard potential.

• Plot G – Current Sainsbury’s car park; land represents a moderate hazard 
potential.

• Plot H – Land has been remediated to managed residential in the northern 
50% and hard end commercial in the southern 50% of this plot. Land 
represents a low to moderate hazard potential.

• Plots J to P – Land has been occupied by railway land, carriage works and a 
goods shed. No ground investigation information available, it is assumed that 
no remediation has taken place. Land represents a moderate hazard 
potential.

10.  Glossary of Abbreviations

• BaP – Benzo(a)pyrene 

• BGS – British Geological Survey 

• BTEX – Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylene 

• CLEA – Contaminated Land Exposure Assessment 

• GI – Ground Investigation 

• LCR – London and Continental Railways 

• MG – Made Ground 

• NGPH – National Grid Property Holdings  

• SGV – Soil Guideline Value 

• TPH – Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons  

• PAH – Poly-cyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

• SPZ – Groundwater Source Protection Zone 

• RBKC – Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea 

• WYG – White Young Green Environmental Ltd 
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APPENDIX B  VIABILITY TESTING ASSUMPTIONS 

B.1 Scenarios tested  

The base case is delivering the Masterplan and Trajectory provided to us by RBKC, different 
scenarios have been tested looking at a with station and without and switching on and off delivery 
of the North Pole depot with a further scenario which considers increasing density by 42%.  We 
also provide an affordable housing sensitivity test looking at 40%, 30% and 20%. The results are 
found in the body of the report.  

B.2 Viability testing assumptions  

We have set out the viability testing assumptions we have used in generic testing as follows. 

Existing Use Value & Threshold 
Our approach has been to establish the existing use value and apply an increase of 20% to reach 
a threshold land value. This is the value that could be perceived as the figure landowners would 
be incentivised to sell their land. 
We have assumed Existing Use Values benchmarked on industrial land values of £2.5m per acre 
north of the train tracks and £2m per acre south of the train tracks. The reduction is due to the 
plot shape and consequential layout of any future development and the relatively constrained 
access. 
We have assumed a replacement build cost for Sainsbury’s having consulted with Sainsbury’s 
direct. The cost is accounted for in the plot H viability appraisal. We have not attributed value to 
the existing Sainsbury’s as we understand they are getting a replacement store in compensation. 

Construction Costs 

In consultation with building consultants and based on experience elsewhere, we have derived 
these rates from comparable evidence in line with the expected standard of development.   

Plot  Homes Cost per 

Sqm 
Cost per 

Sq.ft 

B 228 £2,905 £270 

C 501 £3,230 £300 

D 202 £3,230 £300 

E 61 £2,905 £270 

F 260 £3,230 £300 

G 313 £3,335 £310 

H 744 £3,335 £310 

J 58 £3,010 £280 

K 153 £2,905 £270 

L 132 £3,335 £310 

M 414 £2,905 £270 

N 346 £3,335 £310 

P 104 £3,230 £300 

We have assumed a residential Gross External Area per unit of 93sqm.  To calculate Net Internal 
Areas, we have used a 2% reduction to translate Gross External Area to Gross Internal Area, and 
an 80% ratio to calculate gross to net floor areas.  

We have made a further allowance of £20 per sq ft for external costs. 

Car Parking is assumed to be constructed at the prevailing building cost rate. A provision of 0.3 
spaces per unit have been applied in accordance with policy.  

Site decontamination costs 

We have included decontamination costs from a desktop study of the area.  Please refer to the 
decontamination report (provided under separate cover) for more details. We have used mid 
values in our viability testing.   

Professional and legal fees 
We have derived these values from industry standard charges and current stamp duty rates. 

Fee Amount  

Professional Fees 12.00% 

Contingency 5.00% on construction costs 

Letting Agent Fees 10.00%  

Letting Legal Fees 5.00% 

Sales Agent Fees 1.00% 

Sales Legal Fees 0.50% 

Purchaser’s Stamp Duty 5.00% 

Purchaser’s Agent Fee 1.00% 

Purchaser’s Legal Fees 0.80% 

Finance Costs 6.50% 

Developer’s Profit   20% on cost 

Value Inputs – residential value ranges adopted 
We have derived these values from comparable evidence.  We have used today’s values.   

Use – Residential  
Capital Value  

£ per Sq M  

Capital Value  

£ per Sq Ft  

Private Residential  £9,687 / £11,840 £900 / £1,100 

Affordable Residential (c.35% of Private value) £3,681 / £4,262 £342 / £396 
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Value Inputs – Residential site specific  
We have derived these values from comparable evidence and benchmarking.  

£/Sq ft  

Plot  Homes Value Sqm Value Sq.ft Increase for station 

B 228 £10,225 £950 15% 

C 501 £11,300 £1,050 10% 

D 202 £11,300 £1,050 10% 

E 61 £11,840 £1,100 10% 

F 260 £10,760 £1,000 10% 

G 313 £10,760 £1,000 10% 

H 744 £10,225 £950 15% 

J 58 £10,760 £1,000 10% 

K 153 £11,300 £1,050 10% 

L 132 £10,760 £1,000 10% 

M 414 £9,687 £900 15% 

N 346 £9,687 £900 15% 

P 104 £9,687 £900 15% 

The residential values on plot B, H, M,N & P benefit the greatest from a new station given that 
they are the furthest distance from existing transport infrastructure.  

Value Inputs – commercial rents 

We have derived these values from comparable evidence.  

Use Rental Value 

Sqm 
Rental Value 

Sq.ft 
Cap Rate 

Retail £270 £25 6% 

Office £375 £35 5.5% 

 

B.3 Policy costs assumed 

The following policy costs are assumed.  

 Affordable housing policy.  We test affordable housing at a range of points to understand the 
relationship between affordable housing, infrastructure funding and viability.  We start at 40% 
affordable housing, and then undertake sensitivity testing at 30%, and then 20%.  There is a 
85:15 split between social rented and intermediate tenures in each case. 

 Residential density standards. The Vision sets out the target number of homes on a given 
site.  Density used in this study is derived from the Trajectory.  

 Mayoral CIL at the prevailing rate. 
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APPENDIX C  CONSULTATION  

To understand the levels of infrastructure arising from growth, key service providers were consulted 
where possible within the constraints of the study.  In other instances we have used industry standards 
to understand requirements. 
The approach in each instance was as follows.   

Theme area Topic area  Organisation/s contacted, if 
any  

Individuals  

Utilities  CHP and heat networks Eneteq Services Ltd Colin Taylor 

 Electricity UKPN Alessandro Difranco 

 Gas  National Grid Lee Kearney 

 Telecoms Virgin and BT Automated 

 Potable water Thames Water Automated 

 Sewerage, drainage & 
SUDS 

Thames Water Automated 

 Waste   

Transport  Rail TfL and RBKC Anne Crane 

 Underground James McCool 

 Bus Jo Hammond 

 Cycling Jonathan Wade 

 Highways   

 Parking  

 Walking   

Social 
infrastructure  

Education RBKC 
Industry standards used.  

Mark Grant 

 Fire, ambulance, police 

 Health 

 Leisure 

 Community  
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APPENDIX D  INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING PER ITEM 
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Scenario Scenario A

Sum of Total Data Label

Theme Type Category Project Gross Cost Funding 

Mainstream

Funding 

S106/S278 

sought

Funding 

Developer

Funding Utility

Social Infrastructure 46,778 20,775 22,053 3,951

Community Facilities 6,527 3,000 3,527

Libraries 527 527

Kensal library requires more space ideally on ground floor level – expansion into an adjacent shop 

unit, for facilities such as IT, activity place, soft seating area.  

527 527

Community facilities/ Adult 

learning and skills

6,000 3,000 3,000

Flexible co-located public and third sector service delivery buildings, adult learning and skills centre, 

customer contact points.

6,000 3,000 3,000

Education 24,300 12,150 12,150

Secondary 10,600 5,300 5,300

Extension to a secondary school 10,600 5,300 5,300

Early Years and Primary 13,700 6,850 6,850

New primary schools 13,700 6,850 6,850

Emergency Services 2,500 825 1,675

Ambulance 500 165 335

Ambulance station extension (enhancement to existing service provision) 500 165 335

Fire 900 297 603

Fire station extension (enhancement to existing facilities) 900 297 603

Police and CCTV 1,100 363 737

Police station reinforcement (enhancement to existing facilities) 1,100 363 737

Health Services 4,800 4,800

Primary care (GPs) 4,800 4,800

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery 

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery extension (reinforce existing facilities) 4,800 4,800

Leisure and Sports 8,651 4,701 3,951

Public open space 3,600 1,100 2,500

Canal Square and Kensal Green Basin 1,500 1,500

Little Kensal Green enhancements, including lighting, footpath and benches. 1,100 1,100

Southern landing point of Crossrail bridge 400 400

Kensal square, 1,850 sqm open space within masterplan between Ballymore and National Grid site 600 600

Sports and leisure facilities 5,051 3,601 1,451

Facilities for ages 5 to 11 (onsite and offsite) 2,901 1,451 1,451

Facilities for over 12+ 2,150 2,150

Transport 164,554 153,584 10,970

Transport 164,554 153,584 10,970

Bus Infrastructure 450 450

Kensal Canalside bus infrastructure 300 300

Canal Way bus infrastructure 75 75

Barlby Street bus infrastructure 45 45

Ladbroke Grove bus infrastructure 30 30

Kensal Rise Station bus infrastructure

Bus Services 7,500 7,500

Bus Route Realignment 7,500 7,500

Cycling 8,434 8,434

Cycle parking docking stations 900 900

Cycle Routes - Quietway 7,500 7,500

Parking - On street 34 34

Highways 34,550 28,650 5,900

Barlby Street 3,500 3,500

Barlby Street/Barlby Road 400 400

Canal Way 2,400 2,400

Ladbroke Grove/Barlby Road 500 500

Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way 750 750

North Pole Site Uplift 16,000 16,000

New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML) 11,000 11,000

Parking

Residential Parking Cars and Cycles

Rail (Crossrail/ Overground) 100,000 100,000

Crossrail 100,000 100,000

Underground (Westbourne 

Park, Kensal Green, North 

Acton)
Holland Park Station Improvements

Kensal Green Station Improvements

Kensal Rise Station Improvements

Ladbroke Grove Station Improvements

Walking 13,620 8,550 5,070

Canal Square to Kensal Green Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Grand Union Canal 7,500 7,500

Kensal Canalside and North Pole London Signs 70 70

Kensal Canalside London Signs

Kensal Green Cemetery 1,000 1,000

Little Kensal Green to Kensal Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Little Wormwood Scrubs recreation ground 900 900

Harrow Road toucan crossing 100 100

Scrubs Lane toucan crossing 50 50

Utilities 39,516 0 1,758 37,275 482

CHP and heat network 10,758 0 0 10,758 0

Onsite primary infrastructure 10,758 0 0 10,758 0

Energy centre 5,731 0 0 5,731 0

Primary heat pipework 4,146 0 0 4,146 0

Primary heat substations 881 0 0 881 0

Electricity 12,627 12,627

Components 9,444 9,444

11kv substations 9,444 9,444

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

320 320

Existing substation removals 151 151

HV cable diversion 169 169

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

1,739 1,739

HV cable network 748 748

LV cable network 991 991

Onsite primary infrastructure 1,124 1,124

33kv primary substation 1,124 1,124

Gas 861 861

Components 150 150

Pressure Reducing Station (PRS) 150 150

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

557 557

Existing MP main diversion 557 557

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

154 154

LP pipe network 154 154

Potable Water 1,553 1,553

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

89 89

Diversion of 160m of 150mm main 89 89

Offsite reinforcement 598 598

Upgrade of 210m of 300mm dia to 450mm dia in Ladbroke Grove. 314 314

Upgrade of 220m of 150mm dia to 300mm dia in Ladbroke Grove and Barlby Road 285 285

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

866 866

Installation of on-site water mains 866 866

Sewerage, Drainage and 

SUDS

11,475 11,475

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

939 939

Diversion of 415m of trunk sewer (1327mm x 838mm) 939 939

Sewerage, Drainage and SUDS 10,537 10,537

Foul water pipe network 1,138 1,138

Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes 8,268 8,268

Surface water pipe network 1,131 1,131

Telecoms 482 482

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

482 482

Distribution cables and cabinets 482 482

Waste 1,758 1,758

Waste 1,758 1,758

Waste collection contribution 1,758 1,758

Grand Total 250,848 20,775 177,395 52,196 482



Scenario Scenario B

Sum of Total Data Label

Theme Type Category Project Gross Cost Funding 

Mainstream

Funding 

S106/S278 

sought

Funding 

Developer

Funding Utility

Social Infrastructure 35,614 15,895 16,667 3,053

Community Facilities 8,346 4,000 4,346

Libraries 346 346

Kensal library requires more space ideally on ground floor level – expansion into an adjacent shop 

unit, for facilities such as IT, activity place, soft seating area.  

346 346

Community facilities/ Adult 

learning and skills

8,000 4,000 4,000

Flexible co-located public and third sector service delivery buildings, adult learning and skills centre, 

customer contact points.

8,000 4,000 4,000

Education 15,500 7,750 7,750

Secondary 6,800 3,400 3,400

Extension to a secondary school 6,800 3,400 3,400

Early Years and Primary 8,700 4,350 4,350

New primary schools 8,700 4,350 4,350

Emergency Services 1,650 545 1,106

Ambulance 350 116 235

Ambulance station extension (enhancement to existing service provision) 350 116 235

Fire 600 198 402

Fire station extension (enhancement to existing facilities) 600 198 402

Police and CCTV 700 231 469

Police station reinforcement (enhancement to existing facilities) 700 231 469

Health Services 3,600 3,600

Primary care (GPs) 3,600 3,600

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery 

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery extension (reinforce existing facilities) 3,600 3,600

Leisure and Sports 6,518 3,465 3,053

Public open space 3,200 1,100 2,100

Canal Square and Kensal Green Basin 1,500 1,500

Little Kensal Green enhancements, including lighting, footpath and benches. 1,100 1,100

Southern landing point of Crossrail bridge

Kensal square, 1,850 sqm open space within masterplan between Ballymore and National Grid site 600 600

Sports and leisure facilities 3,318 2,365 953

Facilities for ages 5 to 11 (onsite and offsite) 1,906 953 953

Facilities for over 12+ 1,412 1,412

Transport 129,833 122,383 7,450

Transport 129,833 122,383 7,450

Bus Infrastructure 405 405

Kensal Canalside bus infrastructure 300 300

Canal Way bus infrastructure 75 75

Barlby Street bus infrastructure

Ladbroke Grove bus infrastructure 30 30

Kensal Rise Station bus infrastructure

Bus Services 5,000 5,000

Bus Route Realignment 5,000 5,000

Cycling 8,128 8,128

Cycle parking docking stations 600 600

Cycle Routes - Quietway 7,500 7,500

Parking - On street 28 28

Highways 3,650 1,250 2,400

Barlby Street

Barlby Street/Barlby Road

Canal Way 2,400 2,400

Ladbroke Grove/Barlby Road 500 500

Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way 750 750

North Pole Site Uplift

New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML)

Parking

Residential Parking Cars and Cycles

Rail (Crossrail/ Overground) 100,000 100,000

Crossrail 100,000 100,000

Underground (Westbourne 

Park, Kensal Green, North 

Acton)
Holland Park Station Improvements

Kensal Green Station Improvements

Kensal Rise Station Improvements

Ladbroke Grove Station Improvements

Walking 12,650 7,600 5,050

Canal Square to Kensal Green Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Grand Union Canal 7,500 7,500

Kensal Canalside and North Pole London Signs

Kensal Canalside London Signs 50 50

Kensal Green Cemetery 1,000 1,000

Little Kensal Green to Kensal Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Little Wormwood Scrubs recreation ground

Harrow Road toucan crossing 100 100

Scrubs Lane toucan crossing

Utilities 26,083 0 1,155 24,617 311

CHP and heat network 6,491 0 0 6,491 0

Onsite primary infrastructure 6,491 0 0 6,491 0

Energy centre 3,762 0 0 3,762 0

Primary heat pipework 2,151 0 0 2,151 0

Primary heat substations 579 0 0 579 0

Electricity 8,407 8,407

Components 5,846 5,846

11kv substations 5,846 5,846

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

320 320

Existing substation removals 151 151

HV cable diversion 169 169

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

1,117 1,117

HV cable network 483 483

LV cable network 634 634

Onsite primary infrastructure 1,124 1,124

33kv primary substation 1,124 1,124

Gas 824 824

Components 150 150

Pressure Reducing Station (PRS) 150 150

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

557 557

Existing MP main diversion 557 557

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

117 117

LP pipe network 117 117

Potable Water 962 962

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

89 89

Diversion of 160m of 150mm main 89 89

Offsite reinforcement 314 314

Upgrade of 210m of 300mm dia to 450mm dia in Ladbroke Grove. 314 314

Upgrade of 220m of 150mm dia to 300mm dia in Ladbroke Grove and Barlby Road

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

559 559

Installation of on-site water mains 559 559

Sewerage, Drainage and 

SUDS

7,933 7,933

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

939 939

Diversion of 415m of trunk sewer (1327mm x 838mm) 939 939

Sewerage, Drainage and SUDS 6,994 6,994

Foul water pipe network 755 755

Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes 5,485 5,485

Surface water pipe network 755 755

Telecoms 311 311

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

311 311

Distribution cables and cabinets 311 311

Waste 1,155 1,155

Waste 1,155 1,155

Waste collection contribution 1,155 1,155

Grand Total 191,530 15,895 140,204 35,120 311



Scenario Scenario C

Sum of Total Data Label

Theme Type Category Project Gross Cost Funding 

Mainstream

Funding 

S106/S278 

sought

Funding 

Developer

Funding Utility

Social Infrastructure 66,607 29,455 32,590 4,563

Community Facilities 8,749 4,000 4,749

Libraries 749 749

Kensal library requires more space ideally on ground floor level – expansion into an adjacent shop 

unit, for facilities such as IT, activity place, soft seating area.  

749 749

Community facilities/ Adult 

learning and skills

8,000 4,000 4,000

Flexible co-located public and third sector service delivery buildings, adult learning and skills centre, 

customer contact points.

8,000 4,000 4,000

Education 37,100 18,550 18,550

Secondary 14,700 7,350 7,350

Extension to a secondary school 14,700 7,350 7,350

Early Years and Primary 22,400 11,200 11,200

New primary schools 22,400 11,200 11,200

Emergency Services 3,650 1,205 2,446

Ambulance 750 248 503

Ambulance station extension (enhancement to existing service provision) 750 248 503

Fire 1,400 462 938

Fire station extension (enhancement to existing facilities) 1,400 462 938

Police and CCTV 1,500 495 1,005

Police station reinforcement (enhancement to existing facilities) 1,500 495 1,005

Health Services 5,700 5,700

Primary care (GPs) 5,700 5,700

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery 5,700 5,700

Primary health care facilities, generic GP surgery extension (reinforce existing facilities)

Leisure and Sports 11,408 6,846 4,563

Public open space 3,600 1,100 2,500

Canal Square and Kensal Green Basin 1,500 1,500

Little Kensal Green enhancements, including lighting, footpath and benches. 1,100 1,100

Southern landing point of Crossrail bridge 400 400

Kensal square, 1,850 sqm open space within masterplan between Ballymore and National Grid site 600 600

Sports and leisure facilities 7,808 5,746 2,063

Facilities for ages 5 to 11 (onsite and offsite) 4,125 2,063 2,063

Facilities for over 12+ 3,683 3,683

Transport 174,422 163,452 10,970

Transport 174,422 163,452 10,970

Bus Infrastructure 310 310

Kensal Canalside bus infrastructure 160 160

Canal Way bus infrastructure 75 75

Barlby Street bus infrastructure 45 45

Ladbroke Grove bus infrastructure 30 30

Kensal Rise Station bus infrastructure

Bus Services 17,500 17,500

Bus Route Realignment 17,500 17,500

Cycling 8,442 8,442

Cycle parking docking stations 900 900

Cycle Routes - Quietway 7,500 7,500

Parking - On street 42 42

Highways 34,550 28,650 5,900

Barlby Street 3,500 3,500

Barlby Street/Barlby Road 400 400

Canal Way 2,400 2,400

Ladbroke Grove/Barlby Road 500 500

Ladbroke Grove/Canal Way 750 750

North Pole Site Uplift 16,000 16,000

New road and pedestrian bridge (over GWML) 11,000 11,000

Parking

Residential Parking Cars and Cycles

Rail (Crossrail/ Overground) 100,000 100,000

Crossrail 100,000 100,000

Underground (Westbourne 

Park, Kensal Green, North 

Acton)
Holland Park Station Improvements

Kensal Green Station Improvements

Kensal Rise Station Improvements

Ladbroke Grove Station Improvements

Walking 13,620 8,550 5,070

Canal Square to Kensal Green Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Grand Union Canal 7,500 7,500

Kensal Canalside and North Pole London Signs 70 70

Kensal Canalside London Signs

Kensal Green Cemetery 1,000 1,000

Little Kensal Green to Kensal Cemetery 2,000 2,000

Little Wormwood Scrubs recreation ground 900 900

Harrow Road toucan crossing 100 100

Scrubs Lane toucan crossing 50 50

Utilities 48,442 0 2,500 45,460 482

CHP and heat network 13,538 0 0 13,538 0

Onsite primary infrastructure 13,538 0 0 13,538 0

Energy centre 8,144 0 0 8,144 0

Primary heat pipework 4,142 0 0 4,142 0

Primary heat substations 1,252 0 0 1,252 0

Electricity 16,700 16,700

Components 13,491 13,491

11kv substations 13,491 13,491

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

320 320

Existing substation removals 151 151

HV cable diversion 169 169

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

1,765 1,765

HV cable network 749 749

LV cable network 1,016 1,016

Onsite primary infrastructure 1,124 1,124

33kv primary substation 1,124 1,124

Gas 861 861

Components 150 150

Pressure Reducing Station (PRS) 150 150

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

557 557

Existing MP main diversion 557 557

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

154 154

LP pipe network 154 154

Potable Water 1,553 1,553

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

89 89

Diversion of 160m of 150mm main 89 89

Offsite reinforcement 598 598

Upgrade of 210m of 300mm dia to 450mm dia in Ladbroke Grove. 314 314

Upgrade of 220m of 150mm dia to 300mm dia in Ladbroke Grove and Barlby Road 285 285

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

866 866

Installation of on-site water mains 866 866

Sewerage, Drainage and 

SUDS

12,807 12,807

Disconnections and 

diversionary works 

939 939

Diversion of 415m of trunk sewer (1327mm x 838mm) 939 939

Sewerage, Drainage and SUDS 11,868 11,868

Foul water pipe network 1,138 1,138

Surface water attenuation and hydrobrakes 9,592 9,592

Surface water pipe network 1,138 1,138

Telecoms 482 482

On-site distribution 

infrastructure

482 482

Distribution cables and cabinets 482 482

Waste 2,500 2,500

Waste 2,500 2,500

Waste collection contribution 2,500 2,500

Grand Total 289,471 29,455 198,542 60,992 482


