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1. Introduction and Purpose 

 Background 

1.1 The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Council started a New Local 
Plan Review (NLPR) in 2020. This is a review of our current Local Plan, 
adopted in 2019, and will set out the vision for the future development of the 
Borough for the next 20 years.  

1.2 Sport facilities, including playing fields, leisure centres, swimming pools, gyms 
and small fitness studios are all recognised in the current Local Plan a social 
and community uses. 

1.3 The NPPF1 requires Local Planning Authorities to base their planning policies 
on robust and up-to-date assessments of the needs for sports and recreation 
facilities and opportunities for new provision. Paragraph 98 of the NPPF 
states that “Information gained from the assessments should be used to 
determine what open space, sport and recreational provision is needed, which 
plans should then seek to accommodate”.  

1.4 The purpose of this report is to identify current and future provision required to 
meet the indoor and outdoor sport facility needs of RBKC residents. The 
outputs of this assessment will contribute to planning policy development of 
the NLPR and will provide a robust and up-to-date evidence base.   

1.5 The assessment will also be used to develop and deliver a future strategy for 
sports facilities across the borough. 

 

 

2. Methodology 

 Introduction 

2.1 The Open space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way and local 
green space NPPG states that “authorities and developers may refer to Sport 
England’s guidance on how to assess the need for sports and recreation 
facilities.”2 

2.2 This assessment is following the Sport England’s Assessing Needs and 
Opportunities Guide (ANOG) for Indoor and Outdoor Sports Facilities3 . This 
recommends an approach to undertaking a robust assessment of need for 
indoor and outdoor sports facilities to meet the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework. The guide summarises the recommended 
approach, replicated below in Figure 2.1. 

 
1 National Planning Policy Framework (2021) 
2 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-
local-green-space  
3 Sport England (2014), Assessing needs and opportunities guide for indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/open-space-sports-and-recreation-facilities-public-rights-of-way-and-local-green-space
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/20140722-anog-published.pdf?VersionId=__z9TwHG.HE_FzoNPhkFZyN_yrjq8WPC
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/20140722-anog-published.pdf?VersionId=__z9TwHG.HE_FzoNPhkFZyN_yrjq8WPC


 

 

2.3 The report will follow the advice set out in paragraph A12 of the ANOG.  This 
states that it is for the local authority to decide what facilities to include in an 
assessment. However, given their importance any assessment must include:  

• Swimming pools;  

• Sports halls; and 

• Playing pitches. 

2.4 Given the nature of the borough, the mix of uses, its density and the lack of 
future development sites, the assessment will be restricted to these three 
types of facility. This is an approach reflected by the London Plan, which also 
restricts its assessment to swimming pools, artificial grass pitches and sports 
halls (para 5.5.2), noting in para 5.5.3 that, “it is essential that boroughs plan 
strategically for future provision of these core sports facilities.” 

2.5 The Council has commissioned Sport England to carry out full assessments of 
swimming pools and sports halls.  The full reports are appended, with the key 
findings will be included in the relevant sections of this report.  

 

Information gathering 

2.6 Effective evidence gathering is a key component of this exercise. For the 
assessments concerning swimming pools and sports halls this was carried out 
on our behalf by Sport England. The respective reports set this out in some 
detail.    

2.7 Evidence concerning the nature of the borough, its demographics and the 
supply and demand for playing pitches was carried out in house, in close 
consultation with relevant stakeholders. 

 

  

 



 

 

Figure 2.1: Recommended approach to undertaking assessment of need for indoor 
and outdoor sports facilities 

 

Source: Sport England (2014), Assessing needs and opportunities guide for indoor and outdoor sports 
facilities . 

  

https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/20140722-anog-published.pdf?VersionId=__z9TwHG.HE_FzoNPhkFZyN_yrjq8WPC
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/20140722-anog-published.pdf?VersionId=__z9TwHG.HE_FzoNPhkFZyN_yrjq8WPC


 

 

3. Kensington and Chelsea Context 

 Introduction 

3.1 An important element of developing the picture of demand is gaining an 
understanding of the population characteristics in Kensington and Chelsea. It 
is fundamental to understand the make-up of the population, and in particular 
what is the demographic profile in age, gender, social class, disability and 
health as this can impact on the type of facilities required. 

 Local population profile 

3.2 RBKC has the smallest spatial geography of any London borough, and it is 
also the most densely populated.4 It also has the lowest population of any 
London borough (except City of London), with a total population in June 2020 
estimated to be 156,864.5   This is forecast to only increase by 2% by 2040. 
This can be compared to the London-wide population projection of an 
increase of 12%, and the 15% increase projected for neighbouring 
Westminster6.   

Table 3.1: RBKC Population by Gender 

Area 
Total 
Population 

Male Female 

RBKC 156,864 78,889 77,975 

London 9,002,488 4,514,378 4,488,110 

England 56,550,138 27,982,818 28,567,320 

Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates, UK, June 2020    

3.3 Figure 3.1 indicates the spread of the population between different age 
bandings. Kensington and Chelsea has a relatively older population.  
  

 
4 RBKC Interim LHNA 
5  ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates, UK, June 2020 
6 GLA Central Lower 2019 base population projections 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland


 

 

Figure 3.1: RBKC Population by Age – as a proportion of Total Population 

 

Source: ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates, UK, June 2020 

Source: GLA 2016-based Housing-led Ethnic Group Population Projections – Base population for RBKC 
was 160,794 

Population Projections  

3.4 With the exception of Redbridge, RBKC is forecast to ‘lose’ proportionately 
the most families and children in London between 2018 and 2028 and that 
RBKC will develop into a largely family- and child- light borough over time. 
And the converse is that households will develop an increasingly elderly 
profile. The ramifications of this are considerable, across all service provision: 
housing, schools, social services, health, caring services, community 
services, employment, and many others.  

3.5 Within this, the growth rate for the more senior groups that are more likely to 
place serious demand on care and health services are higher: an 82% 
increase is projected for those 75 or over (9,583 increase) and a more than 
doubling (131%) of those 85 or over (4,340 increase). Changes in the nature 
of population is set out in table 3.2. Changes in population is significant and 
may change the nature of sports facilities needed over time. 

Table 3.2: Changing proportions and numbers of population groups over time 

Proportion 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Under 16 15% 14% 13% 12% 11% 

16-24 10% 9% 10% 10% 9% 

25-64 59% 58% 56% 55% 54% 

65+ 16% 19% 21% 23% 25% 

Number 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 

Under 16 23,173 21,840 19,735 18,467 18,353 

16-24 14,867 14,493 16,136 15,973 15,002 

25-64 92,683 91,261 87,591 86,695 86,689 

65+ 25,651 29,304 33,350 36,800 39,562 

Total 156,373 156,897 156,812 157,936 159,606 

Dependency ratio 53 56 61 64 67 

0-15 16-24 25-49 50-64 65+

RBKC 17% 10% 38% 19% 16%

London 21% 10% 40% 16% 12%
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https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/populationestimates/datasets/populationestimatesforukenglandandwalesscotlandandnorthernireland


 

 

Source:  ONS / GLA Central Lower 2019 base population projections  

 

Health – Prevalence of Obesity and Diseases Linked to Inactivity 

3.6 Overall, our residents have some of the highest levels of life expectancy in the 
country. However, there are also high levels of inequality, with significant 
pockets of deprivation and poor health focused mainly in the wards in the 
north of the Borough (Dalgarno, Golborne, St Helens, Notting Dale and 
Colville) but also with pockets in the centre (Earls Court) and the south 
(Chelsea Riverside). 

3.7 There is a larger difference in life expectancy between men living in affluent 
and deprived areas of the borough than in comparison to women. Figures for 
the Index of Multiple Deprivation Affecting Children (IDACI) suggest that 
nearly a quarter of the borough’s children live in income deprived households. 

3.8 Although a large proportion of people say their health is good/very good, 
7,200 people report that their health is bad, with a third of these over 65. 

3.9 Research shows there is a difference in life expectancy between people who 
are inactive and people who are minimally active. Even small increases in 
physical activity are associated with protecting against chronic diseases and 
an improved quality of life, leading to the assertion that any physical activity is 
better than none in terms of health and wellbeing benefits, and the most 
public health benefit comes from enabling inactive people to become slightly 
active.  

 

Obesity 

3.10 Kensington and Chelsea is estimated to have one of the lowest rates of 
obesity in the country. However, roughly one in six adults in the north of the 
borough are likely to be obese, compared to one in ten in the rest of the 
borough. Every ward in the borough has an estimated obesity rate lower than 
the London average. However, of more concern is the situation with children. 
Levels of obesity among state primary school children has generally been 
falling among Reception age pupils but has been rising over time for pupils in 
Year Six and is now ranked the eighth highest in the country. Of all Year Six 
boys in the borough, 29 per cent were obese in 2009/10.7 

Table 3.3: Percentage of adults (18+) classified as overweight or obese 

Area 2018/19 2019/20 

Kensington and Chelsea 49.4% 44.1% 

Brent 49.5% 60.3% 

Hammersmith and Fulham 48.9% 41.6% 

Wandsworth 52.5% 50.3% 

Westminster 48.6% 44% 

 
7 A Community Sport and Physical Activity Strategy for Kensington and Chelsea 2018-2023 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/cspan-strategy-2018-2023


 

 

London 55.9% 55.7% 

England 62.3% 62.8% 
Source: Public Health England (based on Active Lives survey, Sport England), (2018/19 and 
2019/20) 

 Diseases Linked to Inactivity 

3.11 Table 3.4 below gives an indication of the rates for diseases linked to 
inactivity in Kensington and Chelsea and neighbouring areas. 

3.12 Kensington and Chelsea has significantly lower rates of cardiovascular 
disease mortality and cancer mortality than in neighbouring boroughs and 
compared to the London and national average. The prevalence of diabetes is 
in line with neighbouring borough, London and national levels. The prevalence 
of depression is higher than might be expected compared with neighbours but 
below national rates. 

Table 3.4: Prevalence Rates for Diseases Linked to Inactivity 

Area 
Cardiovascular 

Disease Mortality 
Rate 

Cancer 
Mortality 

Rate 

Prevalence 
of Diabetes 

Prevalence of 
Depression 

Kensington 
and Chelsea 

45.64 95.14 8.46% 8.61% 

Brent 76.16 108.93 11.53% 6.84% 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 

76.22 128.39 7.60% 6.60% 

Wandsworth 76.62 125.01 7.07% 7.78% 

Westminster 51.63 87.39 8.18% 6.05% 

London region 69.12 117.44 8.90% 8.20% 

England 70.45 129.23 8.49% 11.56% 

Source: Under 75 Mortality Rate per 100,000, Cardiovascular Disease, PHE; 2017-19, Under 75 Mortality 
Rate, Cancer per 100,000, PHE, 2017-19; Estimated Prevalence of Diabetes (Diagnosed and 
undiagnosed), PHE, 2015; Depression: Recorded prevalence (aged 18+), PHE, 2019-20 

 

 



 

 

Future development in the Borough 

3.13 As a central and highly built-up area with extraordinarily high land values, 
Kensington and Chelsea has limited opportunity for new large-scale 
development. The Council has identified a number of sites where a significant 
amount of new development may be possible. 

3.14 These sites have been included within the draft Local Plan. It includes draft 
allocations, setting out the nature of development which may be suitable on 
each site.  

 

• Kensal Canalside – this is an Opportunity Area with a comprehensive 
framework for the site set out in the Kensal Canalside Opportunity Area 
SPD; plans to accommodate a minimum of 3,500 new homes, 10,000 sq 
m of office floorspace and 2,000 sq m of other non-residential 
floorspace.  

• Earl’s Court – will provide a minimum of 1,050 houses and 40,000 sq m 
of non-residential floorspace, or which a minimum of 20,000 sq m will be 
for offices. 

• Warwick Road Sites – will provide a mix of uses included a minimum of 
450 new homes, as well as leisure, social and community uses. 
Infrastructure and Planning Contributions include the provision of 
community sports hall and public swimming pool (CA5 h). 

• Lots Road South – will provide a minimum of 100 new homes and 65 
affordable extra care homes. 

• Edenham Way – this site is suitable for a mix of uses included both 
RBKC community homes and market homes as well as improvements to 
the existing and community uses on the site. The Development will 
deliver a minimum of 60 residential units and the reprovision of a sports 
court/area. 

• Chelsea Farmer’s Market - will accommodate a minimum of 50 new 
homes. 

• Units 1-14 Latimer Road – will accommodate 75 new homes and 
improved public realm 

 

3.15 Kensal Canalside and Earl’s Court are the largest developments in the 
Borough and those with potential capacity to accommodate additional sport 
facilities. 

3.16 Work has already commenced on redevelopment of the Earl’s Court 
Exhibition Centre site and most of the sites in Warwick Road. Many of these 
sites are close to where wider transformation is taking place across the 
borough border in the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham with the 
regeneration of South Fulham Riverside, Earl’s Court and White City. There is 
also significant regeneration envisaged in Old Oak and Park Royal managed 



 

 

by the Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation (OPDC) to create a 
new community in west London. 

 

 Future Provision, including of sports facilities 

100/100A West Cromwell Road 

3.17 This site is part of the Local Policy Site Allocation Policy CA5 (Warwick Road 
Sites) and is expected to provide community sports hall and public swimming 
pool as per Policy CA5 (h). 

3.18 The scheme submitted for planning in January 2019 (see Figure  below) 
included: 

• Community sports hall (309 sqm) in B6 at the north of the site. It would 

provide a small sports court, studio and climbing wall across three floors. 

It would have flexibility to be used by a range of users and for a range of 

different activities. 

• A privately-run swimming pool with associated changing facilities within 

the basement level underneath B2 (1,242 sqm). The swimming pool 

would be 10m x 20m. 

Figure 3.2: Site layout 

  



 

 

Barlby Road 

3.19 The Council is delivering 600 new homes including a minimum of 300 social 
rent homes, alongside open market homes to rent and other community and 
employment facilities as part of its New Homes Delivery Programme (NHDP). 

3.20 Phase 1 of the NHDP comprises four site which have received planning 
permission and aim to deliver 97 new homes at various tenures. There are 
currently three Phase 2 sites in consideration, all located in the north of the 
Borough. This includes the Barbly Road site which would also provide a 
Sports England-standard indoor sports facility with five-a-side football, tennis, 
basketball and badminton. The sports facility will be used by the Barlby 
Schools next door as well as the local community and will be managed by the 
Council. Details about the sporting facility proposal is shown below in 3.3. 

 

Figure 3.3: Barlby New Homes Sporting Facility 

 

Source: Barlby Public Consultation Presentation, RBKC 2021 

Edenham 

3.21 This site is also part of the NHPD and a site allocation in the Local Plan 
(Policy CA3). The allocation will deliver the reprovision of a sports court/area. 
A new ball court is currently proposed. 

Westway Sports Centre improvements 

3.22 The Westway Sports Centre will provide additional outdoor sports pitches, an 
extension to Climbing Centre, a sports hall and an improved riding arena. A 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/barlby-public-consultation-presentation


 

 

new youth activity area (outdoor and indoor) will also be provided. This aims 
to improve sports/leisure provision for a growing population and re-provide 
pitches lost at the Kensington Leisure Centre. 

 

Sports participation 

3.23 Sport England’s Active Lives Survey has replaced the previous Active People 
Survey. It provides an assessment of levels of physical activity across the 
country at a local authority, regional and national level. The annual survey 
results can be used to identify general patterns and trends in participation.  

3.24 The following definitions for different levels of activity are used by Sport 
England: 

• Inactive: a person doing less than 30 minutes of moderate intensity 
activity per week 

• Fairly active: a person doing being 30-149 minutes of moderate intensity 
activity per week 

• Active: a person doing 150+ minutes of moderate intensity physical 
activity per week 

3.25 Moderate intensity is defined as activity which causes an individual to raise 
their breathing rate. The Chief Medial Officer’s guidelines recommend that 
adults should be active daily and achieve a total of 150 minutes of moderate 
intensity exercise in a week, in bouts lasting for at least 10 minutes (2010/11 
recommendations). 8 

3.26 Figure 3.5 below display the most recently published Active Lives data for the 
Borough while Table 3.5 compares activity rates between Kensington and 
Chelsea, neighbouring boroughs, London and England. 

3.27 Kensington and Chelsea is an area of high activity rates. More people are 
active in the Borough when compared to both the London and national 
averages. There are 71.3% of adults living in the Borough doing more than 
150 minutes of moderate activity on a weekly basis compared to 62.3% in 
London.  

3.28 The activity rate in the Borough has also increased from 68.7% the previous 
year. This suggests a shift from the trends identified in the Community Sport 
and Physical Activity Strategy. The Strategy mentioned a drop in the 
percentage of people meeting the physical activity guidelines and that main 
activity levels had remained fairly static since 2005. 

3.29 The relatively high rates (19.8%) of people participating in sport suggests 
there is a significant market of ‘sporty people’. The implications of this might 
be a need to help these people maintain their active lifestyle whilst 
encouraging others to become (more) active.9 

 
8 A Community Sport and Physical Activity Strategy for Kensington and Chelsea 2018-2023 
9 A Community Sport and Physical Activity Strategy for Kensington and Chelsea 2018-2023 

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/cspan-strategy-2018-2023
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/cspan-strategy-2018-2023


 

 

Figure 3.5: Activity Rates in RBKC 

 

Source: Active Lives Survey, Sport England, November 2019-20 

3.30 Kensington and Chelsea has a higher activity rate than all of its neighbours 
with the exception of Hammersmith and Fulham. Kensington and Chelsea and 
Hammersmith and Fulham also have a much smaller proportion of inactive 
residents. The levels of inactivity for the Borough have continuously 
decreased from 23.9% in Nov 15-16, to 21.2% in Nov 18-19 and 17.4% in 
Nov 19-20. 

Table 3.5: Activity Rates – Comparison Analysis 

  Inactive Fairly active Active 

  
Nov 18-
19 

Nov 19-
20 

Nov 18-
19 

Nov 19-
20 

Nov 18-
19 

Nov 19-
20 

Kensington and 
Chelsea 

21.2% 17.4% 10.1% 11.3% 68.7% 71.3% 

Brent 32.9% 31.9% 10.8% 12.0% 56.3% 56.1% 

Hammersmith and 
Fulham 

19.0% 16.7% 8.4% 8.8% 72.6% 74.5% 

Westminster 20.7% 26.5% 9.6% 11.8% 69.7% 61.7% 

London 23.8% 26.5% 11.7% 11.3% 64.5% 62.3% 

England 24.6% 27.1% 12.2% 11.5% 63.3% 61.4% 
Source: Active Lives Survey, Sport England, November 2018-19 and November 2019-2020 

3.31 Whilst information relating to borough participation levels in helpful in gaining 
an overall picture of participation habits, Sport England’s Small Area 
Estimates gives an idea of how sport participation varies within Kensington 
and Chelsea. Figures 3.6 and 3.7 show the levels of variance in activity and 
inactivity. 

3.32 Activity rates within Kensington and Chelsea reflect, in part, patterns of 
deprivation, with more active people residing in the more affluent areas and 
less active people residing in the most deprived parts of the borough. 

17.40%

11.30%

71.30%

Inactive: less than 30 minutes a week

Fairly active: 30-149 minutes per week

Active: at least 150 minutes a week



 

 

Figure 3.6: 16+ adults being active for 150+ minutes per week in RBKC small areas 
(MSOA) 

 

Source: Sport England Small Area Estimates, 2017-2018 

 

 

Figure 3.7: 16+ adults inactive (less than 30 minutes physical activity per week in the 
past month, excluding gardening) in RBKC small area 

 

Source: Sport England Small Area Estimates, 2017-2018  

 

 



 

 

4. Strategy and Policy 

4.1 Needs assessments should ultimately seek to reflect and support the delivery 
of the relevant planning, sport and strategic policy priorities at local level.  

4.2 Figure 4.1 shows the strategic and sports planning landscape, the strategic 
linkages which should be made and how a LA’s assessment of need should fit 
in. 

 

 



 

 

4.3 In order to ensure that the report takes account of relevant national, regional 
and local policies and priorities, a range of strategies, policies and plans were 
reviewed. 

National Strategy 

4.4 The following strategies provide national level strategic guidance and direction 
in relation to the development of sport, physical activity and healthy lifestyle 
initiatives. The improvement of the existing sport and leisure facilities in 
Kensington and Chelsea will contribute towards a number of national policy 
objectives as summarised below: 

NPPF – Chapter 8. Promoting healthy and safe communities – Open 

space and recreation 

Chapter 8. Promoting healthy and safe communities 

Open space and recreation 

98. Access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunities for 

sport and physical activity is important for the health and well-being of 

communities, and can deliver wider benefits for nature and support efforts to 

address climate change. Planning policies should be based on robust and up-

to-date assessments of the need for open space, sport and recreation 

facilities (including quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses) and 

opportunities for new provision. Information gained from the assessments 

should be used to determine what open space, sport and recreational 

provision is needed, which plans should then seek to accommodate. 

99. Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 

playing fields, should not be built on unless:  

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 

space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 

equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 

location; or c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational 

provision, the benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or 

former use. 

NPPG Open space, sports and recreation facilities, public rights of way 

and local green space 

4.5 How do local planning authorities and developers assess the needs for sports 
and recreation facilities? 

 
Authorities and developers may refer to Sport England’s guidance on how to 
assess the need for sports and recreation facilities. 
 
Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 37-002-20140306 
 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/


 

 

Revision date: 06 03 2014 
 

Sporting Future: A New Strategy for an Active Nation, December 2015 

4.6 The Government’s Strategy is based around a framework which sets out how 
success will be judged by impact on the set outcomes that define why 
Government invests in sport: physical wellbeing, mental wellbeing, individual 
development, social and community development and economic 
development. In addition, there is a key focus on tackling inactivity, targeting 
under-represented groups; encouraging outdoor recreation to achieve health 
and economic benefits; removing the distinction between the terms ‘sport’ and 
‘physical activity’; challenging employers to help their employees to fit 
exercise into the daily routine; improving physical activity infrastructure and 
multiuse ‘hyper local’ facilities. 

Sport England Strategy: Towards an Active Nation - 2016-2021 (Sport 

England, 2016) 

4.7 Through their strategy, Sport England will invest over £1 billion of public 
funding between 2016 and 2021, with the overall vision that everyone in 
England regardless of age, background or ability feels able to engage in sport 
and physical activity. The strategy aligns itself to deliver against the 5 health, 
social and economic outcomes set out in the Sporting Future: A new Strategy 
for an Active Nation. In order to put the strategy into practice, Sport England 
focus on behaviour change. 

Regional Strategy 

The London Plan – Greater London Authority 

4.8 The London Plan 2021 is the Spatial Development Strategy for Greater 
London. It sets out a framework for how London will develop over the next 20-
25 years and the Mayor’s vision for Good Growth. 

4.9 The Plan is part of the statutory development plan for London, meaning that 
the policies in the Plan should inform decisions on planning applications 
across the capital. Borough’s Local Plans must be in ‘general conformity’ with 
the London Plan, ensuring that the planning system for London operates in a 
joined-up way and reflects the overall strategy for how London can develop 
sustainably, which the London Plan sets out. 

4.10 Policy S5 sets out the London Plan’s policy on Sports and recreation facilities: 

A To ensure there is sufficient supply of good quality sports and recreation 

facilities, boroughs should: 

1) prepare Development Plans informed by a needs assessment for 

sports and recreation facilities. Needs should be assessed at the local and 

sub regional level. Needs assessments should include an audit of existing 

facilities 

2) secure sites for a range of sports and recreation facilities in 

Development Plans, as justified by the needs assessment 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/486622/Sporting_Future_ACCESSIBLE.pdf
https://sportengland-production-files.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/s3fs-public/sport-england-towards-an-active-nation.pdf


 

 

3) maintain, promote and enhance networks for walking, cycling and other 

activities including the Walk London Network shown on Figure 5.1 

B Development proposals for sports and recreation facilities should: 

1) increase or enhance the provision of facilities in accessible locations, well-

connected to public transport and link to networks for walking and cycling 

2) maximise the multiple use of facilities, and encourage the co-location of 

services between sports providers, schools, colleges, universities and other 

community facilities 

3) support the provision of sports lighting within reasonable hours, where 

there is an identified need for sports facilities, and lighting is required to 

increase their potential usage, unless the lighting gives rise to 

demonstrable harm to the local community or biodiversity 

C Existing sports and recreational land (including playing fields) and facilities 

for sports and recreation should be retained unless 

1) an assessment has been undertaken which clearly shows the sports and 

recreational land or facilities to be surplus to requirements (for the existing 

or alternative sports and recreational provision) at the local and sub-

regional level. Where published, a borough’s assessment of need for sports 

and recreation facilities should inform this assessment; or 

2) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 

equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 

location; or  

3) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 

benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use 

D Where facilities are proposed on existing open space, boroughs should 

consider these in light of policies on protecting open space (Policy G2 

London’s Green Belt, Policy G3 Metropolitan Open Land and Policy G4 

Open space) and the borough’s own assessment of needs and 

opportunities for sports facilities, and the potential impact that the 

development will have. 

4.11 The policy is informed by a Strategic Assessment of Need: Swimming Pools, 
Sports Halls and Artificial Grass Pitch provision in London 2017-2041 
Facilities Planning Model, Sport England, July 2017 which reaches the 
following conclusions. 

4.12 Current provision of swimming pools, artificial grass pitches (AGPs), and 
sports halls is not meeting demand. The need is most significant for AGPs 
where only 55 per cent of demand is currently being met. Swimming pools 
currently meet 93 per cent of total demand across London and sports halls 
meet 85 per cent of demand. For all types of facilities, the level of unmet 
demand is projected to increase by 2041 if no new facilities are provided. 
Increasing the catchment areas of existing facilities by improving public 



 

 

transport accessibility and access by walking and cycling, plus extending their 
opening hours, could increase their availability and potential number of users. 
Where new facilities are to be provided, they should be located in accessible 
locations, with the ability to maximise opening hours. 

 

Sport for All of Us: Mayor of London Strategy for Sport 

4.13 The Mayor’s strategy was adopted in December 2018. At the heart of the 
Mayor’s approach to sport in London is his belief in the power of sport to bring 
people together and improve their lives. This underpins his aim for London to 
be the most socially integrated, active city and undisputed sporting capital of 
the world. 

London Health Inequalities Strategy 

4.14 The Mayor's Health Inequalities Strategy, published in September 2018, sets 
out his plans to tackle unfair differences in health to make London a healthier, 
fairer city. 

 

Local Strategy 

RBKC Council Plan 2021 to 202310 

4.15 In July 2021 the Council updated its 2019 Council Plan and published a 
document called ‘Our Council Plan 2019 to 2023’. This is intended to reflect 
upon the changes associated with the Covid-19 pandemic and to consider 
how the Council might best support our communities to recover from it. It sets 
three cross-cutting themes and five priority areas. The five priority areas are: 

1) Grenfell recovery 

2) A great place to live, work and learn 

3) Supporting and safeguarding vulnerable residents 

4) Healthy, clean and safe 

5) A place of culture to visit and explore 

4.16 The Council wants to “help all residents experience a better quality of life. This 
means exploring different approaches to address increased health inequalities 
and continuing to work with residents to make our place green, safe and 
clean.” 

4.17 The Council would like to see a rise in active travel and participation in 
physical activity, sport and leisure. 

4.18 The Council will Promote healthy living and support improvements to physical 
and mental wellbeing, following the effects of the pandemic, by increasing 

 
10 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/rbkc-council-plan-2021-to-2023  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/sport-for-all-of-us.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/health_strategy_2018_low_res_fa1.pdf
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/newsroom/council-launches-refreshed-council-plan-shaped-you-our-residents
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/rbkc-council-plan-2021-to-2023


 

 

support services in the wider community and working with the NHS to deliver 
early intervention with those most at risk. 

 

RBKC Local Plan 

4.19 The current Local Plan (2019) sets out the future development of the borough 
looking ahead to 2028 and identifies where the main developments will take 
place, and how places within the borough will change – or be protected from 
change – over that period. It contains the Council’s planning policies. 

4.20 The Local Plan 2019’s Strategic Objective 1 – Keeping Life Local aims for 
social and community facilities to widely available. This means the Council 
protects existing and facilitates new social and community uses. Facilities 
such as sports centres serve wider catchments and finding new sites in the 
right place for these uses is a challenge in RBKC. 

4.21 The Local Plan also sets out Corporate or Partnership Actions for Keeping 
Life Local.  This includes working with Environment, Leisure and Residents 
Services Department and the Sports Development Team to ensure 
opportunities for new sports facilities, particularly in areas of deficiency, will be 
fully examined. 

 

Creating a Level Playing Field A Community Sport and Physical Activity 

Strategy for Kensington and Chelsea 2018-202311 

4.22 Formed in 2007, the Kensington and Chelsea Community Sport and Physical 
Activity Network (K&C CSPAN) work together to securing borough wide 
funding along with providing the community and individuals with the 
knowledge, skills and resources to access external funding.  

4.23 In 2018, they published the Strategy which provides a positive framework for 
reinforcing the important role of physical activity in improving the lives of 
people throughout Kensington and Chelsea. The strategy is closely aligned 
with national ambitions and London plans to make London the most physically 
active city in the world. 

4.24 There are three main objectives for this strategy:  

• To increase participation in physical activity through the development of a 

wide range of accessible opportunities to enable everyone to be more 

active 

• To develop new and sustainable local community programmes to get 

more people to adopt healthy lifestyles 

• To achieve permanent behaviour change through increasing  

• opportunities for residents to build physical activity into their everyday 

lives. 

 
11 https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/cspan-strategy-2018-2023  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/cspan-strategy-2018-2023


 

 

 

4.25 The strategy also contains a set of emerging priorities. K&C CSPAN will 
create a five-year action plan which will help to deliver the Strategy’s 
Objectives and the Priorities. This will be reviewed and refreshed annually to 
monitor performance. 

4.26 Among the emerging Priorities, two are of particular relevance to this 
Assessment:  

• Priority E: Creating excellent environments that encourage physical 

activity (including parks and open spaces, housing estates, leisure 

centres, workplaces and highways). This includes “Review and develop 

sports and leisure facilities to meet the needs of the community now and 

into the future”. 

• Priority F: Using evidence-based approaches / local data and robust 

monitoring to learn and improve impact, use this evidence to formulate a 

marketing campaign 

 

Kensington and Chelsea Joint Health and Well-being Strategy 2016 to 

2021 

4.27 The Health and Wellbeing Board is responsible for improving the health and 
wellbeing of people in Kensington and Chelsea. The Joint Health and 
Wellbeing Strategy (JHWS) outlines they aim to achieve this. 

4.28 The vision is to enable everyone to be as healthy as they can be and to start 
well, stay well and age well. Key priorities are enabling good mental health for 
all; supporting children, young people and families to have the best possible 
start in life; addressing the rising tide of long-term conditions. To support 
these the Strategy aims to encourage healthier lifestyles working with key 
partner areas including leisure and physical activity. 

 

  

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/kensington-and-chelsea-joint-health-and-well-being-strategy-2016-to-2021
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/media/document/kensington-and-chelsea-joint-health-and-well-being-strategy-2016-to-2021


 

 

5. Consultation 

5.1 Includes all information gathered through discussions with stakeholders 

 Neighbouring Boroughs 

“Whilst there are gaps in the facility provision and the lack of open space in 
some areas of the Borough restricts the provision of certain outdoor sports, 
the utilisation of open space for exercise is higher than the London average. 
Neighbouring London Boroughs also alleviate these deficiencies with 
supporting infrastructure including the athletics tracks found close to our 
boundary at Wormwood Scrubs, Battersea Park, Paddington Recreation 
Ground, and the Royal Parks.” 12 

5.2 Statement of Common Ground (SoCG): There is and will continue to be 
cross-boundary use of green open spaces. Kensington & Chelsea, Brent, 
Westminster, Wandsworth, Hammersmith and Fulham, and the OPDC all 
seek to provide sufficient open space and sports facilities in association 
with new development to meet the additional need created.  Where cross 
border demands are created, all boroughs have agreed to work with their 
neighbours to consider how these are best addressed. In addition, Kensington 
& Chelsea will give due consideration to Biodiversity Action Plans of 
neighbouring boroughs in our Biodiversity Plan to ensure a joined-up 
approach as far as possible. 

 

Neighbouring 
Borough 

Key Facilities 
Near Boundary 

Current facilities 
strategy? 

Any facility projects of 
relevance 

Hammersmith 
and Fulham 

 Leisure Needs Update 
February 2017 
 

The council has plans 
to commission an 
Indoor Sports Facilities 
Strategy shortly.  

The council undertook 
a comprehensive needs 
assessment of sports 
and leisure facilities 
across the borough 
which focused on 
swimming pools, sports 
halls, health and fitness 
centres, synthetic turf 
pitches, athletics, 
indoor tennis and 
climbing facilities. This 
identified several areas 
of the borough where 

There are plans for a new 
leisure facility in White 
City; there is an identified 
need for a sports hall 
here. 

 
12 Community Sport and Physical Activity Strategy for Kensington and Chelsea 2018-2023 

https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/sites/default/files/section_attachments/sd31._leisure_needs_assessment_update_2017.pdf
https://www.lbhf.gov.uk/sites/default/files/section_attachments/sd31._leisure_needs_assessment_update_2017.pdf


 

 

there are deficiencies in 
certain types of 
facilities, as well as the 
types of facilities where 
improvements and/or 
new provision is 
needed to support 
future growth. In 
particular, a significant 
need for sports halls 
was identified. The 
council have also 
prepared a Community 
Sports and Physical 
Activity Strategy, which 
sets out the main 
priorities for increasing 
participation in sports 
and leisure activities.  

The council’s 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan provides further 
details of the future 
requirements for sports 
and leisure provision in 
the borough. A number 
of schemes have been 
identified to improve 
and enhance existing 
sports facilities. In the 
council’s regeneration 
areas there will be 
opportunities for new 
sports and leisure 
facilities such as sports 
halls to be provided as 
part of major 
developments, which 
includes proposals for 
new provision within the 
White City Opportunity 
Area and the Earls 
Court and West 
Kensington Opportunity 
Area. 

The City of 
Westminster 

 The council doesn’t 
currently have an up-to-
date Sport Facilities 
Strategy or Playing 
Pitch Strategy. 

Jubilee Sports Centre is 
currently closed while the 
facilities are redeveloped. 
The new facility will have 
a 3-court sports hall and a 
studio. There will no 
longer be a swimming 
pool at the site. 



 

 

Brent  Indoor Sports and 
Leisure Facilities Needs 
Assessment, November 
2018 

 

Wandsworth  The council doesn’t 
currently have an up-to-
date Sport Facilities 
Strategy or Playing 
Pitch Strategy. 

 

  

https://www.brent.gov.uk/media/16415919/eb_s_04-indoor-sports-and-leisure-facilities-needs-assessment.pdf
https://www.brent.gov.uk/media/16415919/eb_s_04-indoor-sports-and-leisure-facilities-needs-assessment.pdf
https://www.brent.gov.uk/media/16415919/eb_s_04-indoor-sports-and-leisure-facilities-needs-assessment.pdf
https://www.brent.gov.uk/media/16415919/eb_s_04-indoor-sports-and-leisure-facilities-needs-assessment.pdf


 

 

6. Facilities analysis 

 

Review of Community Sport and Physical Activity Strategy 

6.1 In Kensington and Chelsea we have many community amateur sports clubs, 

all of who provide an essential service to our local communities. The 
development of these clubs that encourage local people to take-up sport, 
improve their talents and give them the option to initiate and maintain life-long 
participation in sport is an essential part of our work to support the sporting 
infrastructure in the borough. 

6.2 Three main public leisure centres serve the Borough - Kensington Leisure 

Centre, Chelsea Sports Centre run by Greenwich Leisure on behalf of the 

Council’s Leisure Services, and the Westway Sports and Fitness Centre, 
which is managed by Everyone Active. All of these have had recent significant 
investment to improve provision and accessibility. Our main parks also have a 
range of sports and play facilities on offer including tennis courts, multi-use 
games areas and outdoor gyms. 

6.3 In addition to these three main centres there are additional facilities including 
two skate parks in the north of the Borough, Westway Sports and Fitness 
Club, Canalside Activity Centre, Cremorne Riverside Centre, Kensington and 
Chelsea College facilities and community centres for the over 50’s such as 
the New Horizons Centre and the Second Half Centre managed by Open 
Age. 

6.4 Also, there are a large network of community facilities located on housing 
estates and in other community settings, including Community and Day 
Centres, where sport and physical activities take place, such as the Pepper 
Pot Day Centre, which provides services to older people from the local African 
and Caribbean communities. 

6.5 Whilst there are gaps in the facility provision and the lack of open space in 
some areas of the Borough restricts the provision of certain outdoor sports, 
the utilisation of open space for exercise is higher than the London average. 
Neighbouring London Boroughs also alleviate these deficiencies with 
supporting infrastructure including the athletics tracks found close to our 
boundary at Wormwood Scrubs, Battersea Park, Paddington Recreation 
Ground, and the Royal Parks 

6.6 Not so easily met is the lack of indoor sports provision, particularly in the 
south of the Borough. This may be addressed by the Council’s long-term 
ambition to improve existing facilities and the ambition of the K&C CSPAN to 
increase access to indoor space in local schools, colleges, and private health 
facilities and use non-traditional venues used to support the Strategy’s aims, 
which will be a key objective of the Action Plan.  

 

 



 

 

Facility type Number of sites in 
RBKC 

Studio 53 

Outdoor Tennis 
Courts 34 

Health and Fitness 
Gym 27 

Sports Hall 17 

Artificial Grass Pitch 16 

Swimming Pool 14 

Grass Pitches 4 

Squash Courts 4 

Indoor Tennis Centre 2 

 Total 171 



 

 

Figure 6.1: Facility Types in RBKC (as of 2021) 

 

Source: Active Places Power 

 

Figure 6.2: Facility Types in London (as of 2021) 

 

Source: Active Places Power 
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Figure 6.3: Breakdown of sport facility ownership in RBKC 

 

Source: Active Places Power 2021 

 

Figure 6.4: Breakdown of sport facility ownership in London 

 

Source: Active Places Power 2021 
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Swimming Pools   

6.7 The Council has commissioned Sport England to carry out a facilities model 
assessment of Swimming Pools Provision in Kensington and Chelsea.  This 
was published in January 2022 and is appended. This includes a full supply, 
demand and access assessment. 

6.8 This report identifies a number of key findings.    

• The five Kensington and Chelsea swimming pool sites have 1,495 sqm 
of water, of which 1,486 sqm is available for community use and equates 
to 99.3% of the total supply.  There is almost no swimming pool capacity 
from the current supply that can be added to the weekly peak period. 

• There is a total of 44 swimming pool sites in the four neighbouring 
boroughs, of which 12 are close to the Kensington and Chelsea border 
and are therefore the nearest pool for some of the Borough residents. 

• Eight of the swimming pool sites located closest to Kensington and 
Chelsea are commercial swimming pools which provide recreational 
swimming for the centre membership and a learn to swim school, and 
four are public leisure centres.  

• In 2020, 97% of the total demand for swimming from Kensington and 
Chelsea residents is met. 

• Of the 97% of   demand that is met, 49% is retained within the Borough, 
and 51% is met at a swimming pool outside in a neighbouring borough.  

• Retained demand is 4,533 visits per week in the peak period and 
exported demand is 4,745 visits in the weekly peak period.   

• Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is less than 3% of total 
demand and equates to just 42 sqm of water. 

• Of the total unmet demand, 87% is located outside the catchment area 
of a pool and 13% is due to lack of swimming pool capacity.  

• Unmet demand outside a catchment is 219 visits per week in the peak 
period.  This compares with Kensington and Chelsea’s demand inside a 
catchment which is met of 9,279 visits per week in the peak period.   

• Unmet demand is highest in the Earls Court area, but only totals 10 sqm 
of water.  

• The average estimated used capacity of Kensington and Chelsea 
swimming pool sites is 82% in the weekly peak period.  This is 12 
percentage points above the Sport England comfort level for pools being 
busy at 70% of capacity used at peak times. 

• Both Chelsea Sports Centre and Kensington Leisure Centre have an 
estimated used capacity of 100% in the weekly peak period.  They have 
a ‘draw effect’ because they provide access for all residents for all 
swimming activities, they are proactively managed to encourage 
swimming participation and physical activity, and there is not the 



 

 

requirement to pay a monthly membership fee as with commercial 
swimming pools.   

• Imported demand is 57% of the estimated used capacity of the 
Borough’s swimming pools in the peak period. 

• Kensington and Chelsea exports 4,745 visits in the weekly peak period 
and imports 6,052 visits and is therefore a net importer of 1,307 visits in 
the weekly peak period.   

6.9 The key conclusion is that “the swimming pools are meeting demand in 2020 
but without the scope to increase capacity”.   

 

Sports Halls    

6.10 The Council has commissioned Sport England to carry out a facilities model 
assessment of Sports Halls Provision in Kensington and Chelsea.  This was 
published in January 2022 and is appended. This includes a full supply, 
demand and access assessment. 

6.11 This report identifies a number of key findings.    

• Kensington and Chelsea’s total supply of sports halls equates to 23 
badminton courts, of which 17 are available for community use in the 
weekly perk period.   

• An aggregate total of six badminton courts at the educational sites are 

unavailable for community use, which is 26% of the total supply. 

• The sports hall offer is extensive, with a double four-court public leisure 

centre sports hall and three educational sports hall each with four courts. 

Therefore, out of the five sports halls, there are four with dimensions that 

meet the requirements of hall sports at the community level of 

participation.  

• Four of the five sports hall sites are located in the north-west of the 

authority, with Chelsea Academy located in the south-west very close to 

the boundary with Hammersmith and Fulham.   

• The area of the Borough with the greatest deprivation is also in the 

north-west.  Chelsea Academy is located in an area with less 

deprivation.    

• In 2020,   77% of the total demand for sports halls in Kensington and 

Chelsea is met.6.Of the demand that is met, only 27% is retained within 

the Borough, which equates to less than three out of ten visits to a sports 

hall.   

• In terms of visits, retained demand is 2,583 visits per week in the weekly 

peak period and the exported demand is 7,040 visits in the weekly peak 

period.  



 

 

• Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is 23% of total demand and 

equates to 10 badminton courts. 

• Of the unmet demand, 32% is located outside a catchment and 68% is  

from lack of capacity of sports halls.  

• There is justification for further sports hall provision in one of the 

locations of Earls Court, South Kensington, Kensington or Bayswater.  

• The estimated used capacity of the Kensington and Chelsea sports halls 

is 100% in the weekly peak period, which is the same for all the 

neighbouring boroughs.   

6.12 The key conclusion is that “bringing all the key findings together, there is 
justification for a new sports hall site located in one of Earl’s Court, South 
Kensington or Bayswater.  If there us a school site which has sufficient space 
to accommodate a four-court sports hall and would commit to secure 
community access, then this would be the best option to progress.”  

6.13 The report also notes that, “by way of context, in 2017 the Greater London 
Authority undertook an FPM study on sports halls.  That study also identified 
that the London-wide demand for sports halls exceeded supply. “ 

 

Grass Pitches 

Supply 

6.14 The audit using APP data shows there are a total of 20 sport pitches in 
Kensington and Chelsea including 4 grass pitches and 16 AGPs (including 1 
in private use). The data also identifies 2 grass pitches that are no longer in 
use (1 cricket grass pitch in Holland Park and 1 adult football grass pitch in 
South Grounds). This assessment will only consider AGPs. The ‘Strategic 
Assessment of Need for Artificial Grass Pitch Provision in London 2017 – 
2041’ report does not identify any AGP provision in Kensington and Chelsea. 

6.15 The audit using APP data was against a web search and discussion with the 
Sport and Leisure Team. This showed some inconsistencies which will need 
to be verified with the Children Services and Housing team. The result of the 
audit is shown below in table 6.1. 

Demand 

6.16 The report states that outer London authorities with the largest land area have 
the highest supply of artificial grass pitches (AGPs). Some 55% of the total 
demand for AGPs across London is met in 2017. This is a very low level of 
satisfied demand when compared to the England wide figure (82%). Satisfied 
demand vary between Boroughs, it being highest in Hillingdon at 82% of total 
demand being met and lowest level of satisfied demand being at Westminster 
at 25%, Hackney at 31%, Kensington and Chelsea at 31%, Camden at 34% 
and Hammersmith and Fulham at 35%. 

  



 

 

Table 6.1: AGP RBKC Audit – AGPs only 

Site Name 
Facility 
Sub Type 

Number 
Access 
Type 

Ownership 
Type 

Management 
Type 

Year 
Built 

Area  Notes 

Avondale Park Sand Filled 1 
Pay and 
Play 

Local 
Authority 

Local 
Authority (in 
house) 

1990 2435 5/7-a-side floodlit Astroturf pitch. 

Chelsea Academy Sand Filled 1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Academies 
School/Colleg
e/University 
(in house) 

2010 273 

The Academy is home to two impressive Multi Use 
Games Areas (MUGAs) that are available for hire for 
a number of sporting activities, including football 
matches. The MUGAs are situated on the first-floor 
roof and are surrounded by a caged fence. The larger 
MUGA is full size and has match point two all-weather 
surfacing. 

Emslie Horniman's 
Pleasance 

Sand 
Dressed 

1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Local 
Authority 

Local 
Authority (in 
house) 

2013 1050 

All-weather floodlit sports area.  

 

Emslie Horniman's Pleasance offers a 5 a-side game 
of football on an outdoor 3G AstroTurf surface. 
 

Two 5-a-side and one 7-a-side floodlit Astroturf 
pitches 

Hazlewood Tower 
Football Pitch 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Local 
Authority 

Local 
Authority (in 
house) 

2015 608 Football pitch in the middle of a new build estate.  

Holland Park School 
Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 Private Use 
Academy 
Convertors 

School/Colleg
e/University 
(in house) 

2013 2654 

- A floodlit all weather pitch – 61.1 metres x 
43.6metres 
- A floodlit tarmac surface Multi Use Games Area 
(MUGA) – 65 m x 40m 

Kensington Aldridge 
Academy 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Academies 
School/Colleg
e/University 
(in house) 

2014 690 

A picturesque Rooftop 3G Pitch complete with views 
of London. 
Dimensions 16.72 m x 26.88 m 
Rubber surface with an overhead netting 
Accessible by both stairs and lift 
Suitable for 5 a-side football. 
Ideal for casual games, training, children’s birthday 
parties and active camps. 
The 3G Pitch has a total size of 449 square metres 



 

 

Marlborough Primary 
School 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Community 
school 

School/Colleg
e/University 
(in house) 

2017 576 

A well-presented 3G Pitch available for training and 
matches 
 
Dimensions 60m x 90mm 
5v5 or 7v7 size pitch 
Rooftop pitch (fourth floor) 
Floodlit pitch 

St Luke's Gardens Sand Filled 1 

Sports 
Club / 
Community 
Association 

Local 
Authority 

Local 
Authority (in 
house) 

2007 722 

St Luke's Garden is located near to South Kensington 
in Central London and is a rare example of a facility 
with Central London 5 a-side football pitches. It is 
operated by the London Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea and the football pitches are incredibly 
popular from 5pm to 10pm Monday to Friday. 
However, there is availability on the weekends. 
 
Facilities on offer at St Luke's Gardens include: 
 
- Hard play area available for football, tennis and 
netball 
There are two pitches available and both have a 
synthetic surface and are floodlit. 
- Two 5-a-side AstroTurf pitches 

Westway Sports & 
Fitness Centre 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 
Pay and 
Play 

Other Trust 2004 4140 11 a-side spectator pitch 

Westway Sports & 
Fitness Centre 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

5 
Pay and 
Play 

Other Trust 2004 600 Five 5 a-side pitches 

Westway Sports & 
Fitness Centre 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 
Pay and 
Play 

Other Trust 2004 1650  8 a-side pitch  

Westway Sports & 
Fitness Centre 

Long Pile 
Carpet 

1 
Pay and 
Play 

Other Trust 2004 900  6 a-side pitch 



 

 

6.17 The Council recognises that a further exercise will be necessary to establish 
any mismatch between the current supply and future demand for outdoor 
sports pitches. 

  



 

 

 

Appendix A: Facilities Planning Model Assessment of 
Swimming Pool Provision in Kensington and Chelsea 

  



 

 

 

Appendix B: Facilities Planning Model Assessment of 
Sports Hall Provision in Kensington and Chelsea 
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This document has been produced by Sport England for the Royal Borough of Kensington and 
Chelsea on 26 January 2022.  This document can be reproduced by the Royal Borough of 
Kensington and Chelsea, subject to it being used accurately and not in a misleading context.  
When the document is reproduced in whole or in part within another publication or service, the full 
title, date, and accreditation to Sport England must be included. 

Disclaimer 

The information in this report is presented in good faith using the information available to Sport 
England at the time of preparation. It is provided on the basis that the authors of the report are not 
liable to any person or organisation for any damage or loss which may occur in relation to taking, 
or not taking, action in respect of any information or advice within the document. 

Accreditations 

Other than data provided by Sport England, this report also contains data from the following 
sources: 

Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right. All rights reserved Sport England 
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Executive Summary 

i. The key element to be taken from this report is that demand for sports halls in the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea exceeds supply in 2020.  The sports hall sites are 
estimated to be full at peak times and there is sufficient unmet demand to justify 
consideration of further sports hall provision.   

Key Findings  

ii. The key findings from the supply, demand and access assessment are set out below and 
described in full under each assessment heading:  

1. Kensington and Chelsea’s total supply of sports halls equates to 23 badminton courts, 
of which 17 are available for community use in the weekly perk period.  An aggregate 
total of six badminton courts at the educational sites are unavailable for community 
use, which is 26% of the total supply. 

2. The sports hall offer is extensive, with a double four-court public leisure centre sports 
hall and three educational sports hall each with four courts.  Therefore, out of the five 
sports halls, there are four with dimensions that meet the requirements of hall sports at 
the community level of participation. 

3. Four of the five sports hall sites are located in the north-west of the authority, with 
Chelsea Academy located in the south-west very close to the boundary with 
Hammersmith and Fulham.  

4. The area of the Borough with the greatest deprivation is also in the north-west.  
Chelsea Academy is located in an area with less deprivation.   

5. In 2020, 77% of the total demand for sports halls in Kensington and Chelsea is met.   

6. Of the demand that is met, only 27% is retained within the Borough, which equates to 
less than three out of ten visits to a sports hall.   

7. In terms of visits, retained demand is 2,583 visits per week in the weekly peak period 
and the exported demand is 7,040 visits in the weekly peak period.  

8. Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is 23% of total demand and equates to 10 
badminton courts. 

9. Of the unmet demand, 32% is located outside a catchment and 68% is from lack of 
capacity of sports halls. 

10. There is justification for further sports hall provision in one of the locations of Earls 
Court, South Kensington, Kensington or Bayswater.   

11. The estimated used capacity of the Kensington and Chelsea sports halls is 100% in 
the weekly peak period, which is the same for all the neighbouring boroughs.  



 

Strategic Overview 

iii. The Kensington and Chelsea finding on sports halls being full at peak times has to be put 
into context.  It also applies to all the neighbouring boroughs and is a London-wide finding. A 
Greater London Authority FPM study in 2017 on sports halls estimated an unmet demand of 
390 badminton courts across London, with 52% due to lack of sports hall capacity and 48% 
from unmet demand located outside the catchment of a sports hall. 

iv. There are two features arising from the Kensington and Chelsea sports hall locations; (1) 
there are no sports halls located in the centre, southern or eastern sides of the Borough, 
which contributes to the 32% of unmet demand located outside a catchment; and (2) the 
Borough retains only 23% of its demand for sports halls, with 77% being met outside the 
Borough. 

v. The retained demand is based on Kensington and Chelsea residents choosing to use a 
sports hall located in the Borough, and the location of the sites is limiting this choice.  The 
balance between the two unmet demand sources in Kensington and Chelsea is broadly 
reflected in other boroughs and London-wide.  

vi. Unfortunately, most of the sports halls in the neighbouring boroughs that are located closest 
to Kensington and Chelsea, are also in the north in Westminster.  There are far fewer sports 
halls to the east, south and west of Kensington and Chelsea.  However, the finding is that 
77% of Kensington and Chelsea’s demand for sports halls is met outside the Borough. 

vii. Bringing all the key findings together, there is justification for a new sports hall site located in 
one of Earls Court, South Kensington, Kensington or Bayswater.  If there is a school site 
which has sufficient space to accommodate a four-court sports hall and would commit to 
secure community access, then this would be the best option to progress.     

Next Steps 

viii. The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, in reviewing the findings of this report. may 
wish to consider applying the evidence base to ensure that the benefits from the strategic 
direction being set by Sport England are realised. 

ix. It is important to set out that this is a one-year assessment and provides the evidence base 
as of now.  The findings should be consulted on to provide a rounded evidence base and 
address the issues identified.   

x. Longer term local assessments can be undertaken using the FPM, including population 
projections with options for modelling changes in the sports hall supply and assessing the 
collective impact this has on the future demand for sports halls and its distribution.  Such an 
evidence base can be applied in strategic planning, the Local Plan policy and for securing 
inward investment. 

 

 



 

Footnote to the Report  

xi. In responding to the draft report, the Council identified a further sports hall not included in 
the assessment, Kensington Primary Academy.  The school opened in 2016 and has a four-
court hall which is available for community use.  Lettings are managed by Schools Plus and 
the sports hall is available for lettings on weekday evenings.  

xii. The school is located in Kensington and there are no other sports hall sites in the immediate 
area.  This site increases the Borough’s total supply to 27 courts.  If the sports hall was 
available for hire for the full weekly peak period, then the accessible supply increases to 21 
courts.  However, currently it only appears to be available for booking for 10 hours a week, 
which would increase the supply by 1 court. 

xiii. Reachable unmet demand for sports halls in this area is over 7 courts, therefore, this site 
does make a difference in reducing unmet demand. 

xiv. The Council have been informed of these comments and that the sports hall is not included 
in the assessment. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This assessment uses Sport England’s Facilities Planning Model (FPM) and outputs from the 
National Run using Active Places data as of March 2020. 

1.2 The supply assessment is based on sports halls being open and accessible for community 
use.  If there are temporary closures of sports hall sites due to Covid-19 or for any other 
reasons, the local authority should inform Sport England Active Places Power by use of the 
contact us link https://www.activeplacespower.com. 

1.3 This standard run provides an initial assessment of the current supply and demand for the 
provision of sports halls in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (hereafter referred to 
as Kensington and Chelsea, or the Borough).  The assessment does not include future 
population growth projections but is a baseline evidence base for sports hall provision. 

1.4 To help with comparative analysis the data outputs for the neighbouring local authorities, 
together with regional and national findings, are included in the data tables.  

Context 

1.5 The report should form part of a wider assessment of provision at local level, which then 
provides a rounded assessment and evidence base report.  This should include other available 
information and knowledge from (1) a sports perspective, such as national sports governing 
bodies and other sports organisations, and (2) a local perspective from the local authority, the 
facility operator, and local sports clubs.   

1.6 The findings from this FPM standard report should be reviewed and applied with reference to 
the strategic direction being set by Sport England on: 

• The policies, programmes and interventions proposed to increase sports participation 
and physical activity  

• The application of the research applied by Sport England in determining the strategy and 
the evidence base 

• The role sports facilities can play in increasing sports participation and physical activity 

1.7 The strategy can be accessed at Uniting the Movement | Sport England. 

Future Assessment 

1.8 Longer term bespoke FPM local assessments for future provision can be undertaken based 
on:  

• Review of these findings 

• Projected population growth and inclusion of residential sites identified in the Local Plan 

https://www.activeplacespower.com/
https://www.sportengland.org/why-were-here/uniting-the-movement
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• Options for changes in supply – closure/new openings at the same or different locations 
and on different scales 

1.9 The purpose is to identify how these changes impact on access to sports halls for residents in 
future years and whether changes in supply meet future demand. 

1.10 These can be applied as an evidence base in Local Plan policy and the future assessments 
also inform a long-term evidence base for securing inward investment – grant aid applications, 
and prototype developments, for example, Sport England Leisure Local. 

Report Structure, Content and Sequence 

1.11 This report sets out the full findings under six assessment headings as follows: 

• Supply – How many facilities are there and what is their capacity? 

• Demand – Who wants to use facilities? 

• Satisfied Demand – How many people use the facilities?  Where do people use facilities 
(inside and outside the authority) and how do they travel there? 

• Unmet Demand – Who is unable to use facilities and why?  Is there not sufficient 
capacity or are people too far away from facilities? 

• Used Capacity – How full are the facilities and where are people coming from (inside and 
outside the authority)? 

• Local Share – Which areas have better or worse provision, considering the number of 
people who want to use them? 

1.12 Each assessment heading has a table of main findings, followed by a full definition of the 
heading.  Each key finding is numbered and in bold typeface.  All tables include the findings 
for the neighbouring authorities, together with regional and England-wide findings.  This is 
because the assessments are based on catchment areas, and catchments extend across 
local authority boundaries. 

1.13 Where valid to do so, the findings for the neighbouring local authorities are compared with the 
core authority, for example, badminton courts per 10,000 population. 

1.14 Maps to support the findings on facility locations, deprivation, unmet demand, public transport 
access and local share are also included. 

1.15 Appendix 1 lists the facilities excluded from the study with explanations, and Appendix 2 
describes the facility planning inclusion criteria and model parameters. 
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2. Supply of Sports Halls 

Supply Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Number of halls 5 21 4 21 14 671 5,930 

Number of hall 
sites 5 15 4 13 14 471 4,093 

Supply of total hall 
space in 
badminton courts 

23 91 17 81 55 2,633 23,559 

Supply of publicly 
available hall 
space in courts 
(scaled with hours 
available in the 
peak period) 

16.6 71.30 9.80 66.60 43.10 1,906.30 17,371 

Supply of total hall 
space in visits per 
week in the peak 
period 

6,056 25,959 3,552 24,241 15,672 693,878 6,323,045 

 

 
 

 

2.1. There are five individual sports halls located at five sites in Kensington and Chelsea in 2020.  
Key finding 1 is that the total supply of sports halls is the equivalent to 23 badminton courts, 
of which 17 are available for community use in the weekly peak period.  There is an 
aggregate total of six badminton courts at the educational sites which are unavailable for 
community use, and this represents 26% of the total supply. 

2.2. Details of the sports halls in Kensington and Chelsea are set out in Table 2.1. 

2.3. There is one local authority leisure centre sports hall site, three educational sports hall sites 
and one community owned sports hall site (Harrow Club W10).  The public leisure centre 
accounts for 20% of the total number of sites, the educational providers 60% and the 
community-owned site 20%. 

 

Definition of supply – This is the supply or capacity of the sports halls which are available 
for community and club use in the weekly peak period.  Supply is expressed in the 
number of visits that a sports hall can accommodate in the weekly peak period and in the 
number of badminton courts. 

 
Weekly peak period – This is when the majority of visits take place and when users have 
most flexibility to visit.  The peak period for sports halls is one hour on weekday mornings, 
five hours on weekday evenings and eight hours on weekend days.  This gives a total of 
46 hours per week.  The modelling and recommendations are based on the ability of the 
public to access facilities during this weekly peak period. 
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Table 2.1:  Sports Hall Supply in Kensington and Chelsea 2020 (Facilities Included) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

2.4. The local authority Kensington Leisure Centre (opened in 2015) has a 37m x 33m eight- 
court sports hall.  It provides the full range of hall sports, and its scale also means it can 
operate as an events venue.  The centre is accessible for all residents to use and is available 
for weekday daytime use, unlike the educational venues during term time.  The centre is 
proactively managed to encourage participation in hall sports and physical activity. 

2.5. Each educational provider will determine the policy, hours of use and types of community 
use.  Use is most likely for organised activities by sports clubs and community groups, with 
little recreational pay and play. 

2.6. All three educational sports halls have four courts.  Chelsea Academy (opened in 2010) and 
Kensington Aldridge Academy (opened in 2014) have dimensions of 34.5m x 20m, and St 
Charles Catholic Sixth Form College (opened in 2009) has dimensions of 33m x 18m. 

2.7. Harrow Club W10 (opened in 1965 and modernised in 2015) has a three-court hall with 
dimensions of 27m x 18m.  

2.8. Kensington and Chelsea drew attention to All Saints Catholic College, which has an activity 
hall 18m x 10m (opened in 1955 and does not appear to have been modernised), and 
Kensington Primary Academy, which has a small activity hall.  These sites are too small to be 
included in the assessment but are not listed in Appendix 2.  If the Borough can provide 
updated data for these sites, they will be added to the excluded list of sports hall sites. 

2.9. Key finding 2 is that the sports hall offer in Kensington and Chelsea is extensive, with a 
double four-court public leisure centre sports hall and three educational venues each with a 
four-court sports hall.  Therefore, there are four venues with dimensions that meet the 
requirements of hall sports at the community level of participation, and there is also the 
community-owned three-court sports hall. 

Name of Facility Type Courts Area 
sqm 

Site 
Year 
Built 

Site Year 
Refurbished 

Hours in 
Peak 

Period 

Total 
Hours 

Available 

Chelsea Academy Main 4 690 2010  20 20 

Harrow Club W10 Main 3 486 1965 2015 39 74 

Kensington Aldridge 
Academy Main 4 690 2014  34 38 

Kensington Leisure 
Centre Main 8 1,221 2015  46 101.5 

St Charles Catholic 
Sixth Form College Main 4 594 2009  14 18 
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2.10. The average age of all the sport halls is 18 years, but this is a bit misleading as the oldest 
sports hall is Harrow Club W10 which opened in 1965.  The other four sports halls opened 
between 2009 and 2015 and the average age of these four sites is 9 years. 

2.11. Harrow Club W10 sports hall was modernised in 2015.  Modernisation is defined as one or 
more of the sports hall floors being upgraded to a sprung timber floor, the sports hall lighting 
upgraded, or the changing accommodation modernised.   

2.12. The locations of the sports halls in Kensington and Chelsea are shown in Map 2.1.  The size 
of the green square is representative of the scale of the sports hall site.  

2.13. Key finding 3 is that four of the five sports halls are located close to each other in the north-
west of the Borough, and Chelsea Academy is located in the south-west very close to the 
boundary with Hammersmith and Fulham.  There are no sports hall sites located in the 
centre, southern or eastern sides of Kensington and Chelsea. 

2.14. Unfortunately, most sports halls in the neighbouring boroughs located closest to Kensington 
and Chelsea are to the north in Westminster.  There are far fewer sports halls to the east, 
south and west of Kensington and Chelsea which residents of the Borough could walk to.  
The implications of these findings are reported in the Satisfied and Unmet Demand sections. 
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Map 2.1:  Sports Halls Locations Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its terms and 
conditions apply – 04/11/2021 
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3. Demand for Sports Halls 

Demand Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

Visits 
demanded – 
visits per week 
peak period 

12,436 28,280 16,057 28,537 20,104 755,045 4,606,246 

Equivalent in 
courts – with 
comfort factor 
included 

42.8 97.10 55.10 98 69 2,592.90 15,818.10 

 

 

3.1. The total population of Kensington and Chelsea in 2020 is 153,447, which is considerably 
lower than three of its neighbouring boroughs, and with Hammersmith and Fulham having a 
total population closest to Kensington and Chelsea. 

3.2. Kensington and Chelsea’s population generates demand for 12,436 visits to sports halls in 
the weekly peak period. 

3.3. This equates to demand for 43 badminton courts in the weekly peak period.  For context, 
the available supply of sports halls in the Borough is 17 badminton courts and the total 
supply is 23 badminton courts.  

Deprivation 

3.4. The English Indices of Deprivation 2019, produced by the Ministry of Housing, Communities 
and Local Government, measure relative levels of deprivation in 32,844 lowers super output 
areas (LSOAs) in England.  The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is an overall relative 
measure of deprivation constructed by combining seven domains of deprivation according to 
their relative weights. 

3.5. The IMD score is used in the FPM to limit whether people will use commercial facilities.  A 
weighting factor is incorporated to reflect the cost element often associated with commercial 
facilities.  The assumption is that the higher the IMD score (less affluence), the less likely the 
population of the LSOA would choose to go to a commercial facility.  

Definition of total demand – This represents the total demand for sports halls by both 
genders and for seven five-year age bands from 0 to 65+ and is calculated as the 
percentage of each age band/gender that participates.  This is added to the frequency of 
participation in each age band/gender to arrive at a total demand figure, which is 
expressed in visits in the weekly peak period and badminton courts.  The FPM 
parameters for the percentage of participation and frequency of participation, for both 
genders and for different age bands, are set out in Appendix 2. 
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3.6. Kensington and Chelsea has 9% of its LSOAs in the most deprived 10% nationally, and 
overall, Kensington and Chelsea ranks in the 40% most deprived local authorities. 

3.7. Deprivation ranges across the Borough from the lowest decile (most deprived) to the highest 
decile (least deprived), as shown in Map 3.1.  The deciles are calculated by ranking the 
LSOAs from most deprived to least deprived and dividing them into ten groups. 

3.8. Key finding 4 is that the sports halls located in the north-west of the Borough are in the area 
with the highest IMD rankings and therefore provide very good access for residents nearby 
with the greatest deprivation.  Chelsea Academy is located in an area with a low IMD 
ranking, and therefore less deprivation.   
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Map 3.1:  Index of Multiple Deprivation in Kensington and Chelsea (2019) 
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4. Satisfied Demand 
Demand from Kensington and Chelsea residents currently being met by 
supply 

Satisfied Demand Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number of 
visits which are 
met 

9,623 23,543 11,738 24,462 16,847 663,120 4,239,628 

% of total demand 
satisfied 77.4 83.2 73.1 85.7 83.8 87.8 92.0 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by:  

Car 55.8 65.5 60.8 59.1 41.6 61.6 74.1 

Foot 25.3 20.1 18.8 26 43.4 24.8 16.6 

Public transport 18.9 14.4 20.4 14.9 15.1 13.6 9.2 

Demand retained: 

Number of visits 
retained 2,583 14,991 1,858 13,904 8,954 639,481 4,236,776 

As a % of satisfied 
demand 26.8 63.7 15.8 56.8 53.2 96.4 99.9 

Demand exported: 

Number of visits 
exported 7,040 8,552 9,880 10,558 7,893 23,639 2,868 

As a % of satisfied 
demand 73.2 36.3 84.2 43.2 46.8 3.6 0.1 

 

 

4.1. Key finding 5 is that, in 2020, 77% of the total demand for sports halls by Kensington and 
Chelsea residents is met.  Satisfied demand in the study area ranges from 73% in 
Hammersmith and Fulham to 86% in Wandsworth.  The London-wide and England-wide 
averages for satisfied demand are 88% and 92% respectively. 

Retained Demand  

4.2. A subset of the satisfied demand findings shows that much of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
demand for sports halls is retained at sports halls located within the Borough.  This 

Definition of satisfied demand – This represents the proportion of total demand that is 
met by the capacity at the sports halls from Kensington and Chelsea residents who live 
within the driving, walking or public transport catchment area of a sports hall.  This 
includes sports halls located both inside and outside of Kensington and Chelsea.   
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assessment is based on the catchment area of the Kensington and Chelsea sports halls and 
residents in the Borough choosing to participate at these halls and is known as retained 
demand.  

4.3. Key finding 6 is that 27% of the Kensington and Chelsea satisfied demand for sports halls that 
is met is retained within the Borough and equates to less than three out of ten visits to a 
sports hall.  This reflects the findings on the locations of the sports hall sites and the fact that 
there are no venues located in the centre, southern or eastern areas of the Borough. 

4.4. Retained demand in the neighbouring local authorities ranges from 16% in Hammersmith and 
Fulham to 64% in Brent.   

4.5. The model iteratively allocates demand to facilities using a set of distance decay functions and 
choice parameters and considers the quality of a site based on its age and management, as 
supported by Sport England’s research.  Increasingly there are other factors that influence 
which halls residents chose to use, such as other facilities being at the same site, for example, 
a gym or studio, ease of parking, or a sports hall programme that provides activities at times 
when residents wish to participate.  

Exported Demand 

4.6. The residue of satisfied demand, after retained demand, is exported demand.  The 2020 
finding is that 73% of the Kensington and Chelsea satisfied demand for sports halls is met at a 
site outside the Borough.  This is based on the catchment areas of sports halls outside the 
Borough and residents of Kensington and Chelsea using them. 

4.7. Key finding 7 is that Kensington and Chelsea’s retained demand is 2,583 visits per week in the 
peak period and exported demand is 7,040 visits in the weekly peak period.   

4.8. The data from the National Run does not identify how much of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
demand goes to which other borough or sports hall, but only provides the total figure for 
exported demand.  However, based on Map 2.1 in the Supply section, the three sports hall 
sites in Westminster, Moberly Sports Centre, Jubilee Sports Centre and Seymour Leisure  
Centre, could be the destination for much of the exported demand from the Borough.  The 
destination of exported demand could be identified in a bespoke FPM run.  

Travel Patterns 

4.9. The majority of visits to sports halls by Kensington and Chelsea residents are by car (56%), but 
there is high combination of visits by walking (25%) and public transport (19%), accounting for 
over four out of ten visits to sports halls by this combination.   
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5. Unmet Demand 

Demand from Kensington and Chelsea residents not currently being met 

Unmet Demand Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith & 

Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number of visits 
in the peak, not 
currently being met 

2,813 4,737 4,319 4,075 3,257 91,925 366,618 

Unmet demand as a 
% of total demand 22.6 16.8 26.9 14.3 16.2 12.2 8.0 

Equivalent in courts - 
with comfort factor 9.6 16.3 14.9 14.0 11.1 315.6 1259.0 

% of unmet demand due to: 

Outside catchment: 32.1 40.2 39.5 32.3 24.2 42.7 77.9 

Without access to a 
car 31.9 39.6 39.1 31.8 23.9 41.9 69.2 

With access to a car 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.2 0.8 8.7 

Lack of capacity: 67.9 59.8 60.5 67.7 75.8 57.3 22.1 

Without access to a 
car 65.1 57.1 58.2 65.0 73.1 55.3 19.8 

With access to a car 2.8 2.7 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.0 2.3 

 

 

5.1. Key finding 8 is that Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is 23% of total demand and 
equates to 10 badminton courts. 

5.2. Key finding 9 is that 32% of unmet demand is located outside a catchment and 68% is due to 
lack of sports hall capacity, which is reviewed in the Used Capacity section. 

5.3. The balance between the unmet demand sources in Kensington and Chelsea is broadly 
reflected in the other boroughs and the London-wide average findings.  

5.4. Unmet demand outside a catchment will always exist because it is not possible to achieve 
complete spatial coverage where all areas of an authority are inside a catchment for residents 
without access to a car.  The total unmet demand outside a catchment is 903 visits per week 
in the peak period.  This compares with the demand inside a catchment which is being met of 
9,623 visits in the weekly peak period.  

Definition of unmet demand – This has two parts to it: demand for sports halls which 
cannot be met because (1) there is too much demand for any particular sports hall within 
its catchment area and there is a lack of capacity; or (2) the demand is located outside the 
catchment area of any sports hall and is then classified as unmet demand.    
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5.5. The overall key point is not that unmet demand outside a catchment exists, but the scale of 
that unmet demand.  Also, if this unmet demand is clustered in one location, further sports hall 
provision should be considered in order to improve accessibility for residents. 

5.6. Map 5.1 shows the location and scale of the total unmet demand for sports halls across 
Kensington and Chelsea, with the sports hall sites shown by green squares. 

5.7. Unmet demand is set out in units of badminton courts within one-kilometre grid squares which 
are colour coded.  Unmet demand is lowest in Kensington and Chelsea in the turquoise 
square at 0.2 of a badminton court and is highest in the pale red square at 1.65 badminton 
courts.   

5.8. Unmet demand is highest in the Earls Court area and then between Kensington and 
Bayswater, with a combined total of 2.6 badminton courts across the two one-kilometre 
squares. 

Meeting Unmet Demand 

5.9. The spread of the unmet demand can by analysed to understand the amount of unmet 
demand that would be met by a potential new facility in any given location (hot spot).  This 
‘reachable unmet demand’ is calculated for each one-kilometre grid square (figures shown in 
Map 5.2) across the Borough to understand the possibility of addressing unmet demand 
through increased sports hall provision. 

5.10. The location with the highest value of ‘reachable unmet demand’ is in the Earls Court area with 
8.5 badminton courts.  The next areas of highest reachable unmet demand are, in order, 
South Kensington with 7.7 badminton courts, Kensington with 7.4 badminton courts and 
Bayswater with 7.1 badminton courts (see Map 5.5).  Currently, there are no sports halls 
located in these areas. 

5.11. Key finding 10 is that based on the reachable unmet demand findings there is, in order of the 
findings, justification for considering provision of a sports hall in Earls Court, South Kensington, 
Kensington or Bayswater, but only one of these locations.  If there is an existing school with 
sufficient space which would provide committed access for community use, this would be the 
most beneficial option. 

Population Without Access to a Car 
 

 

Population No 
Car 

Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total 
Population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

% of 
population 
without access 
to a car 

54.6 40.6 54.3 44.3 62.1 40.0 24.9 
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5.12. The percentage of the population without access to a car influences travel patterns to sports 
halls.  A low percentage means that there is likely to be a larger number of visits to sports halls 
by car.  The drive time limit to a facility is 30 minutes’ travel; however, the FPM uses a distance 
decay function where the further a user is from a facility, the less likely they will travel (a 
description of the distance decay function is set out in Appendix 2). 

5.13. If there is a high percentage of residents without access to a car (and who either walk or use 
public transport to access a sports hall), then a network of local sports hall sites becomes more 
important to maintain access and encourage participation.  The public transport travel time limit 
for sports halls is also 30 minutes’ (at half speed of car), and for walking it is 40 minutes (2 
miles).  

5.14. To gain some understanding of how accessible sports halls are by public transport in 
Kensington and Chelsea, Map 5.3 shows the area of the Borough within 0-15 minutes’ walk of 
an underground or overground station (purple areas), and Map 5.4 shows the areas of the 
Borough within 0- 5 minutes’ walk of a bus stop (grey areas).  Both maps also show the 
locations and names of the sports hall sites.  

5.15. As these maps illustrate, all areas of Kensington and Chelsea are within these public transport 
catchments and, as with the swimming pool findings, there is good access to sports halls by 
public transport.     
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Map 5.1:  Unmet Demand for Sports Halls Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Facilities Planning Model unmet demand aggregated at 1km square grid (figure labels) and shown thematically (colours).  Unmet demand at 1km square grid level expressed as badminton courts. 
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Map 5.2:  Reachable Unmet Demand for Sports Halls in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Facilities Planning Model reachable unmet demand aggregated at 1km square grid (figure labels) and expressed as badminton courts. 
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Map 5.3:  Access to Sports Halls by Underground and Rail in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its terms and 
conditions apply – 26/11/2021 

 

Purple areas within 
15 minutes’ walk of 
a station 
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Map 5.4: Access to Sports Halls by Bus Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its terms and 
conditions apply – 26/11/2021 
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6. Used Capacity 
How well used are the facilities? 

Used Capacity Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number 
of visits used of 
capacity 

6,056 25,959 3,552 24,241 15,672 658,604 4,239,907 

% of overall 
capacity of 
halls used 

100 100 100 100 100 94.9 67.1 

% of visits made to halls by: 

Walkers 35.2 20.4 42.6 26.4 46.9 25.0 16.6 

Road 64.8 79.6 57.4 73.6 53.1 75.0 83.4 

Visits imported: 

Number of 
visits imported 3,473 10,968 1,694 10,337 6,718 19,123 3,132 

As a % of used 
capacity 57.4 42.3 47.7 42.6 42.9 2.9 0.1 

Visits retained: 

Number of 
visits retained 2,583 14,991 1,858 13,904 8,954 639,481 4,236,776 

As a % of used 
capacity 42.6 57.7 52.3 57.4 57.1 97.1 99.9 

 

 

6.1. Key finding 11 is that the estimated used capacity of Kensington and Chelsea sports halls is 
100% in the weekly peak period.  The study area average is the same as for Kensington and 
Chelsea, the London-wide average is 95% of sports hall capacity used in the weekly peak 
period and England-wide it is 67%.  

6.2. By way of context, in 2017 the Greater London Authority undertook an FPM study on sports 
halls.  That study also identified that the London-wide demand for sports halls exceeded 
supply.  Table 6.1 is the summary table for unmet demand for sports halls across London for 

Definition of used capacity – This is a measure of usage at sports halls and estimates how 
well used or full facilities are.  The FPM is designed to include a ‘comfort factor’, beyond 
which the venues are too full.  The hall itself becomes too crowded to use comfortably, and 
the changing and circulation areas also become too congested.  In the model Sport England 
assumes that usage over 80% of capacity is busy and that the hall is operating at an 
uncomfortable level above that percentage 
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2017.  The findings show that London-wide unmet demand equates to 389 badminton courts, 
of which 52% is due to of lack of sports hall capacity.  Therefore, the demand for sports halls 
exceeds supply when viewed London-wide.  

Table 6.1: London Sports Halls Unmet Demand GLA London-wide Study 2017 

Unmet Demand London Total 

Total number of visits in the peak, not being met 85,077 

Unmet demand as a % of total demand 14.9 

Equivalent in badminton courts - with comfort factor 389.5 

 % of unmet demand due to;   

    Lack of capacity - 52.1 

    Outside a catchment - 47.9 

 

6.3. The findings on used capacity for Kensington and Chelsea sports halls are set out in Table 
6.2.  Whilst the estimated used capacity findings do not vary, there are some other findings 
which do, and these relate to: 

• Access and availability of the sports halls  

• Level of demand within the travel time limit from the hall and reachable from other halls 

• Hours available for community use 

• Policy towards community use by each school or college and pricing 

• Scale of the sports hall 

• Age of the hall and its ‘attractiveness’ weighting 

• Imported demand 

6.4. These factors are expanded on in the following paragraphs. 

6.5. Public leisure centres have (1) the highest accessibility for sports club and public use; (2) they 
are available for daytime use, which is not possible at educational venues during term time; 
and (3) the operators actively promote hall sports and physical activity participation, with a 
programme of use which reflects the activities and times when users wish to participate.  
Kensington Leisure Centre has the highest number of hours available for community use of all 
the centres at 46 hours in the weekly peak period, and so has the highest availability.   

6.6. Four of the sports halls are located very close to each other in the north-west of the Borough.  
The reachable demand from these sites will overlap and therefore be shared between the 
sites. 
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6.7. Chelsea Academy sports hall has no competing sports halls close to it and, therefore, is the 
only facility that can satisfy walking demand in the area and is another reason for its high 
estimated used capacity. 

6.8. The hours available for community use at educational sites vary from 18 hours in the weekly 
peak period at St Charles Catholic Sixth Form College to 38 hours at Kensington Aldridge 
Academy.  Some educational sites will actively promote community use of their sports 
facilities.  Other institutions will take a more responsive approach to requests and let their 
sports halls on a term or shorter lettings basis.   

6.9. The largest sports hall in the Borough is Kensington Leisure Centre, which has a double four-
court hall.  It will be able to accommodate much more use, and programme several activities 
at the same time.  While all the sites have an estimated 100% of capacity used in the weekly 
peak period, all the other sites with the exception of Harrow Club W10, are four-court halls.  
The level of actual use at Kensington Leisure Centre will be much higher than at the other 
venues because of its size and availability, despite all sites having 100% used capacity. 

6.10. All the sports halls in the model are weighted to reflect their age, condition and whether they 
have been modernised.  This is in order to assess their comparative attraction to customers.  
Harrow Club W10 opened in 1965 and was modernised in 2015 and has the lowest weighting 
at 43%.  All the other sports halls opened between 2009 and 2015 and so are quite modern 
and do not yet require modernisation.  Kensington Leisure Centre has the highest weighting at 
99% as it is the most recent to open in 2015, and also has the highest availability.  

6.11. Therefore, while the finding on estimated used capacity is the same for all sites, there are 
several inter-related factors, and the findings should be reviewed with the facility operator.  

Imported Demand 

6.12. Imported demand is set out under Used Capacity because if residents in neighbouring 
boroughs participate at a centre in Kensington and Chelsea, their usage becomes part of the 
used capacity of the Kensington and Chelsea sports halls.  

6.13. The used capacity of Kensington and Chelsea sports halls which is imported is 2,583 visits per 
week in the peak period, which represents 43% of the used capacity. 

6.14. For comparison, the Borough exports 7,040 visits in the weekly peak period which is met at 
sports halls in neighbouring boroughs.  Therefore, Kensington and Chelsea is a net exporter of 
4,457 visits per week in the peak period.  
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Table 6.2:  Percentage of Used Capacity of Kensington and Chelsea Sports Halls (2020) 
 

 
Name of Facility Type Courts Area 

sqm 
Site 
Year 
Built 

Site Year 
Refurbished 

Weight 
Factor 

Hours in 
Peak 

Period 
Total Hours 

Available 
Site Capacity - 

visits per week in 
peak period 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

Chelsea Academy Main 4 690 2010  48% 20 20 640 100 

Harrow Club W10 Main 3 486 1965 2015 43% 39 74 936 100 

Kensington Aldridge Academy Main 4 690 2014  49% 34 38 1,088 100 

Kensington Leisure Centre Main 8 1,221 2015  99% 46 101.5 2944 100 

St Charles Catholic Sixth Form College Main 4 594 2009  48% 14 18 448 100 
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7. Local Share 
Equity share of facilities 

Local Share Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Local Share: <1 
supply less than 
demand, 1> 
supply greater 
than demand 

0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.8 

 

 

7.1. A value of 1 means that the level of supply just matches demand, while a value of less than 1 
indicates a shortage of supply, and a value greater than 1 indicates a surplus.  Local share is 
useful at looking at ‘equity’ of provision and to show how access and share of sports halls 
differs across the authority.   

7.2. The intervention is to try and increase access to sports halls where residents have the lowest 
share of sports halls. 

7.3. Kensington and Chelsea as a Borough-wide average has a local share of 0.4, and therefore, 
demand is greater than supply.  Local share is below 1 in all the neighbouring boroughs, 0.5 
London-wide and 0.8 England-wide.  

7.4. Within Kensington and Chelsea local share does not vary by much, and these findings are 
shown in Map 7.1.  Local share is best in the north-west of the Borough, where it is slightly 
higher at between 0.44 and 0.48, and where four of the sports halls are located. 

7.5. Local share is poorest in the south of the Borough, where it is between 0.35 and 0.38.  There 
are no sports halls in this area and therefore there is less supply which is reachable by the 
population.  

Badminton Courts per 10,000 Population (2020) 

Share Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Hall space in 
courts 23 91 17 81 55 2,633 23,559 

Population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

Courts per 
10,000 1.5 2.7 0.9 2.4 2.2 2.9 4.2 

Definition of local share – This helps to show which areas have a better or worse share of 
facility provision.  It considers the size, availability, and quality of facilities, as well as travel 
modes.  Local share is the available capacity of the locations that people want to visit in an 
area, divided by the demand for that capacity in the area. 
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7.6. Based on a measure of badminton courts per 10,000 population, Kensington and Chelsea’s 
supply is 1.5 courts per 10,000 population in 2020. 

7.7. The Borough has the second lowest overall level of provision when compared with the 
neighbouring boroughs in the study area, after Hammersmith and Fulham with 0.9 badminton 
courts per 10,000 population.  The London-wide and England-wide findings are both higher 
than Kensington and Chelsea at 2.9 badminton courts and 4.2 badminton courts per 10,000 
population respectively.  

7.8. The assessment for Kensington and Chelsea is based on all the supply and demand findings, 
and not just supply.  This is simply a measure which compares the Borough’s supply with that 
of neighbouring boroughs, as well as regional and national averages.  This is reported because 
some local authorities like to understand how their provision compares with other authorities. 
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Map 7.1:  Local Share of Sports Halls in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Facilities Planning Model share of badminton courts divided by demand. Data outputs shown thematically (colours) and aggregated at 1km square (figure labels). 
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Appendix 1: Sports Halls Excluded 

The audit excludes facilities that are deemed to be either for private use, too small, closed or there is 
a lack of information, particularly relating to hours of use. The following facilities were deemed to fall 
under one or more of these categories and therefore excluded from the modelling: 

Site Name Facility Sub Type Reason for Exclusion 

Chelsea Sports Centre Activity Hall Closed 

Edward Woods Community Centre Activity Hall No Main on site 

Holland Park School Main Hall Private Use 

Holland Park School Main Hall Closed 

Instituto Espanol Vincente Canada Blanch Activity Hall Private Use 

Kensington And Chelsea College (Chelsea Centre) Activity Hall No Main on site 

More House School Activity Hall Private Use 

Notting Hill Methodist Church (Etheline Holder Hall) Activity Hall Does not meet APP criteria 

Philbeach Hall Activity Hall Does not meet APP criteria 

Play Centre (Closed) Activity Hall Closed 

Sion-Manning RC School for Girls Activity Hall No Main on site 

Southbank International School Activity Hall Private Use 

St Charles Catholic Sixth Form College Activity Hall Does not meet APP criteria 

St Thomas More RC Language College Activity Hall No Main on site 

Sussex House School Activity Hall Private Use 

The Cardinal Vaughan Memorial RC School Activity Hall Private Use 
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Appendix 2: Model Description, Inclusion Criteria and Model 
Parameters 
Included within this Appendix are the following: 

• Model Description 

• Facility Inclusion Criteria 

• Model Parameters 

Model Description 

1. Background 

1.1 The Facilities Planning Model (FPM) is a computer-based supply/demand model, which has 
been developed by Edinburgh University in conjunction with sportscotland and Sport 
England since the 1980s.  

1.2 The model is a tool for helping to assess the strategic provision of community sports facilities 
in an area.  It is currently applicable for use in assessing the provision of sports halls, 
swimming pools, indoor bowls centres and artificial grass pitches. 

2. Use of FPM 

2.1 Sport England uses the FPM as one of its principal tools in helping to assess the strategic 
need for certain community sports facilities.  The FPM has been developed as a means of: 

• Assessing requirements for different types of community sports facilities on a local, 
regional, or national scale. 

• Helping local authorities to determine an adequate level of sports facility provision to 
meet their local needs. 

• Helping to identify strategic gaps in the provision of sports facilities. 

• Comparing alternative options for planned provision, taking account of changes in 
demand and supply.  This includes testing the impact of opening, relocating, and 
closing facilities, and the likely impact of population changes on the needs for sports 
facilities. 

2.2 Its current use is limited to those sports facility types for which Sport England holds 
substantial demand data, i.e., swimming pools, sports halls, indoor bowls, and artificial grass 
pitches (AGPs). 

2.3 The FPM has been used in the assessment of Lottery funding bids for community facilities, 
and as a principal planning tool to assist local authorities in planning for the provision of 
community sports facilities. 
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3. How the Model Works 

3.1 In its simplest form, the model seeks to assess whether the capacity of existing facilities for a 
particular sport is capable of meeting local demand for that sport, considering how far 
people are prepared to travel to such a facility. 

3.2 In order to do this, the model compares the number of facilities (supply) within an area 
against the demand for that facility (demand) that the local population will produce, similar to 
other social gravity models.   

3.3 To do this, the FPM works by converting both demand (in terms of people) and supply 
(facilities) into a single comparable unit.  This unit is ‘visits per week in the peak period’ 
(VPWPP).  Once converted, demand and supply can be compared. 

3.4 The FPM uses a set of parameters to define how facilities are used and by whom. These 
parameters are primarily derived from a combination of data including actual user surveys 
from a range of sites across the country in areas of good supply, together with participation 
survey data.  These surveys provide core information on the profile of users, such as, the age 
and gender of users, how often they visit, the distance travelled, duration of stay, and on the 
facilities themselves, such as, programming, peak times of use, and capacity of facilities.   

3.5 This survey information is combined with other sources of data to provide a set of model 
parameters for each facility type.  The original core user data for halls and pools comes from 
the National Halls and Pools survey undertaken in 1996.  This data formed the basis for the 
National Benchmarking Service (NBS).  For AGPs, the core data used comes from the user 
survey of AGPs carried out in 2005/06 jointly with sportscotland.  

3.6 User survey data from the NBS and other appropriate sources are used to update the 
model’s parameters on a regular basis.  The parameters are set out at the end of the 
document, and the main data sources analysed are:  

• Active Lives  

o For the adult survey, this data is collected by an online survey or paper 
questionnaire on behalf of Sport England.  Each annual sample includes on the 
order of 175,000 people and covers the full age/gender range.  Detailed 
questions are asked about over 200 specific sports categories in terms of 
participation and frequency.  

o For the children and young people survey, this data is collected through 
schools with up to three mixed ability classes in up to three randomly chosen 
year groups completing an online survey.  

• National Benchmarking Service  

o This is a centre-based survey whose primary purpose is to enable centres to 
benchmark themselves against other centres.  Sample interviews are 
conducted on site.  The number of people surveyed varies by year depending 
on how many centres take part.  Approximately 10,000 swimmers and 
3,500 sports hall users are surveyed per year.  This data is used for journey 
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times, establishing proportions of particular activities in different hall types, 
the duration of activities and the time of activity (peak period).  

• Scottish Health   

o The annual survey is of about 6,600 people (just under 5,000 
adults).  This data is primarily used to assess participation, frequency, and 
activity duration.  

Other data is used where available.  For example, the following data sources are among 
those which have been used to cross-check results:   

• Children’s Participation in Culture and Sport, Scottish Government, 2008  
• Young People’s Participation in Sport, Sports Council for Wales, 2009  
• Health and Social Care Information Centre, Lifestyle Statistics, 2012  
• Young People and Sport, Sport England, 2002  
• Data from Angus Council, 2013/14  
• National Pools and Halls Survey, 1996  

o This survey has been used to obtain capacities per sports hall for differing 
sport types for programming data.  

4. Calculating Demand 

4.1 Demand is calculated by applying the user information from the parameters, as referred to 
above, to the population1.  This produces the number of visits for that facility that will be 
demanded by the population.  

4.2 Depending on the age and gender make-up of the population, this will affect the number of 
visits an area will generate. In order to reflect the different population make-up of the country, 
the FPM calculates demand based on the smallest census groupings.  These are Output 
Areas (OAs)2.  

4.3 The use of OAs in the calculation of demand ensures that the FPM is able to reflect and 
portray differences in demand in areas at the most sensitive level based on available census 
information.  Each OA used is given a demand value in VPWPP by the FPM. 

5. Calculating Supply Capacity 

5.1 A facility’s capacity varies depending on its size (i.e., size of pool, number of courts), and 
how many hours the facility is available for use by the community. 

5.2 The FPM calculates a facility’s capacity by applying each of the capacity factors taken from 
the model parameters, such as the assumptions made as to how many ‘visits’ can be 
accommodated by the particular facility at any one time.  Each facility is then given a 
capacity figure in VPWPP. 

 
1 For example, it is estimated that 7.72% of 16–24-year-old males will demand to use an AGP 1.67 times a week. This calculation is done 
separately for the 12 age/gender groupings.  
2 Census Output Areas (OAs) are the smallest grouping of census population data and provide the population information on which the FPM’s 
demand parameters are applied.  A demand figure can then be calculated for each OA based on the population profile. There are over 171,300 
OAs in England.  An OA has a target value of 125 households per OA.  
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5.3 Based on travel time information3 taken from the user survey, the FPM then calculates how 
much demand would be met by the particular facility, having regard to its capacity and how 
much demand is within the facility’s catchment.  The FPM includes an important feature of 
spatial interaction.  This feature takes account of the location and capacity of all the facilities, 
having regard to their location and the size of demand, and assesses whether the facilities 
are in the right place to meet the demand. 

5.4 It is important to note that the FPM does not simply add up the total demand within an area 
and compare that to the total supply within the same area.  This approach would not take 
account of the spatial aspect of supply against demand in a particular area.  For example, if 
an area had a total demand for 5 facilities, and there were currently 6 facilities within the 
area, it would be too simplistic to conclude that there was an oversupply of 1 facility as this 
approach would not take account of whether the 5 facilities are in the correct location for 
local people to use them within that area.  It might be that all the facilities were in one part of 
the borough, leaving other areas under-provided.  An assessment of this kind would not 
reflect the true picture of provision.  The FPM is able to assess supply and demand within an 
area based on the needs of the population within that area. 

5.5 In making calculations as to supply and demand, visits made to sports facilities are not 
artificially restricted or calculated by reference to administrative boundaries, such as local 
authority areas.  Users are generally expected to use their closest facility.  The FPM reflects 
this through analysing the location of demand against the location of facilities, allowing for 
cross-boundary movement of visits.  For example, if a facility is on the boundary of a local 
authority, users will generally be expected to come from the population living close to the 
facility, but who may be in an adjoining authority. 

6. Calculating the Capacity of Sports Halls – Hall Space in Courts (HSC)  

6.1 The capacity of sports halls is calculated in the same way as described above, with each 
sports hall site having a capacity in VPWPP.  In order for this capacity to be meaningful, 
these visits are converted into the equivalent of main hall courts and referred to as ‘Hall 
Space in Courts’ (HSC).  This ‘court’ figure is often mistakenly read as being the same as the 
number of ‘marked courts’ at the sports halls that are in the Active Places data, but it is not 
the same.  There will usually be a difference between this figure and the number of ‘marked 
courts’ in Active Places. 

6.2 The reason for this is that the HSC is the ‘court’ equivalent of all the main and activity halls 
capacities; this is calculated based on hall size (area) and whether it is the main hall or a 
secondary (activity) hall.  This gives a more accurate reflection of the overall capacity of the 
halls than simply using the ‘marked courts’ figure.  This is due to two reasons: 

• In calculating the capacity of halls, the model uses a different ‘At-One-Time’ (AOT) 
parameter for main halls and for activity halls.  Activity halls have a greater AOT 
capacity than main halls – see below.  Marked courts can sometimes not properly 
reflect the size of the actual main hall.  For example, a hall may be marked out with 4 

 
3 To reflect the fact that as distance to a facility increases, fewer visits are made, the FPM uses a travel time distance decay curve, where the 
majority of users travel up to 20 minutes.  The FPM also takes account of the road network when calculating travel times.  Car ownership levels, 
taken from census data, are also taken into account when calculating how people will travel to facilities.   
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courts, when it has space for 3 courts.  As the model uses the ‘courts’ as a unit of 
size, it is important that the hall’s capacity is included as a 3 ‘court unit’ rather than a 4 
‘court unit’. 

• The model calculates the capacity of the sports hall as ‘visits per week in the peak 
period’ (VPWPP), and then uses this unit of capacity to compare with demand, which 
is also calculated as VPWPP.  It is often difficult to visualise how much hall space there 
is when expressed as VPWPP.  To make things more meaningful, this capacity in 
VPWPP is converted back into ‘main hall court equivalents’ and is noted in the output 
table as ‘Hall Space in Courts’. 

7. Facility Attractiveness – for Halls and Pools Only 

7.1 Not all facilities are the same, and users will find certain facilities more attractive to use than 
others.  The model attempts to reflect this by introducing an attractiveness weighting factor, 
which affects the way visits are distributed between facilities. Attractiveness, however, is very 
subjective.  Currently weightings are only used for hall and pool modelling, and a similar 
approach for AGPs is being developed. 

7.2 Attractiveness weightings are based on the following: 

• Age/refurbishment weighting – pools and halls: The older a facility is, the less attractive 
it will be to users.  It is recognised that this is a general assumption and that there may 
be examples where older facilities are more attractive than newly built ones due to 
excellent local management, programming, and sports development.  Additionally, the 
date of any significant refurbishment is also included within the weighting factor; 
however, the attractiveness is set lower than a new build of the same year.  It is 
assumed that a refurbishment that is older than 20 years will have a minimal impact on 
the facility’s attractiveness.  The information on year built/refurbished is taken from 
Active Places.  A graduated curve is used to allocate the attractiveness weighting by 
year.  This curve levels off at around 1920 with a 20% weighting.  The refurbishment 
weighting is slightly lower than the new built year equivalent. 

• Management and ownership weighting – halls only: Due to the large number of halls 
being provided by the education sector, an assumption is made that, in general, these 
halls will not provide as balanced a programme than halls run by local authorities, 
trusts, etc, with school halls more likely to be used by teams and groups through block 
booking.  A less balanced programme is assumed to be less attractive to a general 
pay and play user than a standard local authority leisure centre sports hall with a wider 
range of activities on offer. 

7.3 To reflect this, two weightings curves are used for education and non-education halls, a high 
weighted curve, and a lower weighted curve. 

• High weighted curve – includes non-education management and a better balanced 
programme, more attractive. 

• Lower weighted curve – includes educational owned and managed halls, less 
attractive. 
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7.4 Commercial facilities – halls and pools: Whilst there are relatively few sports halls provided by 
the commercial sector, an additional weighing factor is incorporated within the model to 
reflect the cost element often associated with commercial facilities.  For each population 
output area the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) score is used to limit whether people will 
use commercial facilities.  The assumption is that the higher the IMD score (less affluence), 
the less likely the population of the OA would choose to go to a commercial facility. 

8. Comfort Factor – Halls and Pools 

8.1 As part of the modelling process, each facility is given a maximum number of visits it can 
accommodate based on its size, the number of hours it is available for community use, and 
the ‘at one time capacity’ figure (pools = 1 user/6m2, halls = 6 users/court).  This gives each 
facility a ‘theoretical capacity’. 

8.2 If the facilities were full to their theoretical capacity, then there would simply not be the space 
to undertake the activity comfortably.  In addition, there is a need to take account of a range 
of activities taking place which have different numbers of users; for example, aqua aerobics 
will have significantly more participants than lane swimming sessions. Additionally, there may 
be times and sessions that, while being within the peak period, are less busy and so will 
have fewer users. 

8.3 To account for these factors the notion of a ‘comfort factor’ is applied within the model.  For 
swimming pools, 70%, and for sports halls, 80%, of their theoretical capacity is considered 
as being the limit where a facility starts to become uncomfortably busy.  (Currently, the 
comfort factor is not applied to AGPs due to the fact they are predominantly used by teams 
which have a set number of players, therefore the notion of having a ‘less busy’ pitch is not 
applicable.) 

8.4 The comfort factor is used in two ways: 

• Utilised capacity – How well used is a facility?  ‘Utilised capacity’ figures for facilities 
are often seen as being very low at 50-60%; however, this needs to be put into 
context with 70-80% comfort factor levels for pools and halls.  The closer utilised 
capacity gets to the comfort factor level, the busier the facilities are becoming.  You 
should not aim to have facilities operating at 100% of their theoretical capacity, as this 
would mean that every session throughout the peak period would be being used to its 
maximum capacity.  This would be both unrealistic in operational terms and 
unattractive to users. 

• Adequately meeting unmet demand – the comfort factor is also used to increase the 
number of facilities needed to comfortably meet unmet demand.  If this comfort factor 
is not applied, then any facilities provided will be operating at their maximum theoretical 
capacity, which is not desirable as noted previously. 

9. Utilised Capacity (Used Capacity) 

9.1 Following on from the comfort factor section, here is more guidance on utilised capacity. 
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9.2 Utilised capacity refers to how much of a facility’s theoretical capacity is being used.  This 
can, at first, appear to be unrealistically low, with area figures being in the 50-60% region.  
Without any further explanation, it would appear that facilities are half empty.  The key point 
is not to see a facility’s theoretical maximum capacity (100%) as being an optimum position.  
This, in practice, would mean that a facility would need to be completely full every hour it was 
open during the peak period.  This would be both unrealistic from an operational perspective 
and undesirable from a user’s perspective, as the facility would be completely full.  

9.3 For example, a 25m, four-lane pool has a theoretical capacity of 2,260 per week, during a 
52.5-hour peak period.  

9.4 As set out in the table below, usage of a pool will vary throughout the evening, with some 
sessions being busier than others through programming, such as an aqua-aerobics session 
between 7pm and 8pm and lane swimming between 8 and 9pm.  Other sessions will be 
quieter, such as between 9 and 10pm.  This pattern of use would mean a total of 143 swims 
taking place.  However, the pool’s maximum theoretical capacity is 264 visits throughout the 
evening.  In this instance the pool’s utilised capacity for the evening would be 54%. 

9.5 As a guide, 70% utilised capacity is used to indicate that pools are becoming busy, and this 
is 80% for sports halls.  This should be seen only as a guide to help flag when facilities are 
becoming busier, rather than as a ‘hard threshold’. 

10. Travel Times Catchments 

10.1 The model uses travel times to define facility catchments in terms of driving and walking.  

10.2 The Ordnance Survey (OS) MasterMap Highways Network Roads has been used to calculate 
the off-peak drive times between facilities and the population, observing any one-way and 
turn restrictions which apply and taking account of delays at junctions and car parking.  Each 
street in the network is assigned a speed for car travel based on the attributes of the road, 
such as the width of the road, the geographical location of the road, and the density of 
properties along the street.  These travel times have been derived through national survey 
work, and so are based on actual travel patterns of users.  The road speeds used for inner 
and outer London boroughs have been further enhanced by data from the Department of 
Transport. 

10.3 The walking catchment uses the OS MasterMap Highways Network Paths to calculate travel 
times along paths and roads, excluding motorways and trunk roads.  A standard walking 
speed of 3 mph is used for all journeys. 

Visits per hour 4-5pm 5-6pm 6-7pm 7-8pm 8-9pm 9-10pm 
Total visits for 
the evening 

Theoretical 
maximum 
capacity 

44 44 44 44 44 44 264 

Actual usage 8 30 35 50 15 5 143 
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10.4 The model includes three different modes of travel – car, public transport, and walking.  Car 
access is also considered in areas of lower access to a car, where the model reduces the 
number of visits made by car and increases those made on foot. 

10.5 Overall, surveys have shown that the majority of visits made to swimming pools, sports halls 
and AGPs are made by car, with a significant minority of visits to pools and sports halls being 
made on foot. 

 

 

 

 

 

10.6 The model includes a distance decay function, where the further a user is from a facility, the 
less likely they will travel.  Set out below is the survey data with the percentage of visits 
made within each of the travel times.  This shows that almost 90% of all visits, both by car 
and on foot, are made within 20 minutes.  Hence, 20 minutes is often used as a rule of 
thumb for the catchments for sports halls and pools. 
 

 

 

 

 

10.7 For AGPs, there is a similar pattern to halls and pools, with hockey users observed as 
travelling slightly further (89% travel up to 30 minutes).  Therefore, a 20-minute travel time 
can also be used for ‘combined’ and ‘football’, and 30 minutes for hockey. 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTE: These are approximate figures and should only be used as a guide.

Facility  Car Walking Public Transport 

Swimming Pool 72% 18% 10% 

Sports Hall 74% 17% 9% 

AGP  

    Combined 

    Football 

    Hockey 

 

79% 

74% 

97% 

 

18% 

22% 

2% 

 

3% 

4% 

1% 

 Minutes 
Swimming Pools Sport Halls 

Car Walk Car Walk 

0-10 56% 53% 54% 55% 

11-20 35% 34% 36% 32% 

21-30 7% 10% 7% 10% 

31-45 2% 2% 2% 3% 

Minutes 

Artificial Grass Pitches 

Combined Football Hockey 

Car Walk Car Walk Car Walk 

0-10 28% 38% 30% 32% 21% 60% 

10-20 57% 48% 61% 50% 42% 40% 

20-40 14% 12% 9% 15% 31% 0% 
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Facility Inclusion Criteria 

Sports Halls 

The following inclusion criteria were used for this analysis. 

• Include all operational sports halls available for community use i.e. pay and play, 
membership, sports club/community association. 

• Exclude all halls not available for community use i.e. private use. 

• Exclude all halls where the main hall is less than 3 courts in size. 

• Include all ‘planned’, ‘under construction’, and ‘temporarily closed’ facilities only where 
all data is available for inclusion. 

• Where opening times are missing, availability has been included based on similar facility 
types. 

• Where the year built is missing assume date 19754. 

Facilities over the border in Wales and Scotland included, as supplied by sportscotland and 
Sport Wales. 

 

  

 
4 Choosing a date in the mid ‘70s ensures that the facility is included, whilst not overestimating its impact within the run.  
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Model Parameters 

Halls Parameters 

At One Time 
Capacity 

 
32 users per 4-court hall 

15 users per 144 square meters of activity hall 

 

 

Catchment 
Maps 

  

Car:    20 minutes   

Walking:   1.6 km  

Public transport:  20 minutes at about half the speed of a car 

 

NOTE: Catchment times are indicative, within the context of a distance decay function of 
the model.   

 

 

Duration 

  

60 minutes  

 

 

Percentage 

Participation 

 

 

 

Frequency 

per Week 

   

Age 0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60-79   

Male 17.0 16.5 14.1 11.7 10.3 7.3   

Female 18.3 18.2 16.7 15.3 15.2 12.0   

  

Age 0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60-79   

Male 0.86 0.92 0.64 0.84 0.97 1.12   

Female 0.95 1.16 1.16 1.02 1.13 0.99   
 

 

 

Peak Period 

 

 

 

Proportion in 
Peak Period 

  

Weekday: 9:00 to 10:00, 17:00 to 22:00 

Weekend:   08:00 to 16:00 

Total:  46 hours 

 

62% 
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Executive Summary 

i. The key element to be taken from this report is that demand for swimming pools in the Royal 
Borough of Kensington and Chelsea can be met by the accessible supply of swimming 
pools.  A very high level of demand is satisfied, and unmet demand is very low, but the pool 
sites are estimated to be busy, especially the two public leisure centre sites. 

ii. Notable features from the assessment which influence all the findings are the interaction of 
(1) the small land area of London boroughs, (2) the high number of swimming pool sites in 
the neighbouring boroughs which are accessible to Kensington and Chelsea residents, and 
(3) vice versa for the Kensington and Chelsea swimming pool sites from the neighbouring 
demand.  

iii. The impact of these interactions is set out in the key findings and described in full under 
each assessment heading. 

Key Findings  

iv. The key findings from the supply, demand and access assessment are:  

1. The five Kensington and Chelsea swimming pool sites have 1,495 sqm of water, of 
which 1,486 sqm is available for community use and equates to 99.3% of the total 
supply.  There is almost no swimming pool capacity from the current supply that can 
be added to the weekly peak period. 

2. There is a total of 44 swimming pool sites in the four neighbouring boroughs, of which 
12 are close to the Kensington and Chelsea border and are therefore the nearest pool 
for some of the Borough residents. 

3. Eight of the swimming pool sites located closest to Kensington and Chelsea are 
commercial swimming pools which provide recreational swimming for the centre 
membership and a learn to swim school, and four are public leisure centres.  

4. In 2020, 97% of the total demand for swimming from Kensington and Chelsea 
residents is met. 

5. Of the 97% of demand that is met, 49% is retained within the Borough, and 51% is 
met at a swimming pool outside in a neighbouring borough. 

6. Retained demand is 4,533 visits per week in the peak period and exported demand is 
4,745 visits in the weekly peak period.   

7. Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is less than 3% of total demand and 
equates to just 42 sqm of water. 

8. Of the total unmet demand, 87% is located outside the catchment area of a pool and 
13% is due to lack of swimming pool capacity.  



 

 

 

 

9. Unmet demand outside a catchment is 219 visits per week in the peak period.  This 
compares with Kensington and Chelsea’s demand inside a catchment which is met of 
9,279 visits per week in the peak period.   

10. Unmet demand is highest in the Earls Court area, but only totals 10 sqm of water. 

11. The average estimated used capacity of Kensington and Chelsea swimming pool sites 
is 82% in the weekly peak period.  This is 12 percentage points above the Sport 
England comfort level for pools being busy at 70% of capacity used at peak times. 

12. Both Chelsea Sports Centre and Kensington Leisure Centre have an estimated used 
capacity of 100% in the weekly peak period.  They have a ‘draw effect’ because they 
provide access for all residents for all swimming activities, they are proactively 
managed to encourage swimming participation and physical activity, and there is not 
the requirement to pay a monthly membership fee as with commercial swimming 
pools.   

13. Imported demand is 57% of the estimated used capacity of the Borough’s swimming 
pools in the peak period. 

14. Kensington and Chelsea exports 4,745 visits in the weekly peak period and imports 
6,052 visits and is therefore a net importer of 1,307 visits in the weekly peak period.  

Strategic Overview 

v. The impact of the number of reachable pools is evident.  The wider study area is dominated 
by commercial swimming pools, which have a much more limited programme of use than 
the public leisure centres.  Hence the reason for the two Kensington and Chelsea public 
leisure centres being estimated to be full at peak times.    

vi. The usual first response to this finding is to see whether the hours in the weekly peak period 
at the current sites can be increased, thereby adding capacity.  However, the only 
opportunity to do this is at the second small pool at Chelsea Sports Centre, which has 24 
hours out of the 52.5 peak period hours available for community use.  However, increasing 
the hours of such a small pool will have a negligible impact on reducing the used capacity for 
the centre overall. 

vii. Based on the 2020 assessment, unmet demand is very low and only a small amount is due 
to lack of swimming pool capacity.  Therefore, the focus is on the pool programmes to 
manage the current usage, rather than accommodate unmet demand without the scope to 
increase capacity. 

viii. Only four of the nearest swimming pool sites in neighbouring boroughs that are accessible 
by Kensington and Chelsea residents are public leisure centres, and all are located to the 
north and east sides of the Borough.  



 

 

 

 

ix. The net effect of this export of demand from the Borough and import of visits from the 
surrounding boroughs is that Kensington and Chelsea is a net importer and is another 
reason for the high estimated used capacity of the two public leisure centres.  

x. In summary, the swimming pools are meeting demand in 2020 but without the scope to 
increase capacity.  Any increase in swimming participation and demand will put more 
pressure on the two public swimming pool sites.  

xi. Fortunately, Kensington Leisure Centre is the most recent swimming pool site to open in the 
Borough in 2015, and Chelsea Sports Centre was modernised in 2014.  Therefore, there is 
scope to manage the demand at up-to-date swimming pools.    

Next Steps 

xii. The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, in reviewing the findings of this report, may 
wish to consider applying the evidence base to ensure that the benefits from the strategic 
direction being set by Sport England are realised. 

xiii. It is important to set out that this is a one-year assessment and provides the evidence base 
as of now.  The findings should be consulted on to provide a rounded evidence base and 
address the findings set out.   

xiv. Given the strategic overview, the projected population growth in Kensington and Chelsea 
and across the study area and any known committed changes in public leisure centre 
swimming pool supply will be significant aspects of any future assessment and evidence 
base. 

xv. Longer term local bespoke assessments can be undertaken using the FPM, including 
population projections with options for changing the swimming pool supply and assessing 
the collective impact this has on the future demand for swimming pools and its distribution.  
Such an evidence base can be applied in strategic planning, the Local Plan policy and for 
securing inward investment.
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1. Introduction 
1.1 This assessment uses Sport England’s Facilities Planning Model (FPM) and the data from the 

National Run using Active Places data as of March 2020. 

1.2 The supply assessment is based on swimming pools being open and accessible for 
community use.  If there are temporary closures of swimming pools due to Covid-19 or for 
any other reasons, the local authority should inform Sport England Active Places Power by 
use of the contact us link https://www.activeplacespower.com. 

1.3 This standard run provides an initial assessment of the current supply and demand for 
provision of swimming pools in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (hereafter 
referred to as Kensington and Chelsea, or the Borough).  The assessment does not include 
future population growth projections but is a baseline evidence base for swimming pool 
provision. 

1.4 To help with comparative analysis, the data outputs for the neighbouring local authorities, 
together with regional and national findings, are included in the data tables.  

Context 

1.5 The report should form part of a wider assessment of provision at local level, which then 
provides a rounded assessment and evidence base report.  This should include other 
available information and knowledge from (1) a sports perspective, such as national sports 
governing bodies and other sports organisations, and (2) a local perspective from the local 
authority, the facility operator, and local sports clubs.  

1.6 The findings from this FPM standard report should be reviewed and applied with reference to 
the strategic direction being set by Sport England on: 

• The policies, programmes and interventions proposed to increase sports participation 
and physical activity  

• The application of the research applied by Sport England in determining the strategy 
and the evidence base 

• The role sports facilities can play in increasing sports participation and physical activity 

1.7 The strategy can be accessed at Uniting the Movement | Sport England. 

Future Assessment 

1.8 Longer term bespoke FPM local assessments for future provision can be undertaken based 
on:  

• Review of these findings 

• Projected population growth and inclusion of residential sites identified in the Local Plan 

https://www.activeplacespower.com/
https://www.sportengland.org/why-were-here/uniting-the-movement
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• Options for changes in supply – closure/new openings at the same or different 
locations and on different scales 

1.9 The purpose is to identify how these changes impact on access to swimming pools for 
residents in future years and whether changes in supply meet future demand. 

1.10 These can be applied as an evidence base in Local Plan policy and the future assessments 
can also inform a long-term evidence base for securing inward investment – grant aid 
applications, and prototype developments, for example, Sport England Leisure Local. 

Report Structure, Content and Sequence 

1.11 This report sets out the full findings under six assessment headings as follows: 

• Supply – How many facilities are there and what is their capacity? 

• Demand – Who wants to use facilities? 

• Satisfied Demand – How many people use the facilities?  Where do people use 
facilities (inside and outside the authority) and how do they travel there? 

• Unmet Demand – Who is unable to use facilities and why?  Is there not sufficient 
capacity or are people too far away from facilities? 

• Used Capacity – How full are the facilities and where are people coming from (inside 
and outside the authority)? 

• Local Share – Which areas have better or worse provision, considering the number of 
people who want to use them? 

1.12 Each assessment heading has a table of main findings, followed by a full definition of these.  
Each key finding is numbered and in bold typeface.  All tables include the findings for the 
neighbouring authorities, together with regional and England-wide findings.  This is because 
the assessments are based on catchment areas, and catchments extend across local 
authority boundaries. 

1.13 Where valid to do so, the findings for the neighbouring local authorities are compared with 
the core authority, for example, water space per 1,000 population. 

1.14 Maps to support the findings on facility locations, unmet demand and local share are also 
included. 

1.15 Appendix 1 lists the facilities excluded from the study with explanations, and Appendix 2 
describes the facility planning inclusion criteria and model parameters. 
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2. Supply of Swimming Pools 

Supply Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Number of pools 9 9 15 18 17 399 3,031 

Number of pool 
sites 5 6 10 14 14 270 2,099 

Total supply in sqm 
of water 1,495 1,956 2,878 3,984 4,023 96,364 681,528 

Supply of publicly 
available water 
space in sqm of 
water (scaled with 
hours available in 
the peak period) 

1,486 1,929 2,594 3,504 3,821 86,571 588,927 

Supply of total 
water space in 
visits per week in 
the peak period 

12,884 16,728 22,489 30,380 33,125 750,566 5,105,997 

 

 

 

2.1 In this assessment, there are nine individual pools located at five sites in Kensington and 
Chelsea.  The water space available for community use is 1,486 sqm of water in the weekly 
peak period (for context, a 25m x 10m four-lane pool is 250 sqm of water). 

2.2 Details of the swimming pools in Kensington and Chelsea are set out in Table 2.1. 

2.3 There are two local authority public swimming pools sites in the Borough:   

• Chelsea Sports Centre has a 25m x 9m four-lane pool and a 9m x 4m teaching/learner 
pool. 

• Kensington Leisure Centre has two main pools (a 25m x 17m eight-lane pool and a 
20m x10m four-lane pool) and a 13m x 11m leisure pool.   

Definition of supply – This is the supply or capacity of the swimming pools which are 
available for community and swimming club use in the weekly peak period.  Supply is 
expressed in the number of visits that a pool can accommodate in the weekly peak 
period and in square metres of water. 

 
Weekly peak period – This is when the majority of visits take place and when users have 
most flexibility to visit.  The peak period for swimming pools is one hour on weekday 
mornings, one hour on weekday lunchtimes, five and a half hours on weekday evenings, 
and seven and a half hours on weekend days.  This gives a total of 52.5 hours per week.  
The modelling and recommendations are based on the ability of the public to access 
facilities during this weekly peak period. 
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2.4 Kensington Leisure Centre is the largest swimming pool site in the Borough and can provide 
all the swimming activities of learn to swim, recreational swimming, lane and fitness 
swimming activities and swimming development by clubs in dedicated pools.  Also, the 
leisure pool can provide developing water confidence sessions and fun/family-based 
activities.  Chelsea Leisure Centre can also provide most activities. 

2.5 There are three commercial swimming pool sites located in the Borough: 

• Harbour Club (Kensington) has a 20m x 10m four-lane pool and a 3m x 2m splash 
pool. 

• The Peak Health Club and Spa has a 20m x 5m two-lane pool.   

• Virgin Active Club (Notting Hill) has a 20m x 8m three-lane pool.  

2.6 Commercial swimming pools provide a more limited programme of use than the public 
leisure centres, which is mainly recreational swimming for the centre membership.  Harbour 
Club and Virgin Active Club also operate a swim school and provide coaching and 
instruction for the membership. 

2.7 Key finding 1 is that the five swimming pool sites have at total of 1,495 sqm of water, of 
which 1,486 sqm of water is available for community use.  Based on the Sport England data, 
all the swimming pool sites provide access for the full 52.5 hours in the weekly peak period 
(defined in the second light blue box), with the exception of Virgin Active Club which is 1 hour 
less at 51.5 hours, and the second pool at Chelsea Sports Centre which is 24 hours in the 
peak period.  

2.8 Therefore, there is almost the maximum amount of water space available for the activities 
provided by the different organisations.  There is only 9 sqm of water which is unavailable in 
the weekly peak period. 

2.9 It is quite an unusual finding to have such a small difference between the total and available 
supply.  As demand is greater than supply, a first option would be to add capacity by 
increasing the hours available at the existing swimming pool sites.  However, this option 
does not apply in Kensington and Chelsea because 99.4% of the total supply is already 
available. 

2.10  The construction and refurbishment of the pools are: 

• Chelsea Sports Centre building was first opened in 1906 and the most recent 
modernisation was in 2014. 

• Kensington Leisure Centre opened in 2015. 

• Harbour Club opened in 1999 and modernised in 2017. 

• The Peak Health Club and Spa opened in 1987. 

• Virgin Active Club opened in 1999. 
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2.11 The average age of the four swimming pool sites, excluding Chelsea Sports Centre, is 21 
years.  The most recent site to open is Kensington Leisure Centre in 2015, and Chelsea 
Sports Centre and the Harbour Club were modernised in 2014 and 2017 respectively.  

2.12 The locations of the swimming pools in the Borough are shown in Map 2.1.  The purple 
diamond is the pool location, and the size of the diamond is representative of the scale of the 
pool site in terms of its capacity.  

2.13 Key finding 2 is that there are 12 swimming pool sites in the neighbouring boroughs that are 
close to the Kensington and Chelsea border, out of a total of 44 swimming pool sites in the 
four neighbouring boroughs.  The findings on the extent of this access are set out under 
Exported Demand in the Satisfied Demand section. 

2.14 Key finding 3 is that eight of the swimming pool sites located closest to the Kensington and 
Chelsea border are commercial swimming pools and provide recreational swimming by the 
centre membership and probably a learn to swim school.  

2.15 The full range of swimming activities which are accessible to all residents at public leisure 
centres is limited to Jubilee Sports Centre, Moberly Sports Centre, Seymour Leisure Centre 
and Baker Marshall Street Leisure Centre.  As a result, there are not the extensive 
opportunities to swim at sites outside the Borough than first appears by looking at Map 2.1. 
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Table 2.1:  Swimming Pool Supply in Kensington and Chelsea 2020 (Facilities Included) 

 

Name of Site Type Dimensions 
m 

Area 
sqm 

Site Year 
Built 

Site Year 
Refurbished 

Weight 
Factor 

Hours in 
Peak 

Period 
Total Hours 

Available 
Site Capacity – 

visits per week in 
peak period 

Chelsea Sports Centre 
Main 25 x 9 225 1906 2014 73% 52.5 103.3 2,113 

Leisure 9 x 4 36    24 39  

Harbour Club (Kensington) 
Main 20 x 10 200 1999 2017 95% 52.5 113 1,803 

Learner 3 x 2 6    52.5 113  

Kensington Leisure Centre 

Main 25 x 17 425 2015  100% 52.5 101.5 6,720 

Main 20 x 10 200    52.5 101.5  

Leisure 13 x 11 143    52.5 101.5  

The Peak Health Club and Spa Main 20 x 5 100 1987  56% 52.5 107 875 

Virgin Active Club (Notting Hill) Main 20 x 8 160 1999  82% 51.5 104.5 1,373 
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Map 2.1:  Swimming Pool Locations in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its 
terms and conditions apply – 22/11/2021 
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3. Demand for Swimming Pools 

Demand Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

Swims 
demanded – 
visits in weekly 
peak period 

9,532 21,648 12,179 21,834 15,394 578,877 3,519,309 

Equivalent in 
sqm of water – 
with comfort 
factor included 

1,581 3,593 2,022 3,623 2,555 96,069 584,055 

 

 

3.1 The total demand for swimming pools by Kensington and Chelsea residents is 9,532 visits 
per week in the peak period, which equates to a demand for 1,581 sqm of water.  For 
context, the available supply of water space in the peak period in Kensington and Chelsea is 
1,486 sqm of water. 

Deprivation 

3.2 The English Indices of Deprivation 2019, produced by the Ministry of Housing, Communities 
and Local Government, measure relative levels of deprivation in 32,844 lower super output 
areas (LSOAs) in England.  The Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) is an overall relative 
measure of deprivation constructed by combining seven domains of deprivation according to 
their relative weights. 

3.3 The IMD score is used in the FPM to limit whether people will use commercial facilities.  A 
weighting factor is incorporated to reflect the cost element often associated with commercial 
facilities.  The assumption is that the higher the IMD score (less affluence), the less likely the 
population of the LSOA would choose to go to a commercial facility.  

3.4 Kensington and Chelsea has 9% of its LSOAs in the most deprived 10% nationally, and 
overall, Kensington and Chelsea ranks in the 40% most deprived local authorities. 

Definition of total demand – This represents the total demand for swimming by both 
genders and for seven five-year age bands from 0 to 65+ and is calculated as the 
percentage of each age band/gender that participates.  This is added to the frequency of 
participation in each age band/gender to arrive at a total demand figure, which is 
expressed in visits in the weekly peak period and square metres of water.  The FPM 
parameters for the percentage of participation and frequency of participation, for both 
genders and for different age bands, are set out in Appendix 2. 

 



 

 

9 

3.5 Deprivation ranges across the Borough from the lowest decile (most deprived) to the highest 
decile (least deprived), as shown in Map 3.1.  The deciles are calculated by ranking the 
LSOAs from most deprived to least deprived and dividing them into ten groups. 

3.6 Kensington Leisure Centre is located in an area of the Borough with a high IMD ranking and 
therefore provides good access for residents nearby with the greatest deprivation.  Chelsea 
Sports Centre is located in an area with a low IMD ranking, and therefore least deprivation.  
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Map 3.1:  Index of Multiple Deprivation in Kensington and Chelsea (2019) 
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4. Satisfied Demand 

Demand from Kensington and Chelsea residents currently being met by 
supply 

Satisfied 
Demand 

Kensington & 
Chelsea Brent Hammersmith & 

Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number of 
visits which are 
met 

9,279 19,579 11,736 21,290 15,167 546,592 3,225,075 

% of total 
demand 
satisfied 

97.30 90.40 96.40 97.50 98.50 94.40 91.60 

% of demand satisfied who travelled by: 

Car 34.40 58.50 35.40 42.80 25.80 53.30 71.90 

Foot 52.30 21.90 49.70 45.80 66 32.50 18.20 

Public transport 13.30 19.60 14.90 11.50 8.20 14.20 9.90 

Demand retained: 

Number of visits 
retained 4,533 9,089 6,050 13,370 9,885 525,429 3,223,156 

As a % of 
satisfied 
demand 

48.90 46.40 51.60 62.80 65.20 96.10 99.90 

Demand exported: 

Number of visits 
exported 4,745 10,490 5,686 7,920 5,282 21,163 1,931 

As a % of 
satisfied 
demand 

51.10 53.60 48.40 37.20 34.80 3.90 0.10 

 

 

4.1 Key finding 4 is that, in 2020, 97% of the total demand for swimming from Kensington and 
Chelsea residents is met. 

4.2 The finding for all the neighbouring local authorities, the London-wide and England-wide 
averages for satisfied demand, is that it is also above 90% of total demand; it is highest in 
Westminster at 98.5% of total demand being met.   

Definition of satisfied demand – This represents the proportion of total demand that is 
met by the capacity at the swimming pools from of Kensington and Chelsea residents 
who live within the driving, walking or public transport catchment area of a pool.  This 
includes pools located both inside and outside of Kensington and Chelsea.   
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4.3 The findings for Kensington and Chelsea mean that almost all visits to a swimming pool can 
be met, based on the demand located inside the catchment area of a swimming pool and 
the capacity of the pools. 

Retained Demand 

4.4 A subset of satisfied demand findings shows how much of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
demand for swimming is retained at the pools located within the Borough.  This assessment 
is based on the catchment area of the Kensington and Chelsea pools and the residents in 
the Borough choosing to swim at these pools and is known as retained demand.  

4.5 Key finding 5 is that of the 97% Kensington and Chelsea demand for swimming, quite a low 
proportion of 49% is met within the Borough.  However, it does reflect the small land area of 
inner London boroughs, and that pools in other boroughs can be easily reached by 
Kensington and Chelsea residents.  Pool sites in neighbouring boroughs are reported on in 
the Supply section and shown in Map 2.1.   

4.6 The model iteratively allocates demand to facilities using a set of distance decay functions 
and choice parameters, which is supported by Sport England’s research.  Increasingly 
however, there are other factors that influence which pools residents chose to use, such as 
other facilities being on the same site, for example, a gym or studio, ease of parking, or a 
swimming pool programme that provides activities at times when residents wish to 
participate.   

Exported Demand 

4.7 The residue of satisfied demand, after retained demand, is exported demand.  The 2020 
finding is that 51% of the Kensington and Chelsea satisfied demand for swimming is met at a 
swimming pool outside the Borough. 

4.8 Key finding 6 is that the Kensington and Chelsea retained demand is 4,533 visits per week in 
the peak period; its exported demand is 4,745 visits in the weekly peak period.   

4.9 The data from the National Run does not identify how much of Kensington and Chelsea’s 
demand goes to which other borough or pool site, but only provides the total figure for 
exported demand.  Again, Map 2.1 in the Supply section, illustrates that there are twelve 
swimming pool sites located close to the Kensington and Chelsea boundary, mainly in the 
boroughs of Hammersmith and Fulham, Wandsworth and Westminster.  The destination of 
exported demand could be identified in a bespoke FPM run.   
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5. Unmet Demand 

Demand from Kensington and Chelsea residents not currently being met 

Unmet Demand Kensington & 
Chelsea Brent Hammersmith & 

Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number of visits 
in the peak, not 
currently being met 

253 2,069 444 544 227 32,285 294,234 

Unmet demand as a 
% of total demand 2.70 9.60 3.60 2.50 1.50 5.60 8.40 

Equivalent in sqm of 
water – with comfort 
factor 

42 344 73 91 37 5,358 48,830 

% of unmet demand due to: 

Outside catchment: 86.60 79.80 78.40 83.0 86.10 78.20 90.10 

Without access to a 
car 84.30 77.10 76.40 79.80 83.10 74.70 68.50 

With access to a car 2.30 2.70 1.90 3.20 3.0 3.50 21.50 

Lack of capacity: 13.40 20.20 21.60 17.0 13.90 21.80 9.90 

Without access to a 
car 13.0 19.0 21.0 16.20 13.40 20.40 7.30 

With access to a car 0.40 1.30 0.60 0.80 0.50 1.40 2.60 

 

 

5.1 Key finding 7 is that Kensington and Chelsea’s unmet demand is under 3% of total demand; 
this equates to just 42 sqm of water. 

5.2 Key finding 8 is that, of the total unmet demand, 87% is from unmet demand located outside 
the catchment area of a pool and 13% is due to lack of swimming pool capacity. 

5.3 Unmet demand outside a catchment will always exist because it is not possible to achieve 
complete spatial coverage whereby all areas of an authority are inside a catchment for 
residents without access to a car.  Even in a London borough with quite a small land area, 
compared with authorities in other parts of the country and where pools are reachable from 
many boroughs, there are areas that are not within walking distance of a pool.  

Definition of unmet demand – This has two parts to it: demand for swimming pools which 
cannot be met because (1) there is too much demand for any particular pool within its 
catchment area and there is a lack of capacity; or (2) the demand is located outside the 
catchment area of any swimming pool and is then classified as unmet demand.    
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5.4 Key finding 9 is that the total unmet demand outside a catchment is 219 visits per week in 
the peak period.  This compares with the Kensington and Chelsea demand inside a 
catchment which is met of 9,279 visits per week in the peak period.   

5.5 The overall key point is not that unmet demand outside a catchment exists, but the scale of 
that unmet demand.  Also, if this unmet demand is clustered in one location, further pool 
provision should be considered in order to improve accessibility for residents. However, this 
option does not apply in Kensington and Chelsea because the total unmet demand equates 
to only 42 sqm of water.   

5.6 For reference rather than analysis, Map 5.1 shows the location and scale of the total unmet 
demand for swimming across the Borough.  Unmet demand is set out in units of sqm of 
water within one-kilometre grid squares which are colour coded.  The blue to green squares 
have values between 0.1 sqm and 0.7 sqm of water, so are very low.  The yellow squares 
represent 0.8 sqm to 1.0 sqm of water, the light orange squares 1.0 sqm to 2.5 sqm of 
water, the medium orange squares 2.5 sqm to 5.0 sqm of water, the dark orange squares 
5.0 sqm to 7.5 sqm of water, and the pale red squares 10 sqm to 26.5 sqm of water. 

5.7 Key finding 10 is that unmet demand is highest in the Earls Court area, but only totals 10 
sqm of water.  All other one-kilometre grid squares have a value below 4 sqm of water.  

Population Without Access to a Car 

Population 
No Car 

Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total 
population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

% without 
access to a 
car 

54.6 40.6 54.3 44.3 62.1 40.0 24.9 

 

5.8 The percentage of the population without access to a car influences travel patterns to 
swimming pools.  A low percentage means that there is likely to be a larger number of visits 
to swimming pools by car.  The drive time catchment is 30 minutes’ travel; however, the 
FPM uses a distance decay function where the further a user is from a facility, the less likely 
they will travel (a description of the distance decay function is set out in Appendix 2). 

5.9 If there is a high percentage of residents without access to a car (and who either walk or use 
public transport to access a pool), then a network of local swimming pool sites becomes 
more important to maintain access and encourage swimming participation.  The public 
transport catchment area for pools is also 30 minutes’ travel time (at half speed of car), and 
for walking it is 40 minutes (2 miles).  

5.10 Based on the 2011 Census, 55% of Kensington and Chelsea’s resident population do not 
have access to a car.  The London-wide and England-wide averages for population with no 
access to a car are 40% and 25% respectively.  
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5.11 Reflecting the high percentage of residents without access to a car in the Borough, the 
finding is that 52% of all visits to swimming pools by Kensington and Chelsea residents are 
by walkers and 13% are by public transport. 

5.12 To gain some understanding of how accessible swimming pools are by public transport in 
Kensington and Chelsea, Map 5.2 shows the area of the Borough within 0-15 minutes’ walk 
of an underground or overground station (purple areas) and Map 5.3 shows the areas of the 
Borough within 0-5 minutes’ walk of a bus stop (grey areas).  Both maps also show the 
locations and names of the swimming pools.  

5.13 As these maps illustrate, all areas of Kensington and Chelsea are within these public 
transport catchments and so there is good access to swimming pools by public transport.     
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Map 5.1: Unmet Demand for Swimming Pools in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Facility Planning Model unmet demand aggregated at 1km square grid (figure labels) and shown thematically (colours).  Unmet demand at 1km square grid level expressed as square meters of water. 

 
 



 

 

17 

Map 5.2:  Access to Pools by Underground and Rail in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its 
terms and conditions apply – 25/11/2021 

 

Purple areas within 
15 minutes’ walk of 
a station 
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Map 5.3: Access to Pools by Bus in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Sport England assumes no responsibility for the completeness, accuracy and currency of the information contained on this map.  This information is taken from the Active Places Power website and its 
terms and conditions apply – 25/11/2021 

 

Grey areas within 5 
minutes’ walk of a 
bus stop 
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6. Used Capacity 

How well used are the facilities? 

Used Capacity Kensington & 
Chelsea Brent Hammersmith & 

Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total number of 
visits used of 
current capacity 

10,585 14,563 11,322 21,239 19,327 541,267 3,225,120 

% of overall 
capacity of pools 
used 

82.2 87.1 50.3 69.9 58.3 72.1 63.2 

% of visits made 
to pools by 
walkers 

41.7 30.5 49.2 46.1 50.5 32.7 18.2 

% of visits made 
to pools by road 58.3 69.5 50.8 53.9 49.5 67.3 81.8 

Visits imported: 

Number of visits 
imported 6,052 5,474 5,272 7,869 9,442 15,838 1,964 

As a % of used 
capacity 57.2 37.6 46.6 37.0 48.9 2.9 0.1 

Visits retained: 

Number of Visits 
retained 4,533 9,089 6,050 13,370 9,885 525,429 3,223,156 

As a % of used 
capacity 42.8 62.4 53.4 63.0 51.1 97.1 99.9 

 

 

6.1 Key finding 11 is that the estimated used capacity of the swimming pools as a Kensington 
and Chelsea average is 82% in the weekly peak period.  This is considerably above the Sport 
England comfort level for pools being busy at 70% of capacity used at peak times. 

6.2 The findings on used capacity for individual swimming pool sites vary and are set out in Table 
6.1.  Variation is primarily caused by the interaction of:  

• ‘Draw effect’ of public leisure centre swimming pools  

Definition of used capacity – This is a measure of usage at swimming pools and 
estimates how well used or full facilities are.  The FPM is designed to include a ‘comfort 
factor,’ beyond which the venues are too full.  The pool itself becomes too crowded to 
swim comfortably, and the changing and circulation areas also become too congested.  
In the model Sport England assumes that usage over 70% of capacity is busy and that 
the swimming pool is operating at an uncomfortable level above that percentage.   
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• Level of demand in the catchment area and reachable from other pools  

• Hours available for community use 

• Scale of the swimming pool site 

• Age of the pool and its ‘attractiveness’ weighting 

6.3 These factors are expanded on in the following paragraphs. 

6.4 Public leisure centres are (1) accessible for public use as well as for swimming club use; (2) 
the opening hours are extensive, and the centres are proactively managed to encourage and 
support swimming participation and physical activity; (3) there is not the requirement to pay a 
monthly membership fee as with commercial swimming pools; and (4) they provide all the 
activities of learn to swim, public recreational swimming, lane and fitness swimming, and 
swimming development by clubs.   

6.5 There is a ‘draw effect’ to the public leisure centres sites because they are accessible for all 
residents and swimming activities.  Key finding 12 is that the estimated used capacity of 
both Chelsea Sports Centre and Kensington Leisure Centre is 100% in the weekly peak 
period. 

6.6 There is considerable overlap from the swimming pools in the Borough and the extensive 
network of pools sites in neighbouring boroughs that can be reached by residents in 
Kensington and Chelsea.  Therefore, Kensington and Chelsea’s demand for swimming pools 
will be shared across all these sites.  

6.7 As Table 6.1 shows, all Kensington and Chelsea swimming pools are available for 
community use for the full the weekly peak period of the FPM of 52.5 hours, with the 
exception of Virgin Active Club, which is 1 hour less at 51.5 hours, and the second pool at 
Chelsea Sports Centre, which is 24 hours in the peak period.  

6.8 In most studies there is scope to address a high used capacity finding by increasing the 
peak hours at some pool sites and thereby reducing the average used capacity finding.  
However, this is not the case in Kensington and Chelsea because the sites are already 
almost at the maximum hours in the weekly peak period.  

6.9 Kensington Leisure Centre is the largest swimming pool site in the Borough, with its three 
individual pools providing 768 sqm of water and accounting for 52% of the total accessible 
water space in the Borough.  Therefore, Kensington Leisure Centre can accommodate 
significantly more use for all swimming activities than any other pool site.  It is important to 
consider the scale of a swimming pool site when looking at the estimated used capacity and 
not just the percentage figure alone.  

6.10 All the swimming pool sites in the model are weighted to reflect their age, condition and 
whether they have been modernised in order to assess their comparative attractiveness to 
customers.  According to the data, Chelsea Sports Centre and the Harbour Club were 
modernised in 2014 and 2017 respectively.  These sites along with Kensington Leisure 
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Centre, which is the most recent swimming pool site to open in 2015, have the highest 
weightings.  

6.11 The findings for each individual site vary from the Kensington and Chelsea   average for all 
the above inter-related reasons and should be reviewed with the facility operator.    

Imported Demand 

6.12 Imported demand is set out under Used Capacity because if residents in neighbouring 
authorities swim at a centre in Kensington and Chelsea, their usage becomes part of the 
used capacity of Kensington and Chelsea’s swimming pools. 

6.13 Key finding 13 is that imported demand is 57% of the estimated used capacity of the 
Borough’s swimming pools, which is 6,052 visits in the weekly peak period.  This is a very 
high number and is another reflection on the comparatively small land area of London 
boroughs and the close proximity of a high number of pool sites which can be accessed 
across boundaries.    

6.14 For comparison, Key finding 14 is that Kensington and Chelsea exports 4,745 visits in the 
weekly peak period and imports 6,052 visits and, therefore, is a net importer of 1,307 visits 
in the weekly peak period.  
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Table 6.1:  Percentage of Used Capacity of Kensington and Chelsea Swimming Pools (2020) 
 

Name of Site Type Dimensions 
m 

Area 
sqm 

Site Year 
Built 

Site Year 
Refurbished 

Weight 
Factor 

Hours in 
Peak 

Period 
Total Hours 

Available 
Site Capacity 

visits per week in 
peak period 

% of 
Capacity 

Used 

Chelsea Sports Centre 
Main 25 x 9 225 1906 2014 73% 52.5 103.3 2,113 100 

Leisure 9 x 4 36    24 39   

Harbour Club (Kensington) 
Main 20 x 10 200 1999 2017 95% 52.5 113 1,803 67 

Learner 3 x 2 6    52.5 113   

Kensington Leisure Centre 

Main 25 x 17 425 2015  100% 52.5 101.5 6,720 100 

Main 20 x 10 200    52.5 101.5   

Leisure 13 x 11 143    52.5 101.5   

The Peak Health Club and Spa Main 20 x 5 100 1987  56% 52.5 107 875 33 

Virgin Active Club (Notting Hill) Main 20 x 8 160 1999  82% 51.5 104.5 1,373 19 
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7. Local Share 

Equity share of facilities 

Local Share Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Local Share: <1 
supply less than 
demand, 1> 
supply greater 
than demand 

1.2 0.8 1.2 1.0 1.3 1.0 1.1 

 

 

7.1 A value of 1 means that the level of supply just matches demand, while a value of less than 1 
indicates a shortage of supply, and a value greater than 1 indicates a surplus. Local share is 
useful for looking at ‘equity’ of provision and to show how access and share of swimming 
pools differs across the authority.   

7.2 The intervention is to try and increase access to swimming pools where residents have the 
lowest share of swimming pools. 

7.3 Kensington and Chelsea as a Borough-wide average has a local share of 1.2, and therefore, 
supply is greater than demand.  Local share does vary across the Borough and the findings 
are set out in Map 7.1.  Local share is highest in the areas of Earls Court (1.5) and 
Gloucester Road (1.4-1.5), and lowest in the Chelsea Sports Centre area of Kings Road 
(1.04).  However, all areas of Kensington and Chelsea are above 1, meaning that supply is 
greater than demand in terms of local share. 

Water Space per 1,000 Population (2020) 

Share Kensington 
& Chelsea Brent Hammersmith 

& Fulham Wandsworth Westminster London England 

Total supply 
in sqm of 
water 

1,495 1,956 2,878 3,984 4,023 96,364 681,528 

Population 153,447 337,602 189,348 332,524 246,778 8,991,328 56,630,408 

Water space 
per 1,000 
population 

10 6 15 12 16 11 12 

 

Definition of local share – This helps to show which areas have a better or worse share of 
facility provision.  It considers the size, availability, and quality of facilities, as well as travel 
modes.  Local share is the available capacity of the locations that people want to visit in 
an area, divided by the demand for that capacity in the area. 
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7.4 Based on a measure of water space per 1,000 population, Kensington and Chelsea’s supply 
is 10 sqm of water space per 1,000 population in 2020. 

7.5 Kensington and Chelsea has the second lowest supply after Brent, which has 6 sqm of 
water per 1,000 population.  The London-wide and England-wide averages are 11 sqm of 
water and 12 sqm of water per 1,000 population in 2020 respectively.  

7.6 The overall level of provision for Kensington and Chelsea is based on all the supply and 
demand findings, and not just on supply.  This is simply a measure which compares the 
Borough’s supply with that of neighbouring local boroughs, as well as regional and national 
averages.  This is reported because some local authorities like to understand how their 
provision compares with other authorities. 

  



 

 

25 

Map 7.1:  Local Share of Swimming Pools in Kensington and Chelsea (2020) 
Facility Planning Model share of water divided by demand.  Data outputs shown thematically (colours) and aggregated at 1km square (figure labels). 
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Appendix 1: Swimming Pools Excluded 

The audit excludes facilities that are deemed to be either for private use, too small, closed or there 
is a lack of information, particularly relating to hours of use. The following facilities were deemed to 
fall under one or more of these categories and therefore excluded from the modelling: 

Site Name Facility Sub Type Reason for Exclusion 

Aquilla Health & Fitness Centre Main/General Too Small 

Bodyworks West at Lambton Place Main/General Too Small 

Holland Park School Main/General Closed 

Holland Park School Main/General Private Use 

Imagine Spa & Health Club Main/General Too Small 

Pure Gym (London South Kensington) Main/General Closed 

The Gym Way (Kensington) Learner/Teaching/Training Closed 

Virgin Active Classic (The Kensington Club) Main/General Too Small 

Virgin Active Club (Chelsea) Main/General Too Small 
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Appendix 2: Model Description, Inclusion Criteria and Model 
Parameters 
Included within this Appendix are the following: 

• Model Description 

• Facility Inclusion Criteria 

• Model Parameters 

Model Description 

1. Background 

1.1 The Facilities Planning Model (FPM) is a computer-based supply/demand model, which has 
been developed by Edinburgh University in conjunction with sportscotland and Sport 
England since the 1980s.  

1.2 The model is a tool for helping to assess the strategic provision of community sports facilities 
in an area.  It is currently applicable for use in assessing the provision of swimming pools, 
sports halls, indoor bowls centres and artificial grass pitches. 

2. Use of FPM 

2.1 Sport England uses the FPM as one of its principal tools in helping to assess the strategic 
need for certain community sports facilities.  The FPM has been developed as a means of: 

• Assessing requirements for different types of community sports facilities on a local, 
regional, or national scale. 

• Helping local authorities to determine an adequate level of sports facility provision to 
meet their local needs. 

• Helping to identify strategic gaps in the provision of sports facilities. 

• Comparing alternative options for planned provision, taking account of changes in 
demand and supply.  This includes testing the impact of opening, relocating, and 
closing facilities, and the likely impact of population changes on the needs for sports 
facilities. 

2.2 Its current use is limited to those sports facility types for which Sport England holds 
substantial demand data, i.e., swimming pools, sports halls, indoor bowls, and artificial grass 
pitches (AGPs). 

2.3 The FPM has been used in the assessment of Lottery funding bids for community facilities, 
and as a principal planning tool to assist local authorities in planning for the provision of 
community sports facilities. 
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3. How the Model Works 

3.1 In its simplest form, the model seeks to assess whether the capacity of existing facilities for a 
particular sport is capable of meeting local demand for that sport, considering how far 
people are prepared to travel to such a facility. 

3.2 In order to do this, the model compares the number of facilities (supply) within an area 
against the demand for that facility (demand) that the local population will produce, similar to 
other social gravity models.   

3.3 To do this, the FPM works by converting both demand (in terms of people) and supply 
(facilities) into a single comparable unit.  This unit is ‘visits per week in the peak period’ 
(VPWPP).  Once converted, demand and supply can be compared. 

3.4 The FPM uses a set of parameters to define how facilities are used and by whom. These 
parameters are primarily derived from a combination of data including actual user surveys 
from a range of sites across the country in areas of good supply, together with participation 
survey data.  These surveys provide core information on the profile of users, such as, the age 
and gender of users, how often they visit, the distance travelled, duration of stay, and on the 
facilities themselves, such as, programming, peak times of use, and capacity of facilities.   

3.5 This survey information is combined with other sources of data to provide a set of model 
parameters for each facility type.  The original core user data for halls and pools comes from 
the National Halls and Pools survey undertaken in 1996.  This data formed the basis for the 
National Benchmarking Service (NBS).  For AGPs, the core data used comes from the user 
survey of AGPs carried out in 2005/06 jointly with sportscotland.  

3.6 User survey data from the NBS and other appropriate sources are used to update the 
model’s parameters on a regular basis.  The parameters are set out at the end of the 
document, and the main data sources analysed are:  

• Active Lives  

o For the adult survey, this data is collected by an online survey or paper 
questionnaire on behalf of Sport England.  Each annual sample includes on the 
order of 175,000 people and covers the full age/gender range.  Detailed 
questions are asked about over 200 specific sports categories in terms of 
participation and frequency.  

o For the children and young people survey, this data is collected through 
schools with up to three mixed ability classes in up to three randomly chosen 
year groups completing an online survey.  

• National Benchmarking Service  

o This is a centre-based survey whose primary purpose is to enable centres to 
benchmark themselves against other centres.  Sample interviews are 
conducted on site.  The number of people surveyed varies by year depending 
on how many centres take part.  Approximately 10,000 swimmers and 
3,500 sports hall users are surveyed per year.  This data is used for journey 
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times, establishing proportions of particular activities in different hall types, 
the duration of activities and the time of activity (peak period).  

• Scottish Health   

o The annual survey is of about 6,600 people (just under 5,000 
adults).  This data is primarily used to assess participation, frequency, and 
activity duration.  

Other data is used where available.  For example, the following data sources are among 
those which have been used to cross-check results:   

• Children’s Participation in Culture and Sport, Scottish Government, 2008  
• Young People’s Participation in Sport, Sports Council for Wales, 2009  
• Health & Social Care Information Centre, Lifestyle Statistics, 2012  
• Young People and Sport, Sport England, 2002  
• Data from Angus Council, 2013/14  
• National Pools & Halls Survey, 1996  

 This survey has been used to obtain capacities per sports hall for differing 
sport types for programming data.  

4. Calculating Demand 

4.1 Demand is calculated by applying the user information from the parameters, as referred to 
above, to the population1.  This produces the number of visits for that facility that will be 
demanded by the population.  

4.2 Depending on the age and gender make-up of the population, this will affect the number of 
visits an area will generate. In order to reflect the different population make-up of the country, 
the FPM calculates demand based on the smallest census groupings.  These are Output 
Areas (OAs)2.  

4.3 The use of OAs in the calculation of demand ensures that the FPM is able to reflect and 
portray differences in demand in areas at the most sensitive level based on available census 
information.  Each OA used is given a demand value in VPWPP by the FPM. 

5. Calculating Supply Capacity 

5.1 A facility’s capacity varies depending on its size (i.e., size of pool, hall, pitch number), and 
how many hours the facility is available for use by the community. 

5.2 The FPM calculates a facility’s capacity by applying each of the capacity factors taken from 
the model parameters, such as the assumptions made as to how many ‘visits’ can be 
accommodated by the particular facility at any one time.  Each facility is then given a 
capacity figure in VPWPP. 

 
1 For example, it is estimated that 7.72% of 16–24-year-old males will demand to use an AGP 1.67 times a week. This calculation is done 
separately for the 12 age/gender groupings.  
2 Census Output Areas (OAs) are the smallest grouping of census population data and provide the population information on which the FPM’s 
demand parameters are applied.  A demand figure can then be calculated for each OA based on the population profile. There are over 171,300 
OAs in England.  An OA has a target value of 125 households per OA.  



 

 

30 

5.3 Based on travel time information3 taken from the user survey, the FPM then calculates how 
much demand would be met by the particular facility, having regard to its capacity and how 
much demand is within the facility’s catchment.  The FPM includes an important feature of 
spatial interaction.  This feature takes account of the location and capacity of all the facilities, 
having regard to their location and the size of demand, and assesses whether the facilities 
are in the right place to meet the demand. 

5.4 It is important to note that the FPM does not simply add up the total demand within an area 
and compare that to the total supply within the same area.  This approach would not take 
account of the spatial aspect of supply against demand in a particular area.  For example, if 
an area had a total demand for 5 facilities, and there were currently 6 facilities within the 
area, it would be too simplistic to conclude that there was an oversupply of 1 facility as this 
approach would not take account of whether the 5 facilities are in the correct location for 
local people to use them within that area.  It might be that all the facilities were in one part of 
the borough, leaving other areas under-provided.  An assessment of this kind would not 
reflect the true picture of provision.  The FPM is able to assess supply and demand within an 
area based on the needs of the population within that area. 

5.5 In making calculations as to supply and demand, visits made to sports facilities are not 
artificially restricted or calculated by reference to administrative boundaries, such as local 
authority areas.  Users are generally expected to use their closest facility.  The FPM reflects 
this through analysing the location of demand against the location of facilities, allowing for 
cross-boundary movement of visits.  For example, if a facility is on the boundary of a local 
authority, users will generally be expected to come from the population living close to the 
facility, but who may be in an adjoining authority. 

6. Calculating the Capacity of Sports Halls – Hall Space in Courts (HSC)  

6.1 The capacity of sports halls is calculated in the same way as described above, with each 
sports hall site having a capacity in VPWPP.  In order for this capacity to be meaningful, 
these visits are converted into the equivalent of main hall courts and referred to as ‘Hall 
Space in Courts’ (HSC).  This ‘court’ figure is often mistakenly read as being the same as the 
number of ‘marked courts’ at the sports halls that are in the Active Places data, but it is not 
the same.  There will usually be a difference between this figure and the number of ‘marked 
courts’ in Active Places. 

6.2 The reason for this is that the HSC is the ‘court’ equivalent of all the main and activity halls 
capacities; this is calculated based on hall size (area) and whether it is the main hall or a 
secondary (activity) hall.  This gives a more accurate reflection of the overall capacity of the 
halls than simply using the ‘marked courts’ figure.  This is due to two reasons: 

• In calculating the capacity of halls, the model uses a different ‘At-One-Time’ (AOT) 
parameter for main halls and for activity halls.  Activity halls have a greater AOT 
capacity than main halls – see below.  Marked courts can sometimes not properly 

 
3 To reflect the fact that as distance to a facility increases, fewer visits are made, the FPM uses a travel time distance decay curve, where the 
majority of users travel up to 20 minutes.  The FPM also takes account of the road network when calculating travel times.  Car ownership levels, 
taken from census data, are also taken into account when calculating how people will travel to facilities.   
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reflect the size of the actual main hall.  For example, a hall may be marked out with 4 
courts, when it has space for 3 courts.  As the model uses the ‘courts’ as a unit of 
size, it is important that the hall’s capacity is included as a 3 ‘court unit’ rather than a 4 
‘court unit’. 

• The model calculates the capacity of the sports hall as ‘visits per week in the peak 
period’ (VPWPP), and then uses this unit of capacity to compare with demand, which 
is also calculated as VPWPP.  It is often difficult to visualise how much hall space there 
is when expressed as VPWPP.  To make things more meaningful, this capacity in 
VPWPP is converted back into ‘main hall court equivalents’ and is noted in the output 
table as ‘Hall Space in Courts.’ 

7. Facility Attractiveness – for Halls and Pools Only 

7.1 Not all facilities are the same, and users will find certain facilities more attractive to use than 
others.  The model attempts to reflect this by introducing an attractiveness weighting factor, 
which affects the way visits are distributed between facilities. Attractiveness, however, is very 
subjective.  Currently weightings are only used for hall and pool modelling, and a similar 
approach for AGPs is being developed. 

7.2 Attractiveness weightings are based on the following: 

• Age/refurbishment weighting – pools and halls: The older a facility is, the less attractive 
it will be to users.  It is recognised that this is a general assumption and that there may 
be examples where older facilities are more attractive than newly built ones due to 
excellent local management, programming, and sports development.  Additionally, the 
date of any significant refurbishment is also included within the weighting factor; 
however, the attractiveness is set lower than a new build of the same year.  It is 
assumed that a refurbishment that is older than 20 years will have a minimal impact on 
the facility’s attractiveness.  The information on year built/refurbished is taken from 
Active Places.  A graduated curve is used to allocate the attractiveness weighting by 
year.  This curve levels off at around 1920 with a 20% weighting.  The refurbishment 
weighting is slightly lower than the new built year equivalent. 

• Management and ownership weighting – halls only: Due to the large number of halls 
being provided by the educational sector, an assumption is made that, in general, 
these halls will not provide as balanced a programme than halls run by local 
authorities, trusts, etc, with school halls more likely to be used by teams and groups 
through block booking.  A less balanced programme is assumed to be less attractive 
to a general pay & play user than a standard local authority leisure centre sports hall 
with a wider range of activities on offer. 

7.3 To reflect this, two weightings curves are used for educational and non-educational halls, a 
high weighted curve, and a lower weighted curve. 

• High weighted curve – includes non-educational management and a better balanced 
programme, more attractive. 

• Lower weighted curve – includes educational owned and managed halls, less 
attractive. 



 

 

32 

7.4 Commercial facilities – halls and pools: Whilst there are relatively few sports halls provided by 
the commercial sector, an additional weighing factor is incorporated within the model to 
reflect the cost element often associated with commercial facilities.  For each population 
output area the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) score is used to limit whether people will 
use commercial facilities.  The assumption is that the higher the IMD score (less affluence), 
the less likely the population of the OA would choose to go to a commercial facility. 

8. Comfort Factor – Halls and Pools 

8.1 As part of the modelling process, each facility is given a maximum number of visits it can 
accommodate based on its size, the number of hours it is available for community use, and 
the ‘at one time capacity’ figure (pools = 1 user/6m2, halls = 6 users/court).  This gives each 
facility a ‘theoretical capacity.’ 

8.2 If the facilities were full to their theoretical capacity, then there would simply not be the space 
to undertake the activity comfortably.  In addition, there is a need to take account of a range 
of activities taking place which have different numbers of users; for example, aqua aerobics 
will have significantly more participants than lane swimming sessions. Additionally, there may 
be times and sessions that, while being within the peak period, are less busy and so will 
have fewer users. 

8.3 To account for these factors the notion of a ‘comfort factor’ is applied within the model.  For 
swimming pools, 70%, and for sports halls, 80%, of their theoretical capacity is considered 
as being the limit where a facility starts to become uncomfortably busy.  (Currently, the 
comfort factor is not applied to AGPs due to the fact they are predominantly used by teams 
which have a set number of players, therefore the notion of having a ‘less busy’ pitch is not 
applicable.) 

8.4 The comfort factor is used in two ways: 

• Utilised capacity – How well used is a facility?  ‘Utilised capacity’ figures for facilities 
are often seen as being very low at 50-60%; however, this needs to be put into 
context with 70-80% comfort factor levels for pools and halls.  The closer utilised 
capacity gets to the comfort factor level, the busier the facilities are becoming.  You 
should not aim to have facilities operating at 100% of their theoretical capacity, as this 
would mean that every session throughout the peak period would be being used to its 
maximum capacity.  This would be both unrealistic in operational terms and 
unattractive to users. 

• Adequately meeting unmet demand – the comfort factor is also used to increase the 
number of facilities needed to comfortably meet unmet demand.  If this comfort factor 
is not applied, then any facilities provided will be operating at their maximum theoretical 
capacity, which is not desirable as noted previously. 

9. Utilised Capacity (Used Capacity) 

9.1 Following on from the comfort factor section, here is more guidance on utilised capacity. 
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9.2 Utilised capacity refers to how much of a facility’s theoretical capacity is being used.  This 
can, at first, appear to be unrealistically low, with area figures being in the 50-60% region.  
Without any further explanation, it would appear that facilities are half empty.  The key point 
is not to see a facility’s theoretical maximum capacity (100%) as being an optimum position.  
This, in practice, would mean that a facility would need to be completely full every hour it was 
open during the peak period.  This would be both unrealistic from an operational perspective 
and undesirable from a user’s perspective, as the facility would be completely full.  

9.3 For example, a 25m, four-lane pool has a theoretical capacity of 2,260 per week, during a 
52.5-hour peak period.  

9.4 As set out in the table below, usage of a pool will vary throughout the evening, with some 
sessions being busier than others through programming, such as an aqua-aerobics session 
between 7pm and 8pm and lane swimming between 8 and 9pm.  Other sessions will be 
quieter, such as between 9 and 10pm.  This pattern of use would mean a total of 143 swims 
taking place.  However, the pool’s maximum theoretical capacity is 264 visits throughout the 
evening.  In this instance the pool’s utilised capacity for the evening would be 54%. 

9.5 As a guide, 70% utilised capacity is used to indicate that pools are becoming busy, and this 
is 80% for halls.  This should be seen only as a guide to help flag when facilities are 
becoming busier, rather than as a ‘hard threshold.’ 

10. Travel Times Catchments 

10.1 The model uses travel times to define facility catchments in terms of driving and walking.  

10.2 The Ordnance Survey (OS) MasterMap Highways Network Roads has been used to calculate 
the off-peak drive times between facilities and the population, observing any one-way and 
turn restrictions which apply and taking account of delays at junctions and car parking.  Each 
street in the network is assigned a speed for car travel based on the attributes of the road, 
such as the width of the road, the geographical location of the road, and the density of 
properties along the street.  These travel times have been derived through national survey 
work, and so are based on actual travel patterns of users.  The road speeds used for inner 
and outer London boroughs have been further enhanced by data from the Department of 
Transport. 

10.3 The walking catchment uses the OS MasterMap Highways Network Paths to calculate travel 
times along paths and roads, excluding motorways and trunk roads.  A standard walking 
speed of 3 mph is used for all journeys. 

Visits per hour 4-5pm 5-6pm 6-7pm 7-8pm 8-9pm 9-10pm 
Total visits for 
the evening 

Theoretical 
maximum capacity 

44 44 44 44 44 44 264 

Actual usage 8 30 35 50 15 5 143 
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10.4 The model includes three different modes of travel – car, public transport, and walking.  Car 
access is also considered in areas of lower access to a car, where the model reduces the 
number of visits made by car and increases those made on foot. 

10.5 Overall, surveys have shown that the majority of visits made to swimming pools, sports halls 
and AGPs are made by car, with a significant minority of visits to pools and halls being made 
on foot. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

10.6 The model includes a distance decay function, where the further a user is from a facility, the 
less likely they will travel.  Set out below is the survey data with the percentage of visits 
made within each of the travel times.  This shows that almost 90% of all visits, both by car 
and on foot, are made within 20 minutes.  Hence, 20 minutes is often used as a rule of 
thumb for the catchments for swimming pools and sports halls. 

 

 

 

 

 

10.7 For AGPs, there is a similar pattern to halls and pools, with hockey users observed as 
travelling slightly further (89% travel up to 30 minutes).  Therefore, a 20-minute travel time 
can also be used for ‘combined’ and ‘football’, and 30 minutes for hockey. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  NOTE: These are approximate figures and should only be used as a guide. 

Facility  Car Walking Public Transport 

Swimming Pool 72% 18% 10% 

Sports Hall 74% 17% 9% 

AGP  

    Combined 

    Football 

    Hockey 

 

79% 

74% 

97% 

 

18% 

22% 

2% 

 

3% 

4% 

1% 

 Minutes 
Swimming Pools Sport Halls 

Car Walk Car Walk 

0-10 56% 53% 54% 55% 

11-20 35% 34% 36% 32% 

21-30 7% 10% 7% 10% 

31-45 2% 2% 2% 3% 

Minutes 

Artificial Grass Pitches 

Combined Football Hockey 

Car Walk Car Walk Car Walk 

0-10 28% 38% 30% 32% 21% 60% 

10-20 57% 48% 61% 50% 42% 40% 

20-40 14% 12% 9% 15% 31% 0% 
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Facility Inclusion Criteria 

Swimming Pools 

The following inclusion criteria were used for this analysis: 

• Include all operational indoor swimming pools available for community use, i.e., pay 
and play, membership, sports club/community association. 

• Exclude all pools not available for community use, i.e., private use. 

• Exclude all outdoor pools, i.e., lidos. 

• Exclude all pools where the main pool is less than 20 metres in length, or the area is 
less than 160 square metres.  If the principal pool is a leisure pool with an area less 
than 200 square metres, then all pools on the site should be excluded. 

• Include all ‘planned,’ ‘under construction, and ‘temporarily closed’ facilities only where 
all data is available for inclusion. 

• Where opening times are missing, availability has been included based on similar 
facility types. 

• Where the year built is missing assume date 19754. 

Facilities over the border in Wales and Scotland are included, as supplied by sportscotland 
and Sport Wales. 

 

  

 
4 Choosing a date in the mid 1970s ensures that the facility is included, while not overestimating its impact within the run.  
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Model Parameters 

Pools Parameters 

At One Time 
Capacity 

 
0.16667 per square metre = 1 person per 6 square meters 

 

 

Catchment 
Maps 

  

Car:                 20 minutes   

Walking:   1.6 km  

Public transport:  20 minutes at about half the speed of a car 

 

NOTE: Catchment times are indicative, within the context of a distance decay function of 
the model. 

   

 

Duration 
 

60 minutes  
 

 

Percentage 

Participation 

 

 

 

Frequency 

per Week 

   

Age 0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60-79   

Male 14.5 6.9 10.4 8.6 5.4 1.6   

Female 16.2 10.2 13.8 11.8 7.7 1.5   

  

Age 0-15 16-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60-79   

Male 1.09 1.03 0.86 1.01 1.30 1.73   

Female 1.10 0.96 0.82 1.00 1.17 1.28   
 

 

 

Peak Period 

 

 

Proportion in 
Peak Period 

 

  

Weekday: 9:00 to 10:00, 12:00 to 13:00, 15:30 to 21:00 

Weekend:   08:00 to 15:30 

Total:               52.5 hours 

 

63% 
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