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Introduction
The Council is undertaking a partial review of its Local Plan. This will involve
reviewing chapters and topics in the adopted Core Strategy 2010 (now called
the Local Plan) which were not included in the recent Core Strategy Reviews.
Alongside this Local Plan Partial Review (LPPR), the Council is conducting an
Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA), which will inform its development by
taking environmental, health, equalities and other sustainability considerations
into account.

What is Integrated Impact Assessment?
IIA and the UK SEA Regulations
The IIA fulfils the requirements of Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) in a manner that incorporates the
requirements of the UK’s SEA Regulations (S.I. 2004 No. 1633). The
approach also incorporates the processes of Health Impact Assessment and
Equalities Impact Assessment.
This integrated approach enables synergies and cross-cutting impacts to be
identified, avoids the need to undertake and report on separate assessments
and seeks to reduce any duplication of assessment work. A single process
can improve efficiencies in both the assessment itself, as many of the issues
covered in the different forms of assessment overlap, as well as simplifying
outcomes and recommendations for policy makers. Where more detail on
certain issues is required or necessary, this can be undertaken and included
within the IIA.
Such an approach has been successfully followed by the Mayor of London for
the London Plan which is also part of the Council’s development plan.
The process of undertaking SA is well established and defined in national
guidance. It is considered sufficiently detailed and appropriate to use as the
basis for assessing potential impacts on health and equalities.

Sustainability Appraisal
In the summer of 2001, the European Union legislated for Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) with the adoption of Directive 2001/42/EC
on the Assessment of the Effects of Certain Plans and Programmes on the
Environment (the ‘SEA Directive’). The Directive was incorporated into UK law
with the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
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2004 (commonly referred to as the ‘SEA Regulations’) and applies to a range
of UK plans and programmes1.
The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires local planning
authorities to carry out an SA of each of the proposals in a Local Plan during
its preparation2. More generally, the Act requires authorities to prepare plans
“with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable
development”.3
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
include SA reports as one of the “proposed submission”, and “adoption”
documents for Local Plans4.
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF paragraph 165 –
Environment) and the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) on SEA and
SA are clear that sustainability appraisal is integral to the preparation and the
development of a Local Plan. Paragraph 006 of the NPPG encourages “work
[on the sustainability appraisal process] to start at the same time that work
starts on developing the plan.” Paragraph 013 of the NPPG includes a
flowchart which shows the relationship between the sustainability appraisal
and Local Plan preparation processes which is replicated in Figure 1 below.
Sustainability appraisals incorporate the requirements of the SEA
Regulations, which implement the requirements of the European Directive
2001/42/EC5 (the ‘SEA Directive’).SA ensures that potential environmental
effects are given full consideration alongside social and economic issues.
By testing each plan policy against sustainability objectives, the IIA will assess
and report the likely significant effects and the opportunities for improving
social, environmental and economic conditions through its implementation.

Equalities Impact Assessment
An Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) is a way of measuring the potential
impact (positive, negative or neutral) that a policy, function or service may
have on different groups protected by equalities legislation, notably the
Equalities Act 2010. This Act places a general duty on the Council as a public
body to pay due regard to advancing equality, fostering good relations and
eliminating discrimination for people sharing certain protected characteristics.
EqIA is therefore an essential tool for demonstrating the Council has complied
with the law by shaping the way decisions are taken and thereby improving
1
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outcomes. It enables a good understanding of needs and differential impacts
that the policies may have on different groups.

Health Impact Assessment
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is not a statutory requirement of the Local
Plan preparation process. However, the NPPG6 states that “Local planning
authorities should ensure that health and wellbeing, and health infrastructure
are considered in local and neighbourhood plans and in planning decision
making.” It also states that “a health impact assessment may be a useful tool
to use where there are expected to be significant impacts.” Further, London
Plan Policy 3.2C says “The impacts of major development proposals on the
health and wellbeing of communities should be considered, for example
through the use of Health Impact Assessments (HIA)”.
The emerging Local Plan Partial Review will include allocating sites for
development. It is therefore considered good practice that health impacts are
considered in the plan-making process. This is particularly important as the
Health and Social Care Act 2012 transferred statutory responsibility for public
health to local authorities. In the Core Strategy SA, health impacts were
considered through the SA framework and the EqIA. This will be reflected in
the IIA, and a specific health objective in the IIA framework will provide the
basis for HIA of the Local Plan Review.

Habitats Regulations Assessment
European Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of natural
habitats and of wild flora and fauna (the ‘Habitats Directive’) requires that any
plan or programme likely to have a significant impact upon a Natura 2000 site
(Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Special Protection Area (SPA)),
which is not directly concerned with the management of the site for nature
conservation, must be subject to an Appropriate Assessment. The
overarching process is known as Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).
A HRA screening exercise will be undertaken to determine if the emerging
planning policies (either in isolation and/or in combination with other plans or
projects) would generate an adverse impact upon the integrity of a Natura
2000 site, in terms of its conservation objectives and qualifying interests. This
process will be documented in a Screening Report that will be submitted to
Natural England for approval.
While this is will be conducted in parallel to the IIA process and reported
separately, its findings will be relevant to the IIA and vice versa, so the two
6

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/health-and-wellbeing/what-is-the-role-ofhealth-and-wellbeing-in-planning/
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processes will need to interact. The NPPG7 states that ‘the sustainability
appraisal should take account of the findings of a Habitats Regulations
Assessment, if one is undertaken.’

This stage

Figure 2-1: Sustainability Appraisal Process (National Planning Practice
Guidance) (Source: NPPG)

7
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Purpose of this report
This Scoping Report is Stage A in the process of preparing a Sustainability
Appraisal. The NPPG states that Stage A “must identify the scope and level of
detail of the information to be included in the sustainability appraisal report. It
should set out the context, objectives and approach of the assessment; and
identify relevant environmental, economic and social issues and objectives.”
The purpose of this report is to set out the scope and level of detail of the
information that will be included in the Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA).
The report will present information on the proposed scope including:


A1: Review of Policies, Plans, Programmes, Strategies and Initiatives
(PPPSIs): Identify the plans, policies, programmes, strategies and issues
relevant to the policies being reviewed



A2 Baseline: Set out the key baseline information



A3 Key Sustainability issues



A4 IIA Framework: The proposed IIA objectives and the assessment
framework



A5 Consult on the Scoping Report

Although the scoping stage is a requirement of the process, a formal scoping
report is not required by law but is a useful way of presenting information at
the scoping stage. A key aim of the scoping procedure is to help ensure the
sustainability appraisal process is proportionate and relevant to the Local Plan
being assessed.

5

Overview of the Local Plan Partial Review
Local Plan Vision and Objectives
The adopted Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan are included in the
Consolidated Local Plan (2015). These express the direction to be taken by
the Local Plan policies, and so set the scene for the scope of the LPPR. The
LPPR proposes a few relatively minor amendments to them, to update them
in line with the current planning policy context.
Vision for the Royal Borough: Building on Success
Our vision for Kensington and Chelsea over the next 20 years is to build on
success. To further develop the strong and varied sense of place of the
borough, we will, in partnership with other organisations, and importantly with
our residents:
Stimulate regeneration in North Kensington through the provision of better
transport, better housing and better facilities, aiding better health.
By 2028 regeneration in North Kensington will have resulted in significantly
improved transport, including a new Crossrail station at Kensal, better links to
Hammersmith and Fulham across the West London line and improved northsouth bus links overcoming the generally lower levels of accessibility in the
north. 2-3000 new homes will have been built, both private market and
affordable, addressing the serious shortfall in housing need, and helping to
diversify supply.
It will be of a high quality design, well integrated into its context, overcoming
some of the barriers to movement by which the north of the borough is
characterised.
Better facilities will have been provided by the building of a new academy to
serve the communities of North Kensington to address the serious shortage of
secondary school places in the borough, helping to make life more local for
residents. The deficiency in local shopping will have been addressed with new
town centres at Kensal and Latimer and the Earl’s Court Opportunity Area.
The unique character of Golborne and Portobello Roads will have flourished,
including the antiques and street market, adding to the vitality of the area.
Jobs will be readily available as the employment zones will have been
protected from encroaching residential development and be thriving centres
for small businesses and the cultural industries sector.
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The north of the borough will be at the heart of environmental sustainability
including a combined heat and power network extending from the hubs at the
major new developments at Kensal, Latimer and Wornington Green.
Enhance the reputation of our national and international destinations –
Knightsbridge, Portobello Road, South Kensington, the King’s Road,
Kensington High Street, and Earl’s Court – by supporting and encouraging
retail and cultural activities in particular.
In the borough as a whole our reputation as a national and international
destination will have been further enhanced. The borough will have avoided
becoming little more than a residential suburb, with a flourishing and rich
variety of retail and cultural activities adding so much to the quality of life of
the residents.
Our top retail destinations of Knightsbridge, King’s Road, Kensington High
Street and Portobello will have been maintained and enhanced.
Opportunities to expand retail floorspace in Knightsbridge, King’s Road,
Fulham Road and South Kensington will have been taken up.
Earl’s Court will remain an important cultural destination, as well as providing
offices, at least 2000 new homes within the borough and a new town centre to
address local shopping deficiency within the Opportunity Area.
Exhibition Road in South Kensington will be providing a first class experience
to visitors to the national institutions, and have set a new standard nationally
of streetscape design.
The Royal Marsden and Brompton hospitals will continue to further their
international reputation for delivering world class health care, education and
research activities.
Uphold our residential quality of life so that we remain the best place in
which to live in London, through cherishing quality in the built environment,
acting on environmental issues and facilitating local living, including through
strengthening neighbourhood centres and maintaining and updating social
infrastructure.
Our residential quality of life will be improved for everyone and we will remain
the best place to live in London with our network of local neighbourhood
centres offering a wide range of everyday services within easy walking
distance, our glorious built heritage protected and improved, the removal of
eyesores, and new buildings of exceptional design quality.
New homes will have further diversified housing tenure, and provide high
standards of environmental performance.
7

The waste we produce will be re-used, recycled or disposed of in or very near
to the borough. Sustainable Urban Drainage systems will be commonplace
throughout the borough, reducing the risk of flood events, especially in the
west of the borough when combined with the upgrading of Counters Creek
sewer and storm drain.
Green links will help to improve biodiversity and air quality and noise levels
will have been significantly improved.
Strategic Objectives
The Local Plan has the following Strategic Objectives:


To keep life local
Our strategic objective to keep life local is for strong, effective local
centres, for social and community facilities to be widely available, and for
neighbourhood functions, including neighbourhood shopping facilities, to
be easily accessible, so that residential communities can flourish.



To foster vitality
Our strategic objective to foster vitality is that the quality of life of our
predominantly residential borough is enhanced by a wide variety of
cultural, creative and commercial uses which can significantly contribute to
the well-being of residents and to the capital’s role as a world city.



To offer better travel choices
Our strategic objective for better travel choices is that walking, cycling and
public transport are safe, easy and attractive, and preferred by our
residents to private car ownership and use.



To maintain and extend our engaging public realm
Our strategic objective for an engaging public realm is to endow a strong
local sense of place by maintaining and extending our excellent public
realm to all parts of the borough.



To renew our legacy
Our strategic objective to renew the legacy is not simply to ensure no
diminution in the excellence we have inherited, but to pass to the next
generation a borough that is better than today, of the highest quality and
inclusive for all, by taking great care to maintain, conserve and enhance
the glorious built heritage we have inherited and to ensure that where new
development takes place it enhances the borough.



To achieve a diversity of housing
Our strategic objective to have a diversity of housing is that at a local level
it will cater for a variety of housing needs of borough residents, and is built
for adaptability and to a high quality.
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To respect environmental limits
Our strategic objective to respect environmental limits is to contribute to
the mitigation of, and adaption to, climate change, significantly reduce
carbon dioxide emissions, maintain low and further reduce car use,
carefully manage flood risk and waste, protect and attract biodiversity,
improve air quality, and reduce and control noise within the borough.

Policies
The LPPR Issues and Options consultation includes the following topic areas:


Vision and Strategic Objectives



Places



Site Allocations



Infrastructure and planning contributions



Shops and centres



Business uses and hotels



Arts and cultural uses



Rail infrastructure



Housing



Gypsies and Traveller accommodation



Access and space housing standards



Climate change: energy and water housing standards



Flooding and drainage



Waste

The Council needs to review its existing Local Plan policies (adopted in 2010
as part of the then Core Strategy) relating to infrastructure and planning
contributions because:


The Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule
and Regulation 123 (R123) List has taken effect (6 April 2015), limiting
what the Council can negotiate in terms of Section 106 agreements
(S106s); and



The wider legislative, policy and guidance context relating to infrastructure
and planning contributions has changed significantly.

The issues which the Council considers the Local Plan Partial Review needs
to address in light of these changes are:


S106 vs CIL infrastructure categories, standard charges and pooling



Public art provision and contributions
9



Open space provision and contributions



Infrastructure planning to support the Local Plan Partial Review



Thresholds for seeking S106s



Viability and transparency

The Council needs to amend its planning policies and approach to seeking
developer contributions to ensure it is maximising contributions to essential
local infrastructure to support new development and communities. If a
‘business as usual scenario’ is followed, the Council may be missing out on
contributions to, and the provision of, such essential local infrastructure.

Strategic Site Allocations
The Council is required to allocate sites for development and this is necessary
to demonstrate that the Council can meet its five year housing requirement,
so not allocating strategic sites is not an option.
Further alterations to the London Plan has raised the borough’s annual
housing supply target from 600 dwellings per annum to 733 dwellings. In
accordance with national and regional guidance, the Council must
demonstrate that it is able to identify a supply of specific development and/ or
deliverable sites sufficient to meet the borough’s housing target plus an
additional buffer of 20% for the five years due to a record of persistent under
delivery. Therefore the Council needs to consider allocating further sites and
actively consulting on this important part of the Local Plan.
The Site Allocation process will be informed by the findings of the IIA.
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Background to the SA Objectives
An SA was undertaken of the Core Strategy 2010 during its preparation. This
included production of the following documents:


An initial Scoping Report (2005). This established the scope of the
appraisal of the various options outlined within the initial Issues and
Options document.



An Interim SA report (2007). This was published alongside the Preferred
Options report and detailed the results of the SA of the Issues and
Options.



A Sustainability Appraisal Update report (2009). Given the length of time
between the publishing of the initial scoping report and the draft policies,
an additional report was produced. This provided a summary of all the
stages of the SA process, including information on how the SA Reports
influenced the Core Strategy; an update review of other policies, plans,
programmes and sustainability objectives; the evidence base; new key
sustainability issues and changes proposed to the original SA framework.



The Final SA report for the Core Strategy (2009).

All of these documents are available to view on the Council’s website 8. The
process included a very detailed Scoping and identification of SA objectives.
These objectives have been reviewed and updated for the 2016 IIA of the
LPPR, using the most recent PPPSI review (Chapter 6), baseline (Chapter 7),
sustainability issues / problems (Chapter 8) and results of consultation on this
scoping report (Appendix C). They are overall consistent with the previous SA
objectives.
This Report extends the LDF SEA/SA Scoping Report (2005) and the Interim
SA report (2009) to consider the policies being reviewed as part of the Local
Plan Partial Review.
It is recognised that there have been significant changes in the planning
system since the adoption of the Core Strategy and the accompanying work
on SA. However, the Council has been constantly reviewing the policies within
the Core Strategy and undertook a Partial Review of its policies on Pubs and
Local Character, Conservation and Design, other Miscellaneous Matters and
Basements which were adopted in late 2013, 2014 and January 2015
respectively. Now the Council is undertaking a further Partial Review to
include a number of other topic areas.

8

Available from:
http://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planningandconservation/planningpolicy/localdevelopmentframework/sustainabilityapp
raisal.aspx
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A1 Review of Policies, Plans,
Programmes, Strategies and Initiatives
A plan or programme may be influenced in various ways by other plans or
programmes, or by external environmental protection objectives such as
those laid down in policies or legislation. These relationships enable the
responsible authority to take advantage of potential synergies and to deal with
any inconsistencies and constraints.
Some issues may already have been dealt with in other plans and
programmes, and need not be addressed further in the plan or programme
which is being developed. Where significant tensions or inconsistencies arise,
however, it may be helpful to consider principles of precedence between
levels or types of plan or programme; the relative timing of the plans or
programmes concerned; the degree to which the plans, programmes and
objectives accord with current policy or legal requirements; and the extent of
any environmental assessments which have already been conducted.
An initial review of policies, plans, programmes, strategies and initiatives
(PPPSIs) that may have an impact of the preparation of relevant policies
being reviewed has been undertaken (see Appendix B). This review has
informed both the development of the Local Plan Partial Review and the IIA
framework. Many of these documents are referred to in Task A2: Collecting
Baseline Information.
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A2 Collecting Baseline Information
Introduction
In addition to reviewing relevant policies, plans, programmes, strategies and
initiatives, collating evidence involves reviewing baseline information. This
enables sustainability issues in the Royal Borough to be identified (SA Task
A3), and indicators and thresholds to be established which aid the quantitative
assessment of effects (where possible), and where not, a qualitative
assessment based on best available information and professional judgement.
The baseline review is also important in terms of suggesting appropriate
monitoring indicators.
In NPPG ‘baseline information’ refers to the existing environmental, economic
and social characteristics of the area likely to be affected by the Local Plan,
and their likely evolution without implementation of new policies.
The area likely to be affected may lie outside the local planning authority
boundary, for example, effects on air quality and climate change. In these
instances the potential for cross-boundary effects needs to be considered.
Wherever possible, data should be included on historic and likely future
trends, including a ‘business as usual’ scenario (i.e. anticipated trends in the
absence of new policies being introduced). This information will enable the
potential effects of implementing the Local Plan to be assessed in the context
of existing and potential environmental, economic and social trends.
Baseline information provides the basis for predicting and monitoring likely
significant effects of reasonable alternatives contained in the plan, and helps
to identify problems and ways of dealing with them. Both qualitative and
quantitative information can be used for this purpose.
Aspects of the baseline which need to be considered are listed in Annex I of
the SEA Directive. The actual assessment can specifically target those areas
where significant effects are likely, provided it is made clear why other matters
do not need to be addressed. The baseline and assessment can also include
matters not listed in Annex I, such as geological conditions, mineral
resources, flood risk, energy consumption, noise and light pollution.
The Council is at an early stage of preparing the reviewed policies. The
following paragraphs set out the baseline information that has informed the
issues that the LPPR is seeking to address.
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Data collection and reporting
The Council produces an annual Monitoring Report which includes the most
up to date information available on broad themes such as demography and
the economy, as well and in depth monitoring of the effectiveness of the
various planning policies.
Unless otherwise stated, the latest Monitoring Report (2015)9 has been
referred to and is the source of the information provided in the following
sections. This information has been used as the basis for identifying the
sustainability issues facing the borough (see Chapter 8).

Biodiversity, flora and fauna
Baseline
Biodiversity in the borough is remarkably rich given its urban setting. There
are 24 Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCIs) (see Table 7-2) of
which two are open waterways (Grand Union Canal and The River Thames
including Chelsea Creek) forming a Blue Ribbon Network. The borough also
includes several linked sites forming Green Corridors.
Ninety-two per cent of these SNCI sites are classed as being in “positive
management‟. The remaining 8% are rail-side land, over which the Council
has no control.
Habitat Regulations Assessment
The Council undertook a Habitats Regulations Screening Assessment of the
policies to be included in the Core Strategy in 2009. This assessment
concluded that the policies were not likely to affect the two relevant Natura
2000 sites; Richmond Park and Wimbledon Common. These are the two sites
closest to the Royal Borough (see Table 7-1).
Table 7-1: Relevant Natura 2000 sites in Core Strategy HRA (2009)10
Reason for Designation

Condition and threats

Comments

The site is surrounded
by urban area and
therefore experiences
high levels of
recreational pressure.

NA

Richmond Park (SAC) UK0030246
Richmond Park has a large number of
ancient trees with decaying timber. It is at
the heart of the south London centre of
distribution for stag beetle (for which this
is one of only four known outstanding
9

RBKC Annual Monitoring Report (2015). [online] Available at:
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Monitoring%20Report%202015.pdf
10
RBKC Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening for Local Plan Partial Review 2015.
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Reason for Designation

Condition and threats

localities in the UK), and is a site of
national importance for the conservation
of the fauna of invertebrates associated
with the decaying timber of ancient trees.

The whole site has
been declared a
National Nature
Reserve (NNR).

Comments

Wimbledon Common (SAC) UK0030301
Wimbledon Common has a large number
of old trees and fallen decaying timber. It
is at the heart of the south London centre
of distribution for stag beetle. The site
supports a number of other scarce
invertebrate species associated with
decaying timber.

The site is located in an
urban area and
therefore experiences
heavy recreational
pressure.

The area supports
a significant
presence of
Northern Atlantic
wet heaths and
European dry
heaths.

The Kensington and Chelsea Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) contains
Habitat Action Plans and Species Action Plans, as described below.
Habitat Action Plans
Habitat Action Plans are designed to benefit a wide range of plant and animal
species in an assemblage. Action plans have been developed for the
following habitats found in the borough:

11



Green Corridors – Railway and canal land in the borough provides
excellent corridors for wildlife. These habitats have been protected as
Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) but remain under threat
from development.



Woodland - The 2002 Borough Ecological Survey11 identified
approximately 11 ha of woodland. Outside of Holland Park, woodlands
exist on a smaller but important scale. The two main cemeteries within the
borough boundaries, Kensal Green and Brompton, both have significant
groups of trees and hedges as do the boroughs own cemeteries at
Gunnersbury and Hanwell. Some rare trees such as the native Black
Poplar have been recorded in the borough.

RBKC (2002). Borough Ecological Survey [online]. Available at:
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/PDF/Ecological_survey_2002.pdf
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Table 7-2: SNCIs in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea12
Site Name

RBKC Designation

Description

The Grand
Union Canal

Site of Metropolitan
Importance

The Canal is of strategic importance as Semi-improved grassland, tall herb and
a green corridor spanning the city. It
bracken vegetation, wetland vegetation, wet
contains characteristic aquatic flora,
marginal vegetation, canal walls
fauna and breeding water birds

The River
Thames (incl.
Chelsea
Creek)

Site of Metropolitan
Importance

The course of the Thames within
Inter-tidal mud and shingles. Bird survey in
Kensington and Chelsea forms part of
2001 reported 28 species of birds. Supports
one of London’s richest wildlife habitats inner London’s largest colony of house martins
supporting diverse assemblages of
birds, fish and invertebrates

Kensington
Gardens

Site of Metropolitan
Importance

Major breathing space in C.London
and supports an abundance of
commoner wildlife

Acid grassland, fungi species, good bird
populations in area including uncommon
species such as greater spotted woodpecker,
sparrowhawk, and redpoll

A large cemetery set up 19th century

Notable plant species reported. Diverse
mammal fauna. Semi-improved neutral
grassland

Holland Park comprises one of the
larger areas of semi-natural habitat
within central London.

Mammals (including bats), birds and breeding
amphibians The site includes large areas of
woodland.

Kensal Green Site of Metropolitan
Cemetery
Importance

Holland Park

12

Site of Metropolitan
Importance

Notable habitats/species

RBKC Annual Monitoring Report (2015). [online] Available at: https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Monitoring%20Report%202015.pdf

16

Site Name

RBKC Designation

Kensal Green Site of Local
Gas Works
Importance

Description

Notable habitats/species

Only a small amount of ruderal
vegetation at the sites edges was
present at the time of survey. The site
has also subsequently been cleared
following the granting of planning
permission.
The site includes moderately diverse
grassland containing at least three
London notable species and which
supports a diverse invertebrate
assemblage.

Brompton
Cemetery

Site of Borough I
Importance

West London
& District
Lines

Site of Borough I
Importance

Chelsea
Physic
Garden

Site of Borough I
Importance

The Physic Garden has been in
continuous use as an apothecary’s
garden or botanic garden since 1673.

British Rail
Western
Region Land

Site of Borough II
Importance

This site was originally in two sections.
Most of the eastern section has been
lost to buildings erected under the
Westway and along Acklam Road and

Undisturbed vegetation, dense in
places providing a semi natural refuge
in built up area. The site forms an
important wildlife corridor joining the
Grand Union Canal.
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Scrub, Pipistrellus.

Semi-improved neutral grassland, acid

grassland, Bats, Foxes.

Abandoned sidings overgrown with roughland
and patches of semi-improved neutral
grassland with a ruderal/ephemeral community
nearer the track bed. Some areas of roughland
have progressed to semi-mature sycamore
woodland. There is a large area of semi
improved neutral grassland also.
The site supports large breeding populations of
common toads, common frogs and smooth
newts and acts as a resting point along River
Thames corridor for passing birds. The site
comprises numerous planted beds surrounded
by amenity grass or gravel paths. There are a
number of fine mature trees including black
mulberry.
Scrubby roughland vegetation.

Site Name

RBKC Designation

Description

Notable habitats/species

much of the section to the west has
been developed for the Eurostar depot.
The site is one of a few remaining
areas in the borough where
ruderal/ephemeral species can thrive
and is a valuable east-west wildlife
corridor.
The site includes habitats rare in
Kensington and Chelsea, particularly
allotments and an orchard. The site is
relatively undisturbed and unchanged
over time producing a mature garden
of value to a number of plant and
animal species.
A large area of relatively undisturbed
open space which is particularly
important for mammals.

Metropolitan
Line

Site of Borough II
Importance

Carmelite
Monastry

Site of Borough II
Importance

Ladbroke
Grove
Garden
Complex

Site of Borough II
Importance

Moravian
Burial
Ground

Site of Borough II
Importance

The site includes an area of
moderately diverse acid grassland and
supports a large population of the
London notable grey sedge.

Royal
Hospital Old

Site of Borough II
Importance

The site comprises of old, disused
graveyard.
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Sycamore dominated woodland with occasional
birch and elder. Nearer the rail lines there is a
thin strip of ruderal vegetation. False oat
dominated grassland.
Foxes and several bird species including
greater spotted woodpecker, green woodpecker
and kestrel were reported and bats have also
been observed.

amenity lawns surrounded by densely planted
shrubberies, foxes, grey squirrels and Common
garden birds

Acid grassland, grey sedge.

Old grassland, Semi-improved neutral
grassland , grey sedge, purple beech and
Indian bean tree. Foxes Grey squirrels

Site Name

RBKC Designation

Description

Notable habitats/species

A large area of mature habitat adjacent
to a major wildlife corridor. A large
semi-formal park within the grounds of
Chelsea Hospital. The site has been
profiled into gently sloping
embankments and hollows with blocks
of planted trees and shrubbery.
The site has been converted into
apartments and houses. There are
some communal areas for the
residents although it is not known
whether the planting scheme is of
benefit to wildlife.
A relatively large open space in
densely built up area that provides a
partial link between the Grand Union
Canal and Western Mainline Railway
green corridors.
Wildlife garden used for education and
local recreation which demonstrates a
number of different habitat types and
provides a valuable refuge for urban
wildlife. The site lies within an area of
deficiency.

Deadly nightshade and perfoliate alexanders,
non-native broadleaved woodland, amenity
shrubbery, greater spotted woodpecker and
foxes.

Burial
Grounds
Ranelgh
Gardens

Site of Borough II
Importance

Kings
College

Site of Local
Importance

Emslie
Horniman
Pleasance

Site of Local
Importance

Westway
Wildlife
Garden

Site of Local
Importance
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Pipistrellus, Common Toad, House Sparrow.

Amenity grassland, Neutral grassland (semiimproved), Scrub, Native hedge, Pipistrellus,
Herring Gull, Common Black-headed Gull,
Common Swift, Grey Wagtail.
House Sparrow, Cornflower.

Site Name

RBKC Designation

Description

Notable habitats/species

Avondale
Park Wildife
Garden

Site of Local
Importance

A neglected wildlife garden retaining a
diverse planted native flora that could
feasibly be restored.

Common Frog, House Sparrow, Neutral
grassland (semi-improved), Scrub Herring Gull,
Common Black-headed Gull, Common Swift.

Natural
History
Museum
Gardens

Site of Borough II
Importance

The wildlife garden includes a number
of created habitats that are a valuable
awareness-raising tool seen by for
visitors from all over the world.

Planted shrubbery, amenity grassland,
scattered trees, basic grassland, semiimproved neutral grassland, heathland,
standing water, native hedge, scrub. Clearwing
moth and leaf-mining moth.

Meanwile
Gardens

Site of Borough II
Importance

Amenity grassland, planted shrubbery, standing
water, wet marginal vegetation, native broadleaved woodland, scrub, semi-improved neutral
grassland.

Chelsea
Hospital
South Front
Lawns

Site of Borough II
Importance

A maturing wildlife garden forming a
valuable ecological refuge and
providing important opportunities for
contact with nature in a particularly
dense urban area.
Site lies in the southeast corner of the
borough by the banks of the
Thames.

Kensington
Memorial
Gardens

Site of Local
Importance

An extensive area of open space in a
built up area including good native
hedges and with potential for habitat
re-creation.

Amenity grassland, planted shrubbery,
scattered trees, native hedge, semi-improved
neutral grassland.
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Amenity grassland, scattered trees, planted
shrubbery, semi-improved neutral grassland.
Wood mice, house mice, grey squirrel and
foxes



Parks, Gardens, City Squares School Grounds and Churchyards and
Cemeteries – Although not immediately obvious as a wildlife habitat,
gardens collectively form the greatest expanse of green space in the
borough, providing habitat for a wide range of species, many of them
declining in the countryside. Large cemeteries such as Kensal Green and
Brompton contain grassland, woodland and scrub habitat, as well as
tombstones, monuments and walls that host lichens, ferns and
invertebrates.



Grassland – The 2002 Borough Ecological Survey identified approximately
100ha of grassland, the majority of which is amenity grassland. The most
significant grassland site managed by the council is Little Wormwood
Scrubs, other significant sites included Royal Hospital Old Burial Ground,
Brompton and Kensal Green Cemetery.



Wildlife Hedges – Native and non-native hedges cover approximately
10km of the borough, many of which are found in SNCIs such as the
Natural History Wildlife Garden, Holland Park and Westway Wildlife
Garden.



Tidal Thames – The stretch of the Thames from the mouth of Chelsea
Creek to Kensington Borough Wharf includes areas of extensive inter-tidal
mud. Mud and shingle are exposed at low tide between Kensington
Borough Wharf and Battersea Bridge where there is also a small sand
beach. These features, along with the muddy channel of Chelsea Creek,
are particularly valuable for birds, with black-headed gull, grey wagtail,
heron and mallard reported in the annual Borough bird survey.



Freshwater Habitats – While there are several ponds across the borough
no figures exist as to the exact number or status of these ponds. The
length of canal within the borough is approximately 2km. Many of the
species associated with these freshwater habitats may be offered legal
protection under The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) e.g.
Great Crested Newts.

Greenspace Information for Greater London collates London-wide data on
biodiversity. Borough-level statistics of biodiversity are published separately
and are updated by regular surveys. Due to the nature of the sites, not much
change takes place year on year because of strong conservation policies to
protect them. However, the following work has taken place in the last year:


13

Habitat enhancement work continues within the Parks as specified in the
Local Biodiversity Action Plan.13 This plan is due to be reviewed and rewritten in 2016, setting new priorities and actions for conserving
biodiversity in the borough for the next five years.

RBKC (2010). Biodiversity Action Plan 2010/11 – 2014/15. [online] Available at:
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/pdf/PRINT_LBAP2010_2015_V3_reduced%20PR_SL-%20Appx%202.pdf
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A nest box survey of the major parks was carried out in 2015. This
assessed the effectiveness of nest boxes in the borough’s public open
spaces and will see the replacement of damaged boxes and installation of
over 150 new nest boxes in 2016.



A wildlife garden and edible teaching garden have been installed around
the borough’s Ecology Centre. These act a demonstrations of what wildlife
can exist in gardens and provides an education opportunity for local school
groups to learn about the importance of ecology and food growing.

Data limitations
Condition information for each habitat in each SNCI is not available. This type
of information is seldom available for these local-level sites, but would inform
the assessment in terms of the sensitivity of the sites to potential impacts.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Biodiversity and ecological networks continue to suffer long-term declines
throughout the UK. The Kensington and Chelsea LBAP identifies the following
sources of pressure on the borough’s habitats and species:


Lack of appropriate management leading to dominance by vigorous
invasive species



Over tidying and manicuring of parks, squares and school grounds which
creates disturbance and removes useful food and shelter resources



Development pressure: loss of habitat through unsympathetic
development



Pollution, such as the deposition of nitrogen oxides (NOx) from vehicles,
which alters soil chemistry



Lack of knowledge: access too many of these sites is difficult and there is
a current lack of data on the ecological characteristics of many of these
sites in the borough.



Degradation caused by heavy public use



Amenity use: There is increasing demand for use of the canal for
recreational pursuits including cycling, walking and fishing. Such activities
place heavy demand on the land adjacent to the canal edge, with the
requirement for close mown grass and wide footpaths



Pruning and hedge cutting in the bird breeding season which is avoidable
and illegal



Planting invasive species - exotic aquatic plants are a particular problem



Excessive enrichment of soil with fertilisers



Biocides pose a threat up the food chain to species such as birds and
hedgehogs, as well as valued invertebrates such as ladybirds
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Zealous pest control reduces the food available to insectivorous birds such
as song thrushes



Encroachment of invasive non-native species.



Damage from high populations of animals e.g. squirrels.



Climate change is likely to have a significant, but unpredictable effect on
trees – summer droughts and mild, wet winters with more violent storms
are anticipated



Dutch elm disease is prevalent, creating stands of spindly suckering elms
and dead young trees.



Recently arrived pathogens such as Cameraria ohridella (Horse Chestnut
leaf miner) and an upsurge in bleeding canker and oak dieback are likely
to change the composition of woodlands as certain species succumb to
multiple stresses, including a changing climate.

In contrast to the above, there are a number of strategies and initiatives which
aim to halt the long-term decline in biodiversity, and lead to improvements.
For the borough, these include in particular:


The London Biodiversity Action Plan



The London Biodiversity Strategy



RBKC LBAP



RBKC Environment Strategy



Community Strategy (Kensington and Chelsea Partnership)



RBKC Parks Strategy



Green Flag Award



Britain in Bloom / London in Bloom

Crime
Baseline
Table 7-3 below shows the various recording of crimes in the borough and
which crimes make up the highest proportion of criminality.
Table 7-3:

Total reported crimes in the borough, 2015

Violence Against the Person
Sexual Offences
Robbery
Burglary
Theft and Handling

Reported Crimes
4578
301
437
1563
10153
23

Proportion
23.30%
1.53%
2.22%
7.95%
51.66%

Fraud & Forgery
Criminal Damage
Drugs
Other Notifiable Offences
Total

Reported Crimes
19
1048
1244
309
19652

Proportion
0.10%
5.33%
6.33%
1.57%

Source: Metropolitan Police, 2016

7.4.1 As the table above shows, a significant proportion of crimes in the borough
are theft and handling (51.7%). Other crimes, which make up a significant
proportion of criminality in the borough include violence against the person
(23.3%) and burglary (8.0%).
Data limitations
There are no particular data limitations at this stage; however, levels of crime
may vary greatly from year-to-year, and historic trends may not be an
indication of future crime.
Likely future trends under business as usual
There were 17,975 total notifiable offences in the borough in 2013-14. This
compares with 18,834 in 2014-15 and 19,652 in 2015-16, showing a recent
steady increase. Crime levels vary greatly from ward to ward, and it is not
considered that levels will fluctuate over the long term, going up and down
over 5 to 10-year periods. This year’s crime levels will be used to inform the
IIA, considering the current variation from ward to ward.

Economy and skills
Baseline
Economic centres
The borough contains a wide range of economic centres, ranging from small
parades of shops to international centres such as Knightsbridge. These larger
centres are supplemented by 37 smaller neighbourhood centres, centres
which tend to serve the day to day needs of local residents and visitors.
The borough is fortunate in that most of its centres remain successful and well
used despite the rapidly changing character of the country’s retail sector. This
is evidenced by the generally low vacancy rates, which in the summer of 2015
were just 6.9%14 compared to a London-wide average of 9.8% and a national
average for shopping centres closer to 15%.15
14
15

RBKC Monitoring Report 2015
Vacancy Report, H1 2015 Summary, Local Data Company (September 2015)
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Retail space
An Experian study in 201316 suggested that the net retail floorspace
requirement across Kensington and Chelsea (2011-2036) amounts to some
171,000 sq m. Taking a crude yearly average, this would equate to a need for
some 5,700 sq m of floorspace each year. While the Council recognises that
uncertainty is inherent in forecasting for retail needs beyond five years or so,
the comparison is useful, as it indicates a level of need which may be
reasonable to expect in the longer term.
Office space
Existing office (B1(a)) floorspace is estimated to be approximately 718,000 sq
m17, being used by 4,000 firms, and making up 23% of the borough’s stock.
These firms employ an estimated 20,300 people, which represents 17% of all
employment in the borough.18
The office market in Kensington and Chelsea provides a mix of stock from
small mews style office buildings to larger purpose built office developments
or converted warehouses in the core commercial clusters.
Businesses and occupations
The borough has a full cross section of business types, but is particularly well
known for its music, fashion and creative businesses. Some of these are of
national and international significance. The borough is home to the four major
record labels, and some 400 associated independent studios and production
facilities, which make up an estimated 28% of the country’s total employment
in the music publishing sector.19
The creative and cultural industries account for around 15% of jobs (around
16,000 in total) in the borough and 30% of businesses (around 4,000). This is
three times the national average and high even by London standards.
The light industrial and warehousing sector is much smaller in scale,
estimated by the Valuation Office to be some 66,000 sq m. 20 Much of this
constitutes studios and hybrid workshop/office uses, rather than traditional
factories, workshops or warehouses.21

16

Consumer Expenditure and Comparison Goods Floorspace Need in London.(October 2013) Experian.
Office Market Review and Viability in RBKC, 2014, Frost Meadowcroft
18
Impact of proposed changes to permitted development rights for Kensington and Chelsea, TBR, 2013
19
ibid
20
Office Market Review and Viability in RBKC, Frost Meadowcroft, 2014. This is based on the most recently
published figures from the VOA, from data collected in 2010
21
RBKC Commercial Property Study, Peter Brett Associates, 2013
17
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The attractiveness of the borough as an office location is reflected by both the
healthy rental levels achieved across most of the area, and by the extremely
low levels of office availability.
Tourism
Tourism is one of the borough’s key economic drivers. In 2008, it was
estimated that some £3.1 billion was spent in the borough by tourists. £750
million of this was related to stays in hotels.
The GLA’s hotel study of 201322 suggests that the Royal Borough potentially
needs 2,700 additional rooms by 2036 to meet the increasing need. This is
over and above the 19,300 rooms currently being provided in the borough,
third in London behind the boroughs of Westminster and Camden.
Skills and Education
Census data collected has shown that there are significant differences
between the educational attainment of residents living in the borough when
compared to London as a whole. For example, 10.1% of residents in the
borough have no qualifications at all, whereas the comparable figure for
London is 17.6%. Looking at the other end of the scale focusing at Level 4
qualifications, the contrasts are even more pronounced. Level 4 qualifications
include: HNCs; Certificate of higher education; Key Skills Level 4; NVQ Level
4; BTEC Professional aware and certificate and diploma level 4. 52.7% of
residents living in the borough have level 4 qualifications or above, compared
to 37.7% for residents of London as a whole.
General deprivation
From assessing the data from the Index of Multiple Deprivation, 11 LSOAs in
the borough are in the 10% most deprived in England, with these LSOAs
concentrated in the north of the borough (North Kensington and Ladbroke
Grove areas), plus one in southwest Chelsea.
Data limitations
A number of studies commissioned since the adoption of the Core Strategy in
2010 has ensured that the Council has an understanding of the nature of the
borough’s stock of business properties, vacancy rates, rental values and
overall viability. Whilst the Council has looked at the pipeline for forthcoming
B class development and has estimated other possible supply, the picture is
not complete. The Issues and Options consultation includes a call for sites to

22

GLA Economics, Working Paper 58, Understanding the demand and supply of visitor accommodation in
London to 2016. (August 2013).
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help address this gap, and the outputs will feed into a future Employment
Land Availability Assessment.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Mis-match between retail supply and predicted need
The ongoing review of the Council’s retail policies in the borough’s various
monitoring reports has identified a considerable mismatch between predicted
need and provision. The 2015 Monitoring Report indicates a net loss of 3,355
sqm of retail floorspace since 2008. This mismatch might mean a lack of new
retail space is hinders the existing town centres reaching their full potential.
Given the draw of the majority of the borough’s larger centres, modelling of
future retail need suggests that the borough’s centre will continue to have a
viable future, and there is likely to be a continuing need for additional retail
floorspace.
Despite the high degree of uncertainty associated with the provision of new
retail floorspace, the Council expects a significant amount of new retail
floorspace within sites surrounding the borough, including for example the
wider Earl’s Court site, Westfield and Battersea. These developments may
draw trade away from the borough’s centres.
The changing nature of the retail economy
While the retailing economy is never static, the ever-increasing importance of
e-commerce and troubled trading conditions has accelerated changes.
Although it is not immune to such changes, the borough has weathered this
storm better than most, with retailers choosing to remain in its centres.
However, there is still much uncertainty and an increasingly unlevel playing
field as local retailers have to compete with multinational corporations.
Differential in value to put remaining office stock under more pressure.
For some time, the borough’s stock of business premises has been under
considerable pressure from residential uses, a pressure driven by the
differential in value between business and residential uses. The vibrancy of
the office sector, with low vacancy rates and healthy returns would mean little
when compared to the opportunities to increase value through conversion to
residential. This pressure will only increase as spiralling residential values
draw further away from any alternative land uses.
The threat to the borough’s stock of business premises was quantified in
2013. Without any policy protection for business uses, the Council estimated
that 1,200 firms would be at a high risk of loss. These firms employ some
27

7,000 people and have a Gross Value Added (GVA) of £560 million. A further
1,100 firms employing 3,300 people with a GVA of £350 million lie in
properties considered to be at a medium to high risk of conversion.23
The differential in value between residential uses and hotels in much of the
borough means that the pressure on the borough’s stock of hotels is likely to
increase.

Equalities
Baseline
Data for the borough is available for the following protected characteristics:
age, disability, gender, pregnancy / maternity, race (including ethnicity and
nationality) and religion / belief. Data is not readily available for gender
reassignment and sexual orientation (i.e. the lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transsexual community – LGBT).
“Marriage and civil partnership” is another protected characteristic, but is
unlikely to be affected by the LPPR, and has therefore been scoped out of the
IIA early on.
Data for relevant groups with protected characteristics is provided below.
Age
Table 7-4 below shows the latest Census information on age structure in the
borough. The borough has a large proportion of 25 to 44 working-age
population and a smaller proportion of people aged 65+ in particular than for
England as a whole.
Table 7-4: Age of residents living in the borough and Greater London
(2011)
Kensington
and Chelsea
0-17

26,690

18-24

14,352

25-44

11,336,960

21.39%

821,406

10.1%

4,970,636

9.38%

61,779

38.9% 2,903,920

35.5%

14,595,152

27.53%

45-64

36,713

23.1% 1,732,472

21.2%

13,449,179

25.37%

65+

19,115

12.1%

11.1%

8,660,529

16.34%

158,649

16.8% 1,811,394

England

22.2%

Total
23

Greater London

9.1%

904,749
8,173,941

53,012,456

Impact of proposed changes to permitted development rights for Kensington and Chelsea for RBKC, TBR,
2013
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Source: Census, 2011

Disability
Table 7-5 below shows residents whose day-to-day activities are limited
because of a long-term health problem or disability.
Table 7-5: Day-to-day activities limited by long-term health problem or
disability
Kensington and Chelsea
5.9%

Day-to-day
activities limited a
lot
Day-to-day
6.5%
activities limited a
little
Day-to-day
87.8%
activities
not
limited

Greater London
6.8%

7.4%

85.8%

Source: Census, 2011

As Table 7-5 shows, there are slight differences between the borough and
London as a whole. For example, 5.9% of residents in the borough report that
their day-to-day activities are limited a lot, compared to 6.8% for London as a
whole. 6.5% of residents in the borough report that their day-to-day activities
are limited a little, compared to 7.4% for London as a whole. Finally, 87.8% of
residents in the borough report that their day-to-day activities are not limited,
compared to 85.8% of London as a whole.
Anecdotal evidence has suggested that there are a number of barriers which
exist in the borough, which make it difficult for residents who suffer from a
disability to carry out their day-to-day activities. For example, it has been
highlighted that there is not enough disabled parking provision, which is an
issue throughout the borough. In addition, for disabled parking provision which
is in place, it is at times not clearly marked, which can lead to conflict with
local residents.
Gender and pregnancy / maternity
In the borough, 49.3% of the population are male and 50.7% are female,
which is the same as for Greater London. In England as a whole, 49.2% is
male and 50.8% female.
Whilst there is limited data on pregnancy rates in the borough, in 2015, there
were 1,806 births from mothers normally residing in the borough (or 1.1% who
were pregnant in that year). This was 1,821 in 2014, suggesting a relatively
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similar birth rate year-to-year.24 Given births which may occur very early in the
data recording period, as well as pregnancies which may start late in that
year, the data can be used as a proxy for pregnancy rates. Though an
individual with needs falling under “maternity” can have a child of an older
age, for statistical purposes, this can be assumed to be the period of care up
to the child’s 2nd birthday. This suggests that around 2% of the borough’s
population is either pregnant or in that period of “maternity”.
Whilst we know that statistically, homelessness is greater amongst men than
women, there is a body of evidence showing that this is worsening for women,
and secondly that women tend to suffer housing needs at least slightly
disproportionately to men for a number of reasons. For example, these
include a tendency towards ‘lone parent’ living situations (custody over
children following marital or relationship breakdown), being victims of
domestic violence, financial instability related to any of those situations or
other, such as being a carer (with women again being more likely to be carers
than men) and the well-known pay gap between men and women.
Sexual Orientation
London is home to a very large lesbian and gay population, one of the largest
in Europe. Figures are currently being debated amongst different sources25,
but the most accepted estimate is that lesbian and gay people make up
around 5% of the borough’s population.26
Whilst there is limited data available on the LGBT community at present,
consultations have suggested that throughout the borough, there are limited
provisions in place for the LGBT community within the borough and the wider
community. For example, given the pressure on the leisure industry over the
past few years, the number of LGBT venues has reduced.
Race, Ethnicity and Nationality
Data has been collected from the Census of 2011, which shows the race /
ethnicity of residents living in the borough and Greater London, which is
shown in Table 7-6 below:

24

25

26

ONS Birth Summary Tables, England and Wales:
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/birthsdeathsandmarriages/livebirths/datasets/bi
rthsummarytables
The ONS’s ‘Integrated Household Survey’ estimated the UK’s homosexual and bisexual population at
c.1.6%, but this is widely refused as a gross underestimate. The data can be found at:
http://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/culturalidentity/sexuality/bulletins/integratedho
useholdsurvey/2015-10-01
Joint Strategic Needs Assessment for the tri-borough area:
http://www.jsna.info/sites/default/files/Sexual%20Health%20JSNA%202013.pdf
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Table 7-6: Ethnicity of residents living in the borough and Greater
London (2011)

White

Kensington and
Chelsea
70.6%

Greater London
59.8%

Mixed / Multiple Ethnic Groups 5.7%

5.0%

Asian / Asian British

18.5%

10.0%

Black/African/Caribbean/Black 6.5%
British

13.3%

Other Ethnic Group

3.4%

7.2%

Source: Census, 2011

The data collected shows there are significant differences between the
borough and Greater London as a whole. As the table shows, 70.6% of
residents living in Kensington and Chelsea are white, compared to 59.8% for
Greater London. In addition, there is a lower proportion of residents living in
RBKC who are Asian / Asian British than living London as a whole, 10% and
18.5% respectively.
RBKC and the London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) are
jointly responsible for one permanent Gypsy and Traveller site at Stable Way
which opened in 1975 and currently comprises 20 pitches, of which one is
taken up by ‘the hut’ centre, resulting in 19 available authorised pitches.
It is understood that since 2005 only one household from the site has been rehoused to 2-bedroom accommodation which was a single female with two
children in 2014-15. Only one household from the site is on the housing
register requiring two-bedroom accommodation.
The national Count of Traveller Caravans (‘Caravan Count’)27 by the
Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) compiles data
from local authorities in England providing snapshots of the count of caravans
twice a year (January and July). The data from the Caravan Count published
in June 2015 for both RBKC and LBHF is set out in Tables 7-7 and 7-8:
Table 7-7: Count of Traveller caravans, July 2015 (From Table 1 of
Caravan Count)
2013
2014
2015
January
July
January
July January
July
RBKC*
27
32
31
30
31
27
LBHF*
0
0
0
0
0
0
*All socially rented, no other tenures

27

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/traveller-caravan-count
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Table 7-8: Traveller and travelling showpeople caravan sites provided by
local authorities and private registered providers in England,
January 2015 (From Table 2 of Caravan Count)
Total number of pitches†

Caravan capacity

RBKC

19

38

LBHF*

N/A

N/A

†All residential pitches, none transit

The 2011 Census provides a wealth of baseline data covering those who
identify themselves as Gypsy or Irish Traveller:
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217 people in LBHF (0.12%) and 119 in RBKC (0.08%) identified
themselves as Gypsy or Irish Traveller, totalling 336 across the two
Councils (0.1% of total population).



Three wards in the north of LBHF have the highest number of Gypsy and
Irish Traveller population; Wormholt and White City (45, 0.34%), Askew
(31, 0.22%) and College Park and Old Oak (19, 0.21%).



Three wards in the north of RBKC have the highest number of Gypsy and
Irish Traveller population; Notting Dale (35, 0.37%), St Helen's28 (13,
0.14%) and Colville (10, 0.12%).



28% of the Gypsy or Irish Traveller population is under 16. This is lower
when compared to 34% in London and 32% in England but higher when
compared to the figure for all ethnic groups across the two Councils
(15.8%).



Gypsy or Irish Travellers had the lowest proportion of people who rated
their general health as ‘good’ or ‘very good’ at 65% compared to 86%
across all ethnic groups. Nearly 31% reported to have a long-term health
problem or disability that limits their day-to-day activities (compared to
12.5% for all ethnic groups in the area).



Gypsy or Irish Travellers were found to be more than twice as likely to live
in social housing than the overall population (58% compared to 28%) and
less likely to own their accommodation outright (7% compared to 18%).



The percentage of Gypsy or Irish Traveller households that have one
fewer bedroom than required was 20.5% (20% in London and 17% in
England); this compares to 10.3% across the overall population of the two
Councils.



Gypsy or Irish Traveller was the ethnic group with the lowest proportion of
respondents who were economically active at 40.9%; lower than that of
Gypsy or Irish Travellers in London at 46.4% and England at 47.1%.

Formerly St Charles (approximation)
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53% of those who were economically active were employed and 13% were
unemployed.



The most common reason for Gypsy or Irish Travellers being economically
inactive was long term sick or disabled at 36.4%.



Gypsy or Irish Travellers had the highest proportion with no qualifications
for any ethnic group at 48%, which is over four times higher than for the
two Councils areas as a whole (11.5%).

Religion / Belief
Data has been collected from the Census of 2011, which shows the reported
religion of residents living in the borough and London, which is shows in Table
7-9 below:
Table 7-9: Reported religion of residents living in the borough and
Greater London
Christian
Buddhist
Hindu
Jewish
Muslim
Sikh
Other Religion
No Religion
Religion not Stated

Kensington and Chelsea
54.2%
1.5%
0.9%
2.1%
10.0%
0.2%
0.5%
20.6%
10.1%

Greater London
48.4%
1.0%
5.0%
1.8%
12.4%
1.5%
0.6%
20.7%
8.5%

Source: Census, 2011

As Table 6 shows, there are differences between the borough and Greater
London as a whole in the reported religion which people follow. For example,
54.2% of residents living in the borough reported that they were Christian,
compared to 48.4% of London as a whole. There are also significant
differences in the proportion of residents who report themselves as Hindu
compared to London as a whole, 0.9% and 5.0% respectively. Finally, there
are differences in the number of residents who report themselves as Muslim
in the two areas, with 10.0% in the borough compared to 12.4% for London as
a whole. The rest of the denominations are broadly similar across the two
boroughs.
Data limitations
There are a number of data limitations associated with this research, plus
further information is likely to be collected regarding more localised and
policy-specific issues during the assessment stage. For example, equality
issues are often appreciated and understood as problems before there is
clear and reliable data to identify the extent of issues. Whilst there is a host of
33

data sources from both governmental and various non-governmental
organisations, a proportion of information is based on anecdotal evidence,
which could impact on its accuracy and reliability.
Likely future trends under business as usual
The change in demographics over future years is unlikely to affect the
assessment under the IIA. There are likely to be some particular changes, as
summarised below, but a fundamental principle behind “equality” is inclusion
of all people regardless of their level / percentage of presence or
representation in society.
The age profile of the population in the borough has changed very little since
2001, and the number of people aged 65+ has decreased, in line with Greater
London but against the national trend. Given this low level of change over 10
years, it is likely that this broad distribution will remain similar under broadly
similar migratory and economic conditions for the next 10 years. However,
changes in trends, such as the gradual ‘closing of the gap’ in the cost of
housing in Greater London versus the rest of the country, could lead more
residents choose to remain in the borough into their older years. In
Kensington and Chelsea, adults aged over 65 is the fasting growing
household group with the share of those aged 65 and over increasing from
14% in 2012 to 23% in 2037, a rise from 10,900 to 20,000 in absolute terms.
Whilst an ageing population is a national issue, it is notable that the projected
proportion in Kensington and Chelsea is notably higher than the London
projected average of 14%. This growth has implications in terms a reduction
in the economically active population, as well as increasing health, care and
housing support needs. In terms of households, the SHMA shows a projected
increase of 55% from 16,750 over 65 households in 2014 to 25,938 in 2035.
However, the most important trend in terms of needs is the anticipated
accelerated increase in over 85 households who are most likely to need
specialist accommodation.
In terms of changes in proportion by ethnicity, the greatest reduction from
2001 to 2011 was to ‘all white’ background (down 8%), and greatest increases
to Asian / Asian British (up over 5%) and “other” (up 1.7%). In particular, the
Asian / Asian British population has doubled in this period. This coincides
with an increase in the population of minority religious groups.
Gypsy and Traveller Communities
The 2015 Draft Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment
(GTANA) prepared jointly by RBKC and LBHF identified an indicative need for
an additional 10 Gypsy and Traveller pitches over the next 10 years. If
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identified accommodation needs are not met, then overcrowding of the
existing Stable Way site may occur with adverse impacts on the residents.
The existing Local Plan policy does not necessarily prevent planning
permission being granted for new Gypsy and Traveller accommodation sites
in the borough (subject to certain criteria and other Local Plan policies being
met) and so any identified accommodation needs could potentially be met
through planning permissions.

Climate change
Baseline
Table 7-10 sets out the most recent estimates for CO2 emissions29 for the
borough. These have been produced by the Department of Energy and
Climate Change, and distinguish between the domestic, commercial and
transport sectors. The latest figures were published in 2015 but relate to
estimates for 2013.
Table 7-10: RBKC CO2 emissions (2005-2013)30
Year
2005
2008
2010
2011
2012
2013

Domestic Industrial and Transport Total
Per capita
commercial
emissions
417,600
781,600
175,700 1,375,300
8.2
416,200
798,800
160,500 1,375,900
8.5
410,500
844,300
158,100 1,413,200
8.8
363,200
794,300
154,900 1,312,700
8.3
392,100
814,600
150,800 1,357,800
8.7
381,700
707,800
146,200 1,236,000
7.9

Although these figures should be treated with caution, they do suggest that
overall borough CO2 emissions are relatively stable. CO2 emissions from
transport are decreasing in line with other London Boroughs. The trend is less
clear for domestic (home) and commercial (buildings). Even though there was
a decrease in 2013 compared to 2012, the borough still has one of the highest
figures for carbon emissions per capita of all London local authorities. With a
total of 7.9 tonnes of CO2 carbon emissions per capita, the borough is the
second highest in London after Westminster.
Data limitations
Data is not available on total greenhouse gas emissions at the borough level,
and as such as much as 20% or more of the emissions data is not
represented. Also, the CO2 data is not specific to activities relevant to the
29
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CO2 makes up 82% of the UK’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Data on total GHG emission is not
available at the local authority level.
DECC (2015). Local and Regional CO2 estimates for 2005-2013. [online] Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-emissions-estimates
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LPPR. However, the data is sufficient for informing the IIA, given the high
level at which assessment needs to influence decision-making on this issue.
Likely future trends under business as usual
The global climate is changing, with greenhouse gas emissions from human
activity the dominant cause. The global increase in temperature of 0.85°C
since 1880 is mirrored in the UK climate, with higher average temperatures
and some evidence of more extreme weather events. Average annual UK
temperatures over land and the surrounding seas have increased in line with
global observations, with a trend towards milder winters and hotter summers
in recent decades. Sea levels globally and around the UK have risen by 15-20
centimetres since 1900. Whilst natural variability in the climate will continue to
have a considerable influence on individual weather events, the recent
episodes of severe and sustained rainfall are consistent with future climate
change projections.
Global emissions will need to peak soon and then decline rapidly for the Paris
Agreement goals to be feasible. Even in this scenario the uncertain sensitivity
of the climate to greenhouse gases means there would remain at least a small
chance of 4°C or more of warming by 2100. It is therefore prudent to prepare
for further warming whilst pursuing more stringent emission reductions as part
of the global effort.31

Flood risk
Baseline
Fluvial and tidal flooding
The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea lies to the north of the river
Thames. The Thames barrier offers defence against flooding for all London
Boroughs with borders to the Thames.
While there is no fluvial flood risk, the borough is affected by tidal flood risk,
ranging from Flood Zone 1 with low probability of flooding to Flood Zone 3
with high probability of flooding. The majority of the borough is located within
Flood Zone 1, with a 1 in 1,000 year risk of flooding. The south of the borough
is at risk from flooding by the Thames, with the wards of Cremorne and Royal
Hospital containing areas of Flood Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3. The wards of
Redcliffe, Earls Court and Stanley to the south west of the borough also fall
within this area of Flood Zone 2. The ward of Holland, in the west of the
borough, contains an area of Flood Zone 2.

31

Committee on Climate Change UK Climate Change Risk Assessment 2017 Evidence Report
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Ninety-two per cent of the Royal Borough has less than 0.1% probability of
flooding in any year, 2% of the borough has 0.1%-0.5% probability of flooding
and only 6% has high probability of flooding-mainly areas adjacent to the
River Thames.
In total there are 4,823 properties (6% of all properties) at risk of tidal flooding.
Approximately 92% of the properties at risk of flooding are residential.
Surface and sewer flooding
The main risk of flooding that the borough faces is flooding from sewer and
surface water. Three hundred and seventy-three properties flooded as a result
of heavy rainfall causing surface and sewer water flooding on 20th July 2007.
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was reviewed in 2014 and a Surface
Water Management Plan (SWMP) was also produced. These documents
designated 4 Critical Drainage Areas (CDAs) in the borough due to their
potential risk of flooding from surface and sewer water flooding (Figure 7-1).
Analysis of the number of properties at risk of flooding indicates that over
20,000 properties in the borough could be at risk of surface water flooding of a
depth greater than 0.1 m during a 100-year rainfall event (above an assumed
0.1 m building threshold).
Thames Water has identified a 17% increase in the amount of impermeable
area in the borough between 1971 and 2009, which increases the amount of
rainfall discharging to the storm water sewer. This, together with rainfall from
authorities in the north of the catchment such as Camden and Brent, may
contribute to surface water and sewer flooding, as the Counters Creek sewer
does not currently have the capacity to discharge storm water during extreme
rainfall events.

37

Figure 7-1: Critical Drainage Areas with Predicted 1-in-100-year Surface
Water Flood Event Depths (>0.1 m)
Water infrastructure projects
A national infrastructure project, the Thames Tideway Tunnel, received
development consent in 2014. Two of the sites for the project are in the south
of the borough along the River Thames. The previous policy addressed the
Thames Tideway Tunnel but it did not address any other major water
infrastructure projects.
Thames Water is planning a storm relief sewer, ‘the Counters Creek Storm
Relief Sewer’ which will be at planning stage in late 2016. It may be
appropriate for the Council to have a policy on these types of projects, should
any future water infrastructure projects come forward.
Data limitations
While there is detailed information regarding fluvial and tidal, surface and
sewer water flooding areas, this cannot be said for groundwater. The SWMP
shows areas which could potentially suffer from groundwater flooding but it is
not possible to predict and model groundwater flooding accurately. Given the
nature of groundwater, more detailed information is unlikely to be available in
the near future.
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Likely future trends under business as usual
Flood incidents have the potential to seriously affect people’s lives and
businesses, and the outcomes can be devastating, so it is important that
appropriate mitigation is supported by planning policy.
However, predicting the nature of future flood risk trends is difficult, as it is
dependent on multiple factors, including the global, European and national
climate, and decisions which are taken at regional, national and international
level.
Thames Water is currently looking at improving capacity in the Counters
Creek storm water sewer in about 2020. The risk of surface and sewer
flooding is increased by the use of impermeable surfaces as they decrease
the capacity of the ground to drain water.
Under current policy, the Council addresses flood risk by requiring flood risk
mitigation measures and the provision of Sustainable Drainage Systems when
development is put forward. In order to reduce flood risk further, more
targeted policies may be required in the future.

Air quality
Baseline
The entire borough has been declared an Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA) due to the exceedance of national air quality objectives for nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) and particulate matter (PM10).
The primary sources of air pollution emissions in the borough are vehicular
traffic and the use of gas in commercial and domestic buildings. The
borough’s main roads such as Cromwell Road, Kensington High Street,
Brompton Road and the Earl’s Court one-way system experience the highest
pollutant concentrations in the borough.
London Atmospheric Emission Inventory estimates for 2012 showed that 906
tonnes of NOx and 76 tonnes of PM10 are emitted annually from sources
within the borough.
The most significant sources of NOx emissions continue to be road transport
(439 tonnes p.a) and gas burning in commercial and domestic buildings (245
tonnes p.a). The most significant source of PM10 is road transport (39 tonnes
p.a). The contribution of diesel trains has been found to be less significant
than was estimated in previous Monitoring Reports.
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It is estimated that around 7.4% of the borough’s NOx emissions (67 tonnes
p.a) and 10% of the borough’s PM10 emissions (7 tonnes p.a) are from
construction sites and associated non-road mobile machinery. The Council
continues to require environmental management plans from major
construction sites to ensure that they reduce their impact on local air quality.

Figure 7-2: NO2 emissions of Kensington and Chelsea Roads 201132
Data limitations
There are no particular data limitations at this stage.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Projected population increases in Chelsea over the life of the plan could mean
that certain roads becomes even more heavily trafficked, which could worsen
air quality.
Counter-acting this, various schemes and initiatives in the London Plan,
Mayor’s Transport Strategy, the Council’s Local Implementation Plan and the
borough’s Air Quality and Climate Change Action Plan 2016-2021 have
objectives and targets to improve air quality in the borough. There is no
projection or target as to when NOx and PM10 levels will be low enough to
remove the AQMA designation.
32
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In the long term, new and emerging technology such as increasingly
affordable electric vehicles may go some way to resolving air quality problems
in the borough; however, there is no guarantee of a wholescale replacement
of fossil fuel-powered vehicles.

Parks and open spaces
Baseline
Accessible green space has long been recognised as a wider environmental
determinant of good health. Wide ranging research shows strong evidence
that outdoor spaces have a beneficial impact on both physical and mental
well-being, and can lead to lower rates of child and adult obesity.33 The
borough has a long history and tradition of containing high quality parks and
gardens, such as Kensington Gardens, the Physic Garden, Holland Park,
Royal Hospital and Ranelagh Gardens.
The Victorian legacy of the borough resulted in it having more than 100
garden squares. These are communal spaces enjoyed by the surrounding
properties. However, their construction has also resulted in a lack of public
open and playable space in some parts of the borough. Approximately 15% of
the borough’s land surface is greenspace; below the London average of 31%.
There are 15 open spaces on England’s Registered Parks and Gardens,
including Kensington Gardens, Holland Park, Brompton and Kensal
cemeteries and Kensington Roof Gardens, the latter being the only roof
garden on the national register.
Ten of the borough’s parks hold Green Flags, the national standard for parks
and open spaces. There has been an increase of nine since that start of the
Council’s Ten Year Park’s Strategy in 2006. Five of the borough’s parks also
achieved Gold awards in the annual London in Bloom parks competition.
Holland Park and Kensington Gardens are the main public open spaces in the
borough, while Hyde Park in the neighbouring Borough of the City of
Westminster also makes a substantial contribution to the amount of open
space accessible to residents.
Despite this, much of the borough, particularly in the south, lies beyond a five
minute (400m) walk to the nearest public open space, although there is green
amenity with numerous garden squares and street trees.34

33

Coombes, E., Jones, A P, & Hillsdon, M. (2010). The relationship of physical activity and overweight to
objectively measured green space accessibility and use. Social science & medicine, 70(6), 816-822;
34
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The Royal Borough is ranked fourth of London’s local authorities in terms of
the garden space ratio- the number of residents per hectare of domestic
gardens and buildings – with 357.5 people per hectare. Only Tower Hamlets,
the City of Westminster and the City of London have a worse ration. The
London average is 138.2 people per hectare.
This is mirrored by figures for the provision of “greenspace”, with the borough
having 849.2 residents per hectare of greenspace compared to the London
average of 116.9 people per hectare. Only the London borough of Islington
has a higher population to greenspace density.
Data limitations
Whilst there is data available which shows the ratio of people living in the
borough to the amount of available greenspace, there is currently no data on
the relative capacity of different open spaces in supporting the population, or
the relative ability of different residential areas to access open space – e.g.
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt).
Likely future trends under business as usual
These statistics illustrate open space in the borough is at a premium
and that its protection and improvement are important to the amenity of its
residents. With the increasing popularity in city centre living, development
pressures in the borough have been significantly increasing over the past
twenty to thirty years. The rise in land prices has led to increasing population
densities in the borough.
These development pressures have particularly impinged on the
borough’s greenspaces, with extensions to existing buildings impacting upon
private gardens and new developments impacting both public and private
squares and parks.35 With continued demand for development anticipated in
the coming years, pressure on the borough’s greenspaces looks set to
continue.

Water and land
Baseline
WFD Water bodies
The borough has one Water Framework Directive (WFD) designated water
body; the Grand Union Canal, which is covered by the Thames River Basin

35
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Management Plan.36 This plan is a regional strategy setting out the current
status (biological and chemical) of the watercourses and generic actions
different sectors need to meet the targets set by the WFD for all water bodies
to achieve good ecological status or potential by 2027.
The Grand Union Canal (Water body ID GB70610078) is recognised as an
artificial/heavily modified water body of moderate quality.
The River Thames catchment is highly urbanised. The majority of water
bodies, including the Thames are designated heavily modified and there is a
distinct lack of natural river processes throughout the catchment.
Water quality remains a significant issue, as the highly urbanised nature of the
surrounding landscape exacerbates pollution pressures particularly through
increased surface water run-off, storm sewage overflows and misconnections,
alongside effluent from sewage treatment works. These issues, the presence
of invasive species and physical modification pressures, give rise to poor
water quality and habitat diversity.
Water Abstraction
There are five active abstraction licences in Kensington & Chelsea which are
predominantly from groundwater sources. The majority of these licences
(60%) are within the Industrial, Commercial and Public Services sector. Other
abstractions are for Agriculture (20%) and Production of Energy (20%).37
Groundwater
There is a groundwater source protection zone in the south east area of the
borough (Brompton area). These zones, designated by the Environment
Agency, refer to groundwater sources such as wells, boreholes and springs
used for public drinking water supply. The zones show the risk of
contamination from any activities that might cause pollution in the area.
The southern half of Kensington and Chelsea falls within a Groundwater
Vulnerability Zone, which is categorised as ‘Minor aquifer – high vulnerability’.
Nitrate Vulnerable Zones
There are no Nitrate Vulnerable Zones in the Royal Borough Kensington and
Chelsea.
36

Environment Agency (2009). Thames River Basin District Management Plan. [online] Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/289937/geth0910bswae-e.pdf
37
Environment Agency (2009). Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Fact Sheet. [online] Available at:
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/pdf/72%20EA%20RBKC%20Environment%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
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Land Use and Quality
The land use in Kensington and Chelsea is dense urban land. There is no
greenbelt land in the borough.
The number of land pollution incidents in Kensington and Chelsea was
very low between 2004 and 2008. There were no major or significant
(category 1 or 2) incidents reported, and only three category 3 incidents – one
in 2005 and two in 2008.37
Historic Landfill
Environment Agency data shows a historic landfill site in the Chelsea
Riverside area which managed inert and industrial waste. There are no
currently authorised landfills in the borough.
Data limitations
There are no significant data limitations at this stage.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Water quality can be influenced by factors such as urban run-off,
interactions with the canal network and pollution incidents. River modifications
including over-widening, channel and bank engineering works and poor
maintenance have also affected water quality. These issues have all had an
impact on fish species and other wildlife currently found in the Grand Union
Canal and River Thames.
Climate change and future demands for water will almost certainly
increase the pressure on water resources. Low flows continue to be an issue
which is exacerbated by abstraction pressures. This has influenced the
diversity of the plants and invertebrates found in and around the borough’s
watercourses.

Transport
Baseline
The Royal Borough has a large volume of commuter traffic, both people
travelling into the area and local residents travelling within and outside the
borough. The area is relatively well served by the London Underground
network with the Circle, District, Central, Piccadilly and Hammersmith and City
Lines running through the borough.
Local residents rely heavily on the Underground for journeys to and from work
with around 35% of residents using this mode overall, though there are
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geographic differences (see Table 7-11). The percentage of residents driving
to work in the Royal Borough (17%) is slightly lower than the Inner London
figure of 19%, and considerably lower than the Greater London average of
34%. More than one in ten residents reported usually walking to work – a
higher percentage than residents in neighbouring Boroughs and London
overall.
Table 7-11: Travel to work for each RBKC electoral ward. Source ONS 2011
(data modified to align with 2014 boundary changes - Data Illustrative only)38
Electoral
Ward

Primary method of travel (% of residents)
Underground39 Car or van
Bus
1,646 (22%)

638 (8.5%)

-

729 (9.7%)

Work at
home
711 (9.5%)

850 (12.6%)

-

945 (14%)

604 (9.0%)

432 (6.4%)

1,491 (18.9%)

-

885 (11.2%)

561 (7.1%)

Brompton
and Hans
Towns
Courtfield
Redcliffe
Earls Court
Queen’s
Gate
Abingdon
Holland

1,867 (22.3%)

598 (7.1%)

832
(10.5%)
-

916 (10.9%)

772 (9.2%)

2,510 (29.8%)
2318 (29.5%)
2838 (33.7%)
2,067 (26.2%)

569 (6.8%)
756 (9.6%)
341 (4.1%)
587 (7.5%)

-

643 (7.6%)
567 (7.2%)
585 (7.0%)
644 (8.2%)

590 (7.0%)
610 (7.8%)
456 (5.4%)
621 (7.9%)

2027 (26.4%)
1563 (22.0%)

593 (7.7%)
676 (9.5%)

532 (6.9%)
-

576 (7.5%)
617 (8.7%)

Campden
Norland
Pembridge

1,990 (27.2%)
1288 (26.2%)
1643 (32.0%)

519 (7.1%)
415 (8.4%)
-

539 (7.4%)
341 (6.9%)
406 (7.9%)

698 (9.5%)
460 (9.4%)
357 (6.9%)

Nottingdale

1044 (16.4%)

510 (8.0%)

-

188 (3.0%)

Colville

1826 (23.7%)

-

645 (8.4%)

461 (6.0%)

St Helens

1083 (21.3%)

575 (11.3%)

-

306 (6.0%)

Dalgarno

691 (13.6%)

522 (10.3%)

Golbourne

995 (15.0%)

567 (8.6%)

582
(8.2%)
430
(8.4%)
638
(10.1%)
765
(9.9%)
478
(9.4%)
665
(13.1%)
857
(12.9%)

Royal
Hospital
Chelsea
Riverside
Stanley

Foot

176 (3.5%)
217 (3.3%)

Access to the borough from the south is restricted to the Albert, Battersea and
Chelsea bridges across the River Thames. North/south through routes in the
borough are restricted by the Westway, the Hammersmith and City
38
39

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/council/open-data-and-transparency/transparency-and-open-data/census
Including metro, light rail and tram
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Underground line, the Grand Union Canal, Holland Park and Kensington
Gardens. Access into and out of the borough to the west is also restricted
because of the West London railway line.
The restrictions on the available north/south or east/west routes mean that
available routes are heavily trafficked. These routes are also often major retail
areas with heavy pedestrian flows, resulting in heavy competition for road
space.
At the last census; at 0.6 per household, car ownership in the borough is
below the London average of 0.8 and national average of 1.1. It has, however,
increased in recent years and is now slightly higher than the inner London
average of 0.5.40 Residents walk and cycle more than the London average,
reflecting not only the lower car ownership, but also the availability of
pleasant, high quality quiet ‘side roads’ for many journeys.
Data limitations
There are no significant data limitations at this stage.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Projected population increases in Chelsea over the life of the Plan could
mean that certain roads becomes even more heavily trafficked, with increased
pressure also placed on the Underground, particularly the District and Circle
Lines.
Crossrail 2
The proposals for Crossrail 2 (formerly known as the Chelsea Hackney Line)
are significant in terms of being able to deliver a new rail station in the
borough and ease some public transport capacity pressure. It is estimated
that nearly 5,000 homes will be within a 10 minute walk of the rail network for
the first time.
Kensal Crossrail
The Council continues to seek agreement from Crossrail Limited that a station
should be sited in Kensal Portobello, arguing that a station is vital for
unlocking regeneration and improving employment prospects in the wider
area.

40

ONS, 2011 Census
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West Brompton
The provision of step free access and improved capacity at West
Brompton station is being delivered via the section 106 agreement linked to
the planning permission for Earl’s Court.

Waste
Baseline
In common with a number of local authorities, waste recycling rates and the
amount of residual waste sent to landfill in the borough have followed a
negative trend in recent years, and have been below performance
expectations.
Between 2013/14 and 2014/15 overall waste (municipal waste) tonnages rose
by 0.3%. General waste (municipal residual waste) increased by 0.7% and
recycling tonnages decreased by 1.4%. Given that residual waste treatment
and disposal is more expensive than recycling, shifting waste from the
residual waste stream to the recycling stream will deliver economic as well as
environmental benefits.41
The Council collects over 60,000 tonnes of municipal waste every year.42 The
London Plan’s apportionment figure for the borough is 194,000 tonnes per
annum by 2031 which, assuming approximately 80,000 tonnes per annum
capacity per hectare, requires 2.4 hectares of land to manage this waste.
The emerging joint waste evidence base work has so far determined that,
even when pooling apportionments and capacity, the Western Riverside
Waste Authority Waste Planning Authorities (WRWA WPAs) are not able to
jointly meet their London Plan waste apportionment capacities as a single
entity, with a shortfall of approximately 504,433 tonnes of waste per annum.
The Council is statutorily required to transport its municipal waste to sites
where it can be managed. Currently all of the municipal waste goes to WRWA
facilities in Wandsworth for transfer and treatment (Western Riverside
Transfer Station near Wandsworth Bridge and Cringle Dock Transfer Station
next to Battersea Power Station).
Since 2011, recyclables go to a Materials Recycling Facility at Smugglers
Way in Wandsworth and residuals are barged down river to the Riverside
Resource Recovery Limited (RRRL) facility at Belvedere, in the London
Borough of Bexley where the waste is incinerated to generate electricity.
41
42

Waste Innovation Group Research Project
RBKC, 2015
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According to the WRWA’s Waste Policy Statement (July 2013)43 the facility
can handle 670,000 tonnes of waste per year, although the WRWA currently
supplies around 300,000 tonnes of residual waste to it. This contract is
understood to run until 2031.
Data limitations
Consideration of other waste streams, as identified in the National Planning
Policy for Waste (NPPW) and National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
on Waste, will be taken forward as part of future evidence base work between
the WRWA WPAs.
Further data on the potential waste ‘throughput’ of sites will also be gathered
to inform the next iteration of the WRWA WPAs’ joint evidence base. If
available, this data will be obtained for use in the assessment.
Likely future trends under the ‘business as usual scenario’
In the future, there may be increased pressure on existing waste sites in the
London Borough of Hammersmith and Fulham (LBHF) as a result of the
recently-established Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation
(OPDC) mixed-use regeneration project in that area This may impact on the
ability of LBHF to meet its own waste apportionment target and, consequently,
the ability of the WRWA WPAs (which includes RBKC) in meeting a joint
apportionment target.
Whilst trends relating to the future use of existing waste sites in the
OPDC area suggest that the WRWA WPAs may not collectively be able to
meet their waste apportionment targets, in reality, the WRWA has a contract
running until 2031 for waste arisings in its area to be dealt with in Bexley.

Access to services and facilities
Baseline
Data from the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) includes a ‘geographical
barriers’ sub-domain, which relates to the physical proximity of local services
and is made up of the following indicators:

43



Road distance to a post office: A measure of the mean distance to the
closest post office for people living in the Lower-layer Super Output Area;



Road distance to a primary school: A measure of the mean distance to the
closest primary school for people living in the Lower-layer Super Output
Area;

http://www.wrwa.gov.uk/media/44808/waste-policy-statement-july-2013.pdf
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Road distance to a general store or supermarket: A measure of the mean
distance to the closest supermarket or general store for people living in the
Lower-layer Super Output Area; and



Road distance to a GP surgery: A measure of the mean distance to the
closest GP surgery for people living in the Lower-layer Super Output Area.

From assessing the data from the Index of Multiple Deprivation, all LSOAs in
the borough perform well under ‘geographical barriers’, showing a high level
of accessibility to services. 81% of LSOAs are in the 20% least deprived
nationwide for access to services, and all but one are in the upper 50%.
As with every other area in England, a number of health services are provided
by both the public and private sectors. Data collected from the Local
Government Association, shows that compared to England and London as a
whole, the borough has the highest ratio of GP Surgeries, with there being 2.5
GP Surgeries per 10,000 people (Local Government Association, 2014). The
average number of GP surgeries per 10,000 population in London is 1.7 per
10,000 (Local Government Association, 2014).
Looking at data on the number of GPs per 10,000 population, the findings
differ. For example, in the southern ward of Lambeth, there are 10.4 GPs per
10,000 population (Local Government Association, 2014). For Kensington and
Chelsea, there are 7.5 GPs per 10,000 population, which is slightly below the
London average of 7.7 GPs per 10,000 population (Local Government
Association, 2014).
Data Limitations
Whilst the research collected from the IMD has explored access and
availability of services in the borough, this research would benefit from
qualitative assessment, again in order to develop a deeper understanding of
the barriers to access that obviously exist.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Over the long term, the level of accessibility to services has been declining as
more and more services consolidate into fewer locations, and as housing has
been developed further from key service centres. There are a number of
recent and current drivers and initiatives to reverse this long-term trend,
though financial and efficiency pressures sometimes still put pressure on the
localised consolidations of services. As such, it is impossible to predict a
future trend, and accessibility will be assumed to remain similar to current
levels into the long term, in the absence of specific projects / proposals.
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Housing
Baseline
Housing Stock
Government data indicates that there were 85,550 dwellings in the Royal
Borough in 2014. This total has been growing, but at a relatively slow rate
when compared to its inner London neighbours, with only a 1% increase the
last six years.
The make-up of the dwelling stock shows that in comparison with
neighbouring authorities the borough has a low proportion of houses (17%)
with the majority of the stock made up of purpose built and converted flats
(79%). This is higher than both the Inner London and London-wide averages.
The major feature of change in the housing stock in recent years is the growth
in the proportion of purpose built flats.
The 2011 Census showed that the private rented sector had overtaken owneroccupation as the largest single tenure in RBKC, with both tenures housing
36% of households. The social rented sector accounts for a further 25% and
shared ownership less than 1%.
In terms of dwelling size, the borough has a greater proportion of smaller
homes than the inner London and London average. Nearly three quarters
(72%) of the current stock are one and two bedrooms compared to 66% for
inner London and 54% for the whole of London. The proportion of large
homes (four bed plus) at 11% is equivalent to the inner London average.
The Census also highlights that there are differences in dwelling size by
tenure. For example 40% of the owner occupied stock has three beds or more
compared to only 20% in each of the social rented and private sector rented
stock.
Vacancy and Second Homes
Across London as a whole, residential vacancy rates are generally low as a
result of the significant demand for housing. Vacancy rates in Kensington and
Chelsea, as is the case in neighbouring inner London Boroughs, have fallen
as a proportion of total stock over the last five years to under 2,500 units.
In relation to second homes, figures for the Royal Borough for 2014 showed
8,330 second homes, equivalent to 9.5% of the total housing stock. This
compares to only 2.4% in Hammersmith and Fulham and 4.9% in
Westminster.
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Kensington and Chelsea is among the highest ranked local authorities in the
country in terms of both the number and proportion of second homes, with
only the City of London (at a proportion of 27%) and Cornwall (overall
numbers) ranked higher.
House Prices
Kensington and Chelsea occupies a distinctive position within the overall
London housing market. Median house prices in the borough have increased
at the highest rate in the country (60%) since the Local Plan was first adopted
(in the form of Core Strategy) in 2010, leading to highest median house price
in England of £1.2 million in 2014.
Housing Need
The borough’s 2015 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)44
identifies an objectively assessed need (OAN) of 11,291 dwellings over the
period 2015-2035, which is equivalent to 575 dwellings per annum. These
figures are based on the GLA’s long-term migration household projections
plus an allowance for vacant dwellings and second homes.
The annual need for affordable housing, based on an estimate of the
total amount of affordable housing required to meet the need of households
which cannot afford to access market housing, is high at 1,171 affordable
homes per year, which can be broken down by tenure:


Social rented sector: 209 units (18%)



Affordable rented sector: 523 units (45%)



Intermediate sector: 437 units (37%)

The size of dwellings required by newly emerging households for all
types of housing has also been assessed in the borough’s 2015 SHMA (see
Table 7-12).
Table 7-12: Dwelling size need according to the RBKC 2015 SHMA
Dwelling Size
1 Bed
2 Bed
3 Bed
4+ Beds

44

Percentage of total
homes needed
23%
29%
30%
18%

RBKC (2015). Strategic Housing Market Assessment
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Housing Supply
In terms of supply, the Council has seen a significant number of
existing flats being joined together to create a smaller number of larger units.
Whilst the newly created large units will serve a need, the level of loss has
implications on the ability of the Council to meet its increase in housing
targets. The Council estimates that it has lost nearly 400 dwellings over the
last six years to amalgamations.
Rates of statutory homelessness, violent crime and drug misuse are
worse than average (Kensington and Chelsea Health Profile, 2015).
Data limitations
The recent completion of an updated SHMA for the borough has
ensured that the Council has a comprehensive understanding of housing
needs within the borough. There is a requirement for further work on
identifying the borough’s housing supply, given that the borough’s current
pipeline may be insufficient to meet the London Plan target. The Issues and
Options consultation includes a call for sites to address this gap, and the
Council will undertake a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment as
part of the future plan preparation process.
Likely future trends under business as usual
The baseline evidence for housing has indicated a number of key
trends in terms of housing need, supply and affordability:


In accordance with national and regional guidance, the Council must
demonstrate that it is able to identify a supply of specific development and/
or deliverable site sufficient to meet the borough’s housing target in the
London Plan, which has increased from 600 to 733 dwellings per annum
plus an additional buffer of 20%.



The cumulative housing delivery target for the remainder of the plan period
to 2027/28 is therefore a minimum of 11,728 units. The borough’s current
development pipeline from strategic site allocations and developments with
planning permission is currently 8,997 units which is 2,731 below the
supply target.



With the highest house prices in the country, the growing affordability ratio
between median prices and wages has and continues to make significant
parts of the borough unaffordable to all but those on the highest incomes.



There is an increasing requirement for affordable homes for those on both
low and middle incomes, while at the same time the borough has seen a
growing number and proportion of second homes. Concentrations of
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second homes within local neighbourhoods could have a negative impact
on local character and the viability of local services.


The already dense pattern of development across the borough will
continue to place considerable constraints on the potential supply of land
for additional homes.



High values and lack of available land to build new homes has led to an
increasing demand for amalgamations and de-conversions of flats to
houses, which has the impact of reducing the overall supply homes in the
borough, and particularly smaller homes for which the greater need has
been identified.

Materials
Baseline
The Royal Borough does not possess and is not located near to any mineral
extraction sites or quarries. Impacts on material resources are therefore
largely linked to new developments, including subterranean developments.
RBKC council policy currently requires a number of measures to be
incorporated into developments and included as part of planning applications.
New residential developments and extensions over 1,000 sq m must meet
level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes, while residential conversions and
refurbishments of 800 sq m or more must meet the BREEAM “excellent” level.
Non-residential developments of 1,000 sq m or more must meet BREEAM
“very good”.
Data limitations
Data on material use in construction, ideally by type of development, at the
borough level is not available. There is limited data upon which to base the
identification of key technical issues which could be addressed by the
assessment.
Likely future trends under business as usual
It could be considered likely that drivers for greater resource efficiency and
sustainable materials use in construction, combined with a gradual and longterm increase in the cost of virgin materials, will improve rates of reuse and
recycling in construction, the use of lower-impact and sustainable materials
(low or zero carbon footprint, etc.) and the reduction of waste.
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Health and wellbeing
Baseline
Using Census data and a number of other data sources from borough and
national level, data has been collected on the health status and well-being of
residents living in the borough and Greater London as a whole.
Health and Life Expectancies
Table 7-13 below shows the projected reported health of residents living in the
borough and Greater London as a whole:
Table 7-13: Health Status of Residents living in the borough and Greater
London

Very Good
Health
Good
Health
Fair
Health
Bad
Health
Very Bad
Health

Kensington and Chelsea
57.8%

Greater London
50.5%

28.5%

33.3%

9.1%

11.2%

3.4%

3.7%

1.2%

1.2%

Source: Census, 2011

As Table 7-13 above shows, there are significant differences in the reported
health of residents in the borough and for Greater London as a whole. 57.8%
of residents living in the borough report their health as very good, compared
to 50.5% for Greater London as a whole. However, a higher proportion of
residents reported their health as good health and fair health in Greater
London as a whole, than Kensington and Chelsea. The proportion of residents
reporting bad health and very bad health between the two areas is broadly
similar. The health of people in the borough varies compared with the England
average.
In respect of life expectancy, it is at, or higher than the national average for
both men and women. Between 200 – 14, the average life expectancy in the
borough was 82.7 years for men, which is higher than London (80.0 years)
and England & Wales (79.3 years), Male life expectancy has increased in the
borough from 79.5 years in 2000 – 04 (ONS, GLA 2016).
Between 2010 – 14, the average life expectancy in the borough was 86.2
years for women, which is higher than London (84.0 years) and England &
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Wales (83.1 years). Female life expectancy has increased in the borough
from 84.5 years in 2000 – 04 (ONS, GLA, 2016). However, there are
significant differences related to poverty and life expectancy.
For example, residents in the most deprived areas, which are the four most
northerly wards in the borough, are nearly twice as likely to die before 75 as
those in the rest of the borough. Significant pockets of deprivation exist in
these wards (Goldbourne, St Charles, Notting Barnes and Colville) as well as
in pockets also present in Early Court towards the centre of the borough and
Cremorne which is found to the south of the borough (Kensington and
Chelsea Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy, 2013 – 2016). Overall, life
expectancy is 14.3 years lower for men and 4.3 years lower for women in the
most deprived areas of the borough than in the least deprived areas
(Kensington and Chelsea Health Profile, 2015).
Table 7-14: Life Expectancy by Ward
Ward

Male (years)

Males Rank

Females
(years)

Female Rank

Abingdon

88.3

3

85.3

14

Brompton

90.2

2

87.3

7

Campden

86

6

89.5

3

Colville

81.6

13

85.6

12

Courtfield

91

1

86.4

10

Cremorne

82.3

12

87.3

8

Earls Court

80.3

15

86.8

9

Golborne

76.6

17

83.6

17

Hans Town

85.4

7

87.8

6

Holland

87

5

93.1

1

Norland

83.6

10

85.7

11

Notting Barnes

78.5

16

85.6

13

Permbridge

83.7

9

84.9

15

Queens Gate

87.3

4

90

2

Redcliffe

84.3

8

88.4

4

Royal Hospital

80.8

14

88.1

5

St Charles

75.1

18

80.3

18

Stanley

83.6

11

84.4

16

Source, ONS 2015, GLA

Causes of Death
Heart disease and respiratory disease are the major causes of death and
disease likely. Rates of early deaths from cardiovascular diseases and early
deaths from cancer are better than average. (Kensington and Chelsea Health
Profile, 2015). However, locally there are other causes of death and disease
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which are bigger problems in the borough than in other parts of the country.
These include poor air quality, tuberculosis and people living with HIV / AIDS.
Conditions and diseases
The onset of conditions or diseases, and thus proportion of people with them,
is unlikely to be influenced by the LPPR. The IIA will address those conditions
which lead to a special need, or indeed a disability, via the Equalities section
(see Section 7.6).
Risk Behaviours (e.g. Drug use, Alcohol and Smoking)
In assessing the health profile of the borough, it was found in 2015, there
were 433 alcohol related staying in the borough per 100,000 of the population,
which is better than the England average. The rate of self-harm hospital stays
was better than the average for England (87.9 per 100,000 of the population).
The rate of smoking related deaths was better than the average for England
(252 per 100,000 of the population). Rates of sexually transmitted infection
are worse than average in the borough. There are a number of wider social
factors which affect health and wellbeing, which influence the choices which
people make throughout their lives. In some of the more deprived wards
which are found in the borough (e.g. Goldborne, St Charles, Notting Barns
and Colville), there are significant challenges due to poorer than average
lifestyles, which lead to a disproportionately high number of residents from
these boroughs exhibiting risky behaviours.
Health and Well-being
Whilst overall life expectancy is generally good in many parts of the
borough, people are living for longer with disability as a result of better
survival rates from major diseases such as stroke, heart disease and cancer.
This is a trend which will continue and will have an increasing impact on the
level of health and social care support required from services and carers of
people affected. This high proportion of the population living along and low
rates of unpaid care creates challenges for supporting people in a home
environment, particularly with the expected rise in conditions such as
dementia.
Disability
Refer to Section 7.6, whereby “disability” is covered as one of the
statutory equalities groups.
Child Health
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Upon finishing primary school, 21.3% children living in the borough are
classified as obese. The rate of alcohol-specific stays among those under 18
was 30.9 per 100,000 of the population. Levels of GCSE attainment,
breastfeeding and smoking at time of delivery are better than the England
average (Kensington and Chelsea Health Profile, 2015).
Dental caries (also known as tooth decays, cavities or caries) account
for 18% of hospital admissions for five to nine year olds. 38% of five year olds
have experiences tooth decays, the seventh highest in Greater London
(Kensington and Chelsea Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy, 2013 – 2016).
Health and Well-Being
In respect of health and well-bring, research has shown that the
percentage of people achieving recommended levels of physical activity is
higher in the borough than the London average. In addition, in 2012, 11.2% of
adults were classified as obese, better than the average for England.
Estimates levels of adult excess weight are better than the England average.
Research has shown that the more northerly wards in the borough
have some of the lowest physical activity levels in Greater London and that
there is a 50 – 70% higher smoking prevalence than the rest of the borough.
In addition, there are differences in the levels of physical activity levels
between different cohorts of the population. (Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy, 2013 – 2016). For example, BME groups,
women, people with long-term health conditions and people living in the most
deprived areas of the borough have lower participation rates in levels of
physical activity (Kensington and Chelsea Joint Health and Wellbeing
Strategy, 2013 – 2016).
The level of physical activity of residents is important, as residents who
adhere to the recommended levels are less likely to suffer from premature
deaths and subsequently develop diabetes. According to survey results, 1 in 5
people in RBKC participated in the recommended level of physical activity
during 2010 – 2011, similar to the level of participation in England (Kensington
and Chelsea Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy, 2013 – 2016).
Access to Health Care
This is discussed in Section 7.14.
Mental Health
Good mental health and resilience are fundamental to physical health,
relationships, education, training work and achieving our potential.
Throughout the borough, the highest rates of depression, tend to be amongst
57

the 65+ age group. Indeed, over the past few years, there has been a 21%
increase in this age group requiring mental health services, with rates higher
in the more deprived areas of the borough. (Kensington and Chelsea Joint
Health and Wellbeing Strategy, 2013 – 2016).
In addition, a significant proportion of older people living in the borough
live along (one in ten). It is well documented that living alone can lead to
increased risks of isolation and associated health risks, which are associated
with malnutrition, anxiety, depression and a general neglect of health and
well-being.
Data limitations
There are significant limitations associated with the collection and
assessment of data on health and well-being. For example, the assessment of
health issues is in the main qualitative, as such there is little scope for
adequately quantifying the affects. Therefore, much assessment undertaken
will be based on a combination of available data and through using
professional judgement.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Overall, health in the borough is good, however there are areas of
health inequality, where outcomes are some of the poorest in the country,
which demonstrate that a social gradient in health exists. For example, areas
in the north of the borough experience greater levels of premature death from
cancer and cardiovascular diseases (CVD).
In addition, whilst there have been improvements in the life expectancy
of residents in the borough and across the United Kingdom, coupled with the
fact that people are living for longer with disability as a result of better survival
rats from major diseases such as stroke, heart disease and cancer, residents
who live in the most deprived wards in the borough, are nearly twice as likely
to die before 75 as those in the rest of the borough. This is demonstrated by
the fact that life expectancy is 14.3 years lower for men and 4.3 years lower
for women in the most deprived areas of the borough than in the least
deprived areas (Kensington and Chelsea Health Profile, 2015). In addition,
research has shown that the more northerly wards in the borough have some
of the lowest physical activity levels in Greater London and that there is a 50 –
70% higher smoking prevalence than the rest of the borough.
In order to try and address some of the health and well-being issues
which are prevalent in the borough, the West London Clinical Commissioning
Group produced a Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy (2013 – 2016), which
is a framework to guide commissioning to improve the health, care and
wellbeing of the population of the borough, and for other strategies to align to.
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This document highlights that in order to address inequality in health, care
and wellbeing, it is essential to examine and address the wider or social
determinants of health and ill health.

Cultural heritage and townscape
Baseline
Cultural Heritage
The borough has a legacy of Georgian and Victorian terraces laid out in a
network of streets, often including garden squares. The Edwardian period saw
a shift away from town houses to mansion blocks, allowing buildings to be
slightly taller and thus of a higher density.
This legacy provides a rich built environment and cultural heritage, which
includes around 4,000 listed buildings (18 of which are Grade I (see Table 716)). Seventy-three per cent of the borough lies within a Conservation Area,
including some of metropolitan importance such as the Thames, Royal
Hospital and South Kensington Museums Conservation Areas. The borough
also possesses 15 Registered Parks and Gardens of historic interest (see
Table 7-17 and Figure 7-3).
These, along with the attraction of its international and national town centres,
draw a vast number of visitors into the borough. The museum quarter in South
Kensington alone attracts more visitors annually than Venice.
Under the draft Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal45 all parts of the
borough will be categorised into 1 of 4 Tiers.
Tier levels indicate when there is a need to understand the potential impact of
the proposed development on the heritage asset’s significance. The type of
planning applications, and the tier level it is located in, indicate the likelihood
that archaeology will be a consideration in reaching a planning decision.
A total of 7 Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) are recommended for
Kensington and Chelsea of which two are Tier 1 APAs and five are Tier 2
APAs. There are no Tier 3 APAs proposed for the borough.
Tier 1 APAs
 Kensington Palace
 ‘Chelsea China’ Porcelain

Size (HA)
27.33
0.32
Total = 27.65

Tier 2 APAs
45

Size (HA)

Historic England (2016) Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Archaeological Priority Areas Appraisal
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Walmer Road Kiln
Chelsea Riverside
Holland Park, Campden Hill and Kensington
London to Silchester Roman Road and Notting
Hill
Kensington and Chelsea Cemeteries

1.78
83.78
120.06
42.95
38.86
Total = 287.43

Table 7-15: Archaeological Priority Areas
Archaeological Priority
Area
Kensington Palace

No.(APA)

Reason for Designation

1.1

‘Chelsea China’ Porcelain
Factory

1.2

Walmer Road Kiln

2.1

Chelsea Riverside

2.2

Holland Park, Campden Hill
and Kensington
London to Silchester
Roman Road and Notting
Hill
Kensington and Chelsea
Cemeteries

2.3

The Kensington Palace APA is classified as Tier 1
because it contains the Scheduled Monument of
Kensington Palace and it contains the designated
landscape of the gardens of Kensington Palace.
Site of national importance with historic value - links
to early porcelain manufacture and the associated
tea drinking industry.
The Walmer Road Kiln is classified as Tier 2 to
encompass the industrial heritage of the wider area
of the APA.
Multi-phase archaeology dating from prehistoric
times to industrial archaeology. Tier 2 designation
due to potential wide range of archaeological
heritage assets.
Contains heritage assets of archaeological interest,
and includes historic settlements and burial grounds.
Classified as Tier 2 because it is a corridor of land
centred on a Roman road. Also includes the
medieval hamlet of Notting Hill.
To cover eight post medieval cemeteries which are
not otherwise covered by being within another APA.

2.4

2.5

Whilst the APA system does not seek to duplicate protection given by other
heritage designations, such as Listed Buildings or Conservation Areas, it does
aim to overlap and integrate with such approaches.
Table 7-16: Grade I Listed Buildings in the Royal Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea46:
Registered building
Church of St John the
Baptist

List No.
1080593

Natural History Museum
Debenham House

1080675
1080783

Chelsea Old Church (All
Saints)
Victoria and Albert Museum

1189649

46

1190187

Description
Parish church, 1872-1910 by James Brooks with JS
Adkins. Designated for archaeological interest and
for fixtures and fittings
Museum. 1873-81. Alfred Waterhouse
Substantial house. 1905-7, Halsey Ricardo.
Important interiors with mosaic and tile decoration.
Church and tower mostly destroyed by bombing.
Chapel - 16th, 17th Century work.
Museum. 1860 by Sir Henry Cole and Captain
Fowke. Unique facades of the quadrangle form the

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/results?searchtype=nhle
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Registered building

List No.

The Anglian Chapel

1190995

Gate Piers to Forecourt

1223780

Orangery at Kensington
Palace

1223783

Kensington Palace

1223861

The Tower House

1225632

Royal Hospital Main
Hospital Buildings- Seven
3- Storey Connected
Blocks
Statue of Charles II in
Centre of middle courtyard
in main buildings, Royal
Hospital
Church of St Luke

1226301

Church of Holy Trinity
The Royal Hospital
entrance gates and lodges
Church of St Cuthbert and
St Matthias

1265767
1265915

Holland House

1267135

Gates, gatepiers and
railings to natural history
museum

1358159

Description
heart of the Museum. Terra-cotta decorations by
Godfrey Sykes and mosaics by Townroe
Anglican chapel, colonnades and catacombs. 183536. By John Griffith for the General Cemetery
Company
Gate piers. Attributed to Nicholas Stone 1629.
Portland stone
Orangery. Wren 1704. Red and amber brick. One
storey, 13 bays. Symmetrical. Three centre bays set
forward with split segmental pediment. Fine interior
Royal Palace. Originally built 1661 for Sir Heneage
Finch, first Earl of Nottingham. Bought by William III,
1689 and renamed Kensington House. New
Buildings by Sir Christopher Wren 1689-1695.
Alterations and additions 1718-1726 and later,
including State Rooms by William Kent.
Detached house. 1875-81. By William Burges, for
himself. Detached house. 1875-81. By William
Burges, for himself
Founded by Charles II for old and disabled soldiers
and built 1682-1702 to the designs of Sir Christopher
Wren

1226477

Grinling Gibbons c1700. Brass (bronzed) standing
figure of Charles II, dressed as Roman soldier

1265622

Church. 1824. James Savage, architect. Stone. Late
Gothic style with flying buttresses above aisles, open
arcaded west front and delicately embattled west
tower with pinnacles. Galleried interior and stone
vaulted roof.
Church. 1890. J D Sedding, architect
Entrance gates and lodge (on north-west side of
Burton's Court) fronting St Leonard's Terrace
Parish church, 1884-7 by Hugh Roumieu Gough, with
embellishments of 1887-1910 by W Bainbridge
Reynolds, Ernest Geldart, J Harold Gibbons and
others: Designated for artistic interests, architectural
interests and historic interests
Remains of large, early C17 mansion, of
considerable architectural and historic importance.
Gates, gatepiers and railings to museum. 1873-87.
Alfred Waterhouse.

1266119

Table 7-17: RBKC sites listed on Historic England’s Register of Parks &
Gardens
Registered Park and Garden 47

Grade

List number

Kensington Gardens

I

1000340

Royal Hospital, Chelsea and Ranelagh Gardens

II

1000353

47

English Heritage, Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/what-is-designation/registered-parks-and-gardens/
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Registered Park and Garden 47

Grade

List number

Chelsea Physic Garden

I

1000147

Ladbrook Estate

II

1000242

Brompton Cemetery

I

1000248

The Boltons

II

1000793

Edwardes Square

II*

1000803

Holland Park

II

1000811

St Luke’s Garden

II

1000834

Kensal Green (All Souls) Cemetery

I

1000817

Cadogan Space

II

1000796

100, Cheyne Walk (part of Lindsey House)

II

1000799

Hans Place

II

1000809

The Roof Garden,99 High St, Kensington

II

1001406

Commonwealth Institute48

II

1227441

48

The site is included on the Resister of Parks and Gardens at Grade IIhttps://www.historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-entry/1227441
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Figure 7-3: Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, Registered Parks and
Gardens and Strategic views in London Borough of Kensington and Chelsea49
Away from the borough‟s traditional central belt, there are many examples of
twentieth century estate developments including the iconic grade II* Erno
Goldfinger’s Trellick Tower.
There are fourteen distinct places in the borough as outlined in the adopted
Local Plan. These are: Kensal, Golborne/Trellick, Portobello/Notting Hill,
Westway, Latimer, Earl‟s Court, Kensington High Street, South Kensington,

49

RBKC (2015) Consolidated Local Plan
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Brompton Cross, Knightsbridge, King‟s Road/Sloane Square, Notting Hill
Gate, Fulham Road and Lots Road/World‟s End.
Working with local authorities, Historic England publishes an annual
Buildings at Risk Register, which highlights those listed buildings, monuments
or registered parks and gardens which are considered to be at risk from
development, neglect or decay. In 2015, 48 of the borough’s buildings were
on the 2015 register.50 The vast majority of these are monuments and tombs
in Kensal Green Cemetery.
Streetscape and Public Realm
Much of the borough lies within one of 37 conservation areas. The
Council has a duty to ensure that new development within a conservation
area preserves or enhances the character or appearance of that area. Street
furniture, such as guardrails and signs, can both detract from this local
character and hinder the safe passage for people with sensory and mobility
difficulties.
Front gardens offer a valuable contribution to the streetscape. The loss
of front gardens to offstreet parking in the borough has long had harmful
effects upon visual amenity and townscape quality. It can also reduce public
safety.51
Data limitations
Although Historic England has assisted the Council in designating
Archaeological Priority Areas (APAs) to help in identifying where valuable
buried archaeology may occur, this type of historic asset data is always an
unknown. Buried archaeology is a finite resource that may be encountered at
any time via excavation or works in the ground, and in addition to efforts such
as the APAs, legislative and policy mechanisms attempt to protect it from loss
in terms of historic value and benefit to society via various means, once
discovered.
Likely future trends under business as usual
The quality of the public realm can be threatened by poorly designed or
uncoordinated development and the paraphernalia used to control traffic and
pedestrians, public utility equipment, street furniture and advertising.
Hoardings and freestanding adverts, for example, can have a negative impact

50

RBKC Annual Monitoring Report (2015). [online] Available at:
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/atoms/files/Monitoring%20Report%202015.pdf
51
RBKC Streetscape Guide (2012)
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on visual amenity and can also have serious implications for public and road
safety.
Given predicted demand for new development in the borough, it is
possible that the amount of street furniture and other features which detract
from the quality of the public realm could increase. It will be important for
developers to keep in mind the setting of such features, particularly given the
conservation and amenity value of many of the borough’s streets.

Energy
Baseline
Energy consumption in housing accounts for 29 per cent of the borough’s total
carbon emissions. In 2010, emissions from homes were 2.4 tonnes per capita,
compared to 2.1 tonnes on average for London. This figure has stayed fairly
steady since 2005.
Also that year, 7,753 or 10 per cent of all households in Kensington and
Chelsea were fuel poor; this figure has a reduced from 11.4 per cent in 2009
and is slightly below the London average rate of 10.8 per cent of households.
The average SAP rating for Kensington and Chelsea’s private sector is 60
(Band D), above both the London and national average. It is predicted that
over 7% of Kensington and Chelsea’s private sector stock has SAP ratings of
below 30 (Bands F or G).52
Data limitations
There are no significant data limitations at this stage.
Likely future trends under business as usual
Minimum energy standards to be introduced from 2018 will prohibit landlords
letting properties with an SAP rating of below 30. This is expected to provide
the incentive needed to improve energy efficiency in these buildings.
RBKC council policy currently requires a number of energy efficiency
measures to be incorporated into developments and included as part of
planning applications. As required by RBKC Policy CE1 (reviewed in 2014/15)
new residential developments and extensions over 1,000 sq m must meet
level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes. Residential conversions and
refurbishments of 800 sq m or more must meet the BREEAM “excellent‟ level.
Non-residential developments of 1,000 sq m or more must meet BREEAM
“very good”.
52

https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/pdf/Home%20energy%20conservation%20act%20report%202013.pdf
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The Council also requires the provision of a Combined Cooling and Heating
Power (CCHP) plant in significant developments such as the bigger strategic
site allocations and other significant redevelopment and regeneration
proposals.
Non-residential developments of 1,000 sq m or more must meet BREEAM
“very good”.
This approach is currently in a state of flux, with the Government removing the
ability of local planning authorities to set their own local energy standards for
dwellings as part of the national housing standards review. Building
Regulations are to be the mechanism by which the energy standards of all
new homes and residential conversions will be considered, with the basic
energy (and water) performance standard set a level equivalent to the
outgoing Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4. The process by which the
standards for commercial buildings are considered remain un-altered.

Links to Plan Monitoring
The baseline indicators investigated as part of the IIA/SA process can inform
the choice of indicators for monitoring the Local Plan. The Council has a
monitoring framework in Chapter 38 of the Consolidated Local Plan. This
framework will be reviewed in light of any new issues arising from the
baseline.
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A3. Identifying Sustainability Issues and
problems
Key Issues from the Tasks A1 and A2
Task A3 of the SA process involves drawing on the evidence gathered in
Tasks A1 and A2 to identify those sustainability issues that are most pressing.
The sustainability issues identified then form the basis for developing a robust
SA framework (Task A4). Furthermore, the sustainability issues are a useful
source of evidence to draw upon at the assessment stage.
Table 8-1 presents the key issues that have been identified during the review
of baseline information.
Table 8-1: Key Sustainability Issues

Sustainability
Issue

Supporting evidence

Economic
High levels of relative
deprivation

Some of the borough’s wards are among the most
economically deprived in the country, particularly north of the
Westway and SW Chelsea.

Indices of Multiple Deprivation data for 2015 shows that there
Geographic disparities
remains a clear north-south divide in the borough in terms of
in deprivation
deprivation.
Inequalities in income

Clear inequalities between the north and south of the
borough in terms of income deprivation with many SOA’s
being in the bottom 10% of those in the UK.

More hotel
The GLA’s hotel study of 2013 suggests that the borough
development is
potentially needs 2,700 additional rooms by 2036 to meet
needed to support the
increasing need.
key sector of tourism
Demand for greater
retail provision, and
competition from
neighbouring areas

An Experian study in 2013 suggested that the net retail
floorspace requirement across Kensington and Chelsea up to
2026 is c.5,700 m2 each year.

Pressure on office
space

There is an ongoing shortage of office units across the
borough, including small office units (<300 m2 and particularly
<100 m2).

Housing for key
workers

Rising house prices are forcing key workers such as hospital
staff and teachers to commute every longer distances into
the borough, and the cost of this commute is increasing,
which price key workers out of working in the borough.
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Sustainability
Issue

Supporting evidence

Differential in value
between office and
residential use

Increasing pressure is being placed upon the borough’s office
space stock due to the differential in value between office
and residential uses.

Environment

Air quality which
exceeds national air
quality objectives

The entire borough is a declared AQMA for both PM10 and
NO2.
London Atmospheric Emission Inventory estimates for 2012
showed that 906 tonnes of NOx and 76 tonnes of PM10 are
emitted annually within the borough, primarily from road
transport sources.

Shortage of open
space

There is a shortage of open space in the borough and a
shortage of areas in which to create additional open space.
The borough has the second lowest proportion of open space
to total land area, and the lowest amount of open space per
person in London and the UK.

RBKC not meeting
waste recycling
targets with a high
proportion of waste
going to landfill

The cost of waste collection per household in the borough is
increasing and higher than the average across London
The percentages for household waste recycled, composted
and recovered in the form of electricity generation are all
below UK and London averages.
Adequate waste and recycling storage is needed in new
builds, housing conversions and office developments.

Potential sewer
flooding

This may be caused or exacerbated by lack of capacity in the
Counter’s Creek combined sewer system.
Thames Water has identified a 17% increase in the amount
of impermeable area in the borough between 1971 and 2009,
which increases the amount of rainfall discharging to the
storm water sewer.

Reconciling new
development with the
borough’s heritage
and high-quality
townscape

The borough is rich in historic environment assets, as is
indicated by the large proportion of the borough designated
as a Conservation Area. A great amount of original heritage
survives in these areas, providing the borough with a
sensitive and high-quality townscape in many areas.

Health
There is an existing shortage of Doctors Surgeries and GPs
in the borough which could worsen due to changing
Limited access to
demographics.
services and facilities
and ageing population GLA Household Projections suggest the proportion of
households with people aged 65 and over will increase from
14% in 2012 to 23% in 2037, a rise from 10,900 to 20,000 in
absolute terms.
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Sustainability
Issue

Supporting evidence
There is limited availability of care homes for the elderly.

Increased crime rates
for sexual offences
and burglary
High levels of fear of
crime
Increase in drugrelated offences

While total notifiable offences rates are declining, there have
been increases in sexual offences and burglary.
Fear of crime is higher than England and Wales averages.
Drug offences are on the increase.

Equalities

High Average house
prices

Average house prices are the highest in the UK at over
£700,000, creating a barrier to entry for low and medium level
earners.
Median house prices in the borough have increased at the
highest rate in the country since 2010 (60%) leading to the
highest median house price in England of £1.2 million in
2014.

Accommodation
The draft Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs
needs of Gypsy and
Assessment identifies need for an additional 10 pitches over
Traveller communities
the next 10 years.
not being met

Transboundary Issues
For any planning authority, certain baseline issues affect neighbouring
authorities. For example, housing provision and prices are affected by wider
regional and national factors, and there is always an element of crossboundary commuting and employment migration. Often, service and
educational provision can cross boundaries. Because Greater London is so
intrinsically linked across local authority boundaries, planning for development
is to a large extent coordinated centrally by the Mayor of London. In order to
help to characterise the baseline further, some of these key ‘transboundary’
issues have been identified below.
The London Plan is prepared by the Mayor of London, and legislation requires
that the RBKC Local Plan must be in general conformity with it. Deviation from
the London Plan requires that there are very strong circumstances to require
a different approach. The London Plan forms part of the development plan for
the borough and provides the spatial development strategy for Greater
London. The development plan for the borough comprises The London Plan The Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London Consolidated with
Alterations since 2011 published in March 2016, the adopted Local Plan and
adopted (‘published’) neighbourhood plans.
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The London Plan establishes the strategic planning framework for the Royal
Borough and sets a housing target of 7,330 new homes from 2015 to 2025
(733 net additional dwellings per annum). It also sets a target for affordable
housing of 17,000 units per year for the whole of London which, when taken
as a proportion of the overall London Plan housing target of 42,000 units per
year, represents a target of 40%. It also designates the hierarchy of the
borough’s town centres which includes international, district and local
designations, and the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) which aims to strengthen
the economic links between the borough and the West End. The London Plan
highlights, amongst other specific strategic priorities, the need for a range of
work spaces of different types, sizes and costs, and with regard to the built
environment, the promotion of world class architecture and design.
In terms of integrating transport and development, the London Plan
encourages patterns and forms of development that reduce the need to travel,
especially by car, and seeks to improve public transport, walking and cycling
capacity and accessibility.
The Mayor’s Transport Strategy MTS was published in 2010 and sets out the
Mayor’s proposals for managing and improving transport in London. It
contains a package of measures and policies to improve transport, enhance
the environment and foster London’s economic development. It deals with
improving public transport, including bus, Underground and the overground
railways. The MTS states that around 3.1 million more people (and over 1.4
million more jobs) are expected to live in Greater London by 2050. This will
lead to millions more trips each day which poses issues to those commuting
within, into and out of the borough. The Transport Strategy therefore identifies
the growing need to upgrade London underground links as well as road and
other public transport links.
The MTS makes specific mention of the following projects / initiatives in
Kensington and Chelsea:


Docking stations for Central London Cycle Hire;



Cycle Superhighway indicative route (future scheme), east-west through
Kensington, and north-south near / west of Holland Park, connecting to
Hyde Park from Hounslow and Park Royal; and



Chelsea Hackney line (Crossrail 2), post-2020.

Other schemes in the near vicinity of the borough include HS2, Crossrail
extensions, and a Northern Line extension to Battersea. There are a number
of London-wide schemes such as Tube station improvements.
Thames Water supplies the borough with its fresh water supply. They have
forecast a change in demand based on a total increase in population in its
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supply area of between 2.0 million and 2.9 million people by 2040 – three
quarters of which is forecast in London. Overall, they forecast household
demand to increase by approximately 250 mega-Litres per day (Ml/d) by
2040. Accounting for all factors (including climate change, etc.), without their
plan to increase water supply (their Water Resources Management Plan –
WRMP), they predict for London a growing deficit on a dry year annual
average increasing from -133 Ml/d in 2020 to -416 Ml/d in 2040. Their plan to
meet this supply deficit for London is to employ demand management
measures, leakage reduction, water transfers with other companies, new
groundwater schemes, artificial storage and recovery, and effluent re-use.
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A4. Assessment Framework and
identifying Objectives
The SA process is well established and based on an objectives-led approach
whereby the potential impacts of a plan are gauged in relation to a series of
aspirational objectives for sustainable development. In other words, the
objectives provide a methodological yardstick against which to assess the
effects of the plan. This approach or ‘framework’ can be applied when
undertaking an IIA.

IIA Objectives
The starting point in setting out the IIA objectives are the SA objectives which
were used for the Core Strategy. It should be noted that the SA objectives are
distinct from the Core Strategy (now called the Consolidated Local Plan 2015)
objectives though they may in some cases overlap with them. SA objectives
should focus on outcomes (or ends), not on how the outcomes will be
achieved (inputs or means), as development plan objectives will often tend to
do.
The SA objectives were initially derived as part of the SA/SEA process for the
Core Strategy. These were drawn from the original sustainability issues
identified at Task A3, but also taking account of other evidence gathered at
Tasks A1 and A2 in the 2009 Sustainability Appraisal.
This Scoping Report updates Tasks, A1, A2 and A3 of the SA process (see
Figure 2-1), and the updated IIA objectives reflect the key issues emerging
from these tasks. Whilst the original SA objectives for the most part continue
to be relevant to assess the social, environmental and economic impacts of
planning policies and reasonable alternatives in the Local Plan review, minor
amendments have been made to improve the structure, clarity and wording of
the objectives. This includes removal of some duplication across objectives,
which could have led to ‘double-counting’ of effects in the assessment.
The updated IIA objectives are set out in Table 9-1. These objectives have
been further updated following consultation with the statutory bodies, and to
reflect better the Integrated Impact Assessment approach taken. Decisionguiding questions have been developed to inform the assessment stage,
based on Tasks A1 to A3.
It should be noted that Objective 4 and Objective 15 provide an overarching
framework for undertaking the Equalities Impact Assessment (EqIA) and
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Health Impact Assessment (HIA) of the emerging policies and reasonable
alternatives.
In terms of the scoping in or out of SEA or other sustainability topics, the
decision-guiding questions have been developed to reflect relevance to the
LPPR specifically. The issues of “noise / vibration” and “geology” are scoped
out of the assessment, as they are unlikely to be significantly affected by the
LPPR. Baseline noise / vibration may factor into other issues such as health
and amenity, but levels are unlikely to be significantly affected by the LPPR.
Table 9-1: IIA Objectives
IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”
Biodiversity,
1. To conserve and enhance biodiversity
flora and fauna
… lead to a decrease or increase of
Some of the borough’s
greenfield land, from common habitat to greenfield land is designated
habitats within designated nature
for nature conservation, but
conservation sites?
even that which is not could
be valuable as a biodiversity
resource, and both could be
affected by new
development.
… lead to effects on habitat connectivity
and/or protected or priority species?

Development (including on
brownfield land) has the
potential to affect habitats for
protected and priority
species. Loss of greenfield
land or change in land use
can affect the mobility of
certain animal species or
spread of vegetation (etc.).

… contribute to Green Corridors and/or a Consultation comment from
net increase in Green Infrastructure?
Natural England, and also
the review of PPPSIs reveals
this as a key common theme,
cross-cutting recreation and
biodiversity objectives.
Crime

2. To reduce crime and anti-social behaviour and the fear of crime
… lead to a change in vulnerability to
crime, including anti-social behaviour?
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Development is mainly
relevant to crime via issues
around dereliction,
compatibility of land use /
permitted business use,

IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”
quality of the public realm
and levels of natural
surveillance.
Economy and
skills

3. To support a diverse and vibrant local economy to foster
sustainable economic growth
… improve opportunities for business
growth, especially office and retail
space?

The baseline identifies office
and retail as particular issues
of concern for the borough.

… provide or generate economic activity This is the main thrust of the
and new jobs, especially for people living headline objective.
in the more deprived parts of the
borough?
Equalities

4. To encourage social inclusion (including access), equity, the
promotion of equality and a respect for diversity
… help to improve the proportion of
housing which is suitable for all people,
including those with disabilities,
throughout their lifetimes?

The EqIA baseline and
workshop revealed that these
are key problems for the
borough. The IIA will assess
how well the plan can
… help to improve the accessibility of
achieve equitable housing,
transport, services and facilities to all
transport and access, as well
people?
as contribute to the work
… contribute to the conditions needed for done by key workers and
volunteer or other
organisations and key workers in the
organisations to support
borough, helping vulnerable residents?
vulnerable people.
… with reference to SA Objective 13,
help to improve access to affordable,
quality homes for all?
Climate
change

5. To minimise effects on climate change through reduction in
emissions, and adopt measures to adapt to climate change
… help the borough to reduce its
emissions from transport?

Transport accounts for 12%
of the borough’s CO2
emissions.

… help the borough to reduce its
emissions from housing and other
development?

Energy consumption from
housing accounts for 29% of
the borough’s CO2
emissions, and from industry
and commercial buildings it’s
57%.

74

IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”
Flood risk

6. To reduce the risk of flooding to current and future residents
… avoid placing new development or
people’s activities in locations at risk of
flooding?
… improve or alleviate existing flood
risk?

Air quality

Parks and
open spaces

7. To improve air quality in the Royal Borough
… reduce emissions from construction
and operation of buildings?

A significant proportion of
emissions are from
construction sites and nonroad mobile machinery.

… reduce emissions from transport?

Transport accounts for as
much as 49% of the
borough’s air pollution.

8. To protect and enhance the Royal Borough’s parks and open
spaces
… ensure new residents have good
access to high-quality parks and open
spaces, including children’s play areas?
… improve access to or the quantity /
provision of parks and open spaces?

Water and
Land

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
potentially influence levels of
flood risk in the borough.

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
potentially influence parks
and open spaces in the
borough.

9. To protect and enhance water and land resources, including
quality
… protect and improve water quality?

There are few open water
bodies in the borough, but
those such as the Grand
Union Canal and River
Thames require protection,
and ideally improvement.

… relieve pressure on greenfield land,
and recover and use soils sustainably?

The borough has some
remaining brownfield land
and few greenfield land
resources upon which it
could build, making
previously developed land a
preference both from a
regeneration perspective,
and preservation of
remaining green space.
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IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”
Transport

10. To promote traffic reduction and encourage more sustainable
alternative forms of transport
… ensure new residents have good
access to a range of sustainable
transport options?
… provide additional sustainable
transport facilities or capacity for use by
existing residents?

Waste

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
potentially influence usage of
alternative forms of transport
in the borough.

11. To reduce the amount of waste produced and minimise the
amount sent to landfill
… where possible, reduce the generation Based on a scoping
of waste (per capita)?
consultation comment from
the EA, and also to ensure
such opportunities are
seized, where possible.
… ensure new developments maximise
opportunities to avoid landfill?
… provide new facilities for the better
management of existing sources of
waste in the borough?

Access to
services and
facilities

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
potentially influence
sustainable waste
management in the borough.

12. To ensure that social and community services and facilities
which serve a local need are enhanced, protected, and to
encourage the provision of new community facilities
… ensure new developments have
sufficient services and facilities
accessible by foot and cycle?
… provide new services or facilities
accessible to all residents?

These are the three key
ways in which the LPPR can
potentially influence the
relative accessibility of
services and facilities in the
borough.

… improve residents’ access to public
transport?
Housing

13. To meet the housing needs of the Royal Borough’s residents
… improve the affordability of housing?
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Affordability is a very key
issue in the borough.

IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”

Materials

… lead to a higher quality of housing in
the borough which meets the needs of
residents over their entire lifetimes?

Quality of housing stock can
include a number of issues
affecting the borough, from
indoor air quality and energy
efficiency, to meeting
standards such as Lifetime
Homes.

… target areas most in need of new
housing and greater affordability?

The economic disparity
across the borough is a very
key issue.

14. To maximise the re-use of buildings and the recycling of
building materials
… promote the reuse of buildings?

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
… lead to a reduction in the proportion of
potentially influence
building materials/waste going to landfill?
sustainable use of materials
in the borough.
Health and
well-being

15. To improve health and wellbeing for all borough residents
… improve access for new and existing
residents to healthcare?

Identified as a key issue by
review of the baseline.

… reduce the disparity in health and
well-being across the borough, by
providing health-related enhancements
(particularly active recreation and
transport) in the most deprived areas?

Identified as a key issue by
review of the baseline.

… improve the overall living
environment, such as housing quality,
noise, air quality, and attractiveness to
walking and outdoor recreation for
residents?

This is a key cross-cutting
health and well-being issue,
addressing wider
environmental factors.

… help to encourage healthy
behaviours?

Besides physical activity, risk
behaviours are an issue for
the most deprived
communities. Access to
opportunities for good health,
and good information is
important.
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IIA Topic
Heading

IIA objective / decision-guiding
questions, as:

Reason for Sub-Objective

“Will the policy or proposal…”
Cultural
heritage and
townscape

Energy and
EnergyEfficiency

16. To conserve and enhance sites, features and areas of
historical, archaeological, and cultural heritage value, local
distinctiveness and townscape quality
… lead to development which preserves
historic environment assets, including
their setting?

The borough is rich in
cultural heritage and historic
environment assets.

… contribute to the long-term
preservation and enhancement of the
borough’s heritage?

Conservation can often
require restoration in the first
instance. There may be less
direct opportunities to
remove negative influences
on the borough’s historic
assets, and create net
improvement.

… improve townscape quality, providing
development which is sympathetic in
design to its neighbours, where
appropriate, and enhances the image of
the area?

Townscape quality can be
preserved and improved with
suitably informed design
approaches and techniques.

17. To reduce the use of energy, minimise reliance on fossil fuels,
and encourage energy efficiency.
… lead to a per capita reduction in
energy usage?
… lead to a reduction in reliance on fossil
fuels?

These are the two ways in
which the LPPR can
potentially influence
sustainable energy use in the
borough.

Assessment Methodology
Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004 provide criteria for assessing the significance of
environmental effects (see Appendix 1).
When determining the significance of the effect of a policy, the probability,
duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects needs to be considered.
This includes cumulative, secondary and synergistic effects. The magnitude
and spatial extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the population
likely to be affected) also need to be considered. The value and vulnerability
of certain areas and populations can also influence the assessment,
particularly where thresholds or standards may be exceeded.
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Cumulative effects: arise from two or more impacts occurring simultaneously, whereby an
impact that may not have a significant effect on its own may combine with another to
produce a cumulative effect that is significant. There are two main types of cumulative
effect:
-

intra-plan effects which could result from policies or proposals in the Plan working in
combination to change the severity of an effect; and
inter-plan effects, where effects of other strategies, plans or programmes acting in
combination with RBKC’s Local Plan.

Secondary effects: that are not a direct result of the plan, but occur away from the original
effect or as a result of a complex pathway.
Synergistic effects: where effects interact to produce a total effect greater than the sum of
the individual effects.

The nature, impact and potential significance of the impacts will be assessed
using a standard scoring approach based on the approach used for the
original Core Strategy SA (see Table 9-2).
Table 9-2: Assessment Scoring
Symbol

++

Likely effect against
the IIA Objective
Major positive benefit

+

Minor positive benefit

0
-

Neutral / no effect / no
significant effect
Minor adverse effect

--

Major adverse effect

?

Unknown or uncertain
effect

Definition / Rationale
Policy/ proposal would greatly help to
achieve the objective
Policy/ proposal would slightly help to
achieve the objective
Policy/ proposal would not significantly
affect the objective
Policy/ proposal would slightly conflict
with the objective
Policy/ proposal would greatly conflict
with the objective
Uncertain or insufficient information on
which to determine

The Core Strategy SA was undertaken on the following main elements of the
Spatial Strategy and Delivery Strategy: Strategic Objectives, Places, Strategic
Sites and Development Management Policies as shown in Figure 9-1.
It is proposed that the current assessment focuses on the same elements of
the Local Plan review.
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Figure 9-1: Four main elements of the Core Strategy/ Local Plan appraisal
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A5. Consulting on the scope of the IIA
The Council has a statutory duty to consult the SA/SEA “consultation bodies”,
which are Historic England, Natural England and the Environment Agency53
on the scope of the assessment contained in this Scoping Report. The
“consultation bodies” can respond within 5 weeks54.
Consultation on this Scoping Report took place from December 2015 to
February 2016. Responses were received from each of the consultation
bodies. These mainly concerned some specific documents to review as part
of Task A1, a need to update the baseline in Task A2, some specific key
issues to be added under Task A3, and a few propose amendments of the SA
Objectives under Task A4. These proposed additions and changes have by
and large all been made.
Appendix C provides a table with the complete set of comments and how they
have been addressed.
In addition to consulting these specific bodies, the Council may wish to involve
other organisations that may have an interest in the Local Plan review or
sustainability issues addressed as part of this IIA process. This reflects good
IIA practice.
This Scoping Report will be made available alongside the final IIA Report
containing the results of the assessment. At that time any interested
stakeholder or member of the public will have the opportunity to provide
comment on this report and the IIA process that has been followed.

53
54

R4(1), The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004; para.15, NPPG SEA & SA
R12(5)-(6); para.14 NPG SEA & SA
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Appendix A: Schedule 1 - The Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes
Regulations 2004
SCHEDULE 1
CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING THE LIKELY SIGNIFICANCE OF EFFECTS ON
THE ENVIRONMENT
1. The characteristics of plans and programmes, having regard, in particular, to—
(a) the degree to which the plan or programme sets a framework for projects and
other activities, either with regard to the location, nature, size and operating
conditions or by allocating resources;
(b) the degree to which the plan or programme influences other plans and
programmes including those in a hierarchy;
(c) the relevance of the plan or programme for the integration of environmental
considerations in particular with a view to promoting sustainable development;
(d) environmental problems relevant to the plan or programme; and
(e) the relevance of the plan or programme for the implementation of Community
legislation on the environment (for example, plans and programmes linked to waste
management or water protection).
2. Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in
particular, to—
(a) the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects;
(b) the cumulative nature of the effects;
(c) the transboundary nature of the effects;
(d) the risks to human health or the environment (for example, due to accidents);
(e) the magnitude and spatial extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the
population likely to be affected);
(f) the value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to—
(i) special natural characteristics or cultural heritage;
(ii) exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values; or
(iii) intensive land-use; and
(g) the effects on areas or landscapes which have a recognised national, Community
or international protection status.
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Appendix B: Review of Policies, Plans,
Programmes, Strategies and Initiatives
(PPPSIs) Table
List of International Plans


World Summit on Sustainable Development, Johannesburg (2002)



European Sustainable Development Strategy (2006)



EU Seventh Environment Action Programme to 2020 (2014)



European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) (1999)



Aarhus Convention (Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation
in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters) (1998)



United Nations (UN) Framework Convention on Climate Change (1992)



Kyoto Protocol to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (1997)



Second European Climate Change Programme (2005)



Directive to Promote Electricity from Renewable Energy (2001/77/EC)



European Transport Policy for 2010: A Time to Decide (2001)



EU Directive on Ambient Air Quality and Cleaner Air for Europe (2008/50/EC)



Water Framework Directive (WFD) (2000/60/EC)



Drinking Water Directive (98/83/EC)



Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC)



Directive on the Assessment and Management of Flood Risks (2007/60/EC)



UN Convention on Biological Diversity (1992)



Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural
Habitats (1979)



Bonn Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals
(1979)



Directive on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora
(92/43/EEC)



EU Biodiversity Strategy (1998)



European Landscape Convention (2000)



Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC)



EU Circular Economy package



Directive on the Landfill of Waste (99/31/EC)



EU Birds Directive 2009/147/EC
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List of National Plans


UK Sustainable Development Strategy: Securing the Future (2005) and the
UK’s Shared Framework for Sustainable Development, One Future – Different
Paths (2005)



Sustainable Communities: Building for the Future (2003)



Planning Act 2008



Environmental Quality in Spatial Planning (2005)



World Class Places: The Government’s Strategy for Improving Quality of
Place (2009)



Rural Strategy (2004)



The Countryside in and Around Towns: A vision for connecting town and
country in the pursuit of sustainable development (2005)



Sustainable Communities, Settled Homes, Changing Lives – A Strategy for
Tackling Homelessness (ODPM) (2005)



Climate Change Act (2008)



Stern Review of the Economics of Climate Change (2006)



UK Carbon Plan (2011)



Climate change and biodiversity adaptation: the role of the spatial planning
system – a Natural England commissioned report (2009)



Planning for Climate Change – Guidance and Model Policies for Local
Authorities (2010)



Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances (2016)



Energy Act 2011



Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (2008)



The Future of Transport White Paper – A Network for 2030 (2004)



Low Carbon Transport: A Greener Future - A Carbon Reduction Strategy for
Transport (2009)



The UK Low Carbon Transition Plan 2009



Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) (as amended)



The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010)



The Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act (2000)



The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006)



The Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty
(2007)



Conserving Biodiversity – The UK Approach (2007)
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Working with the Grain of Nature: a Biodiversity Strategy for England (2002)



The UK Post-2010 Biodiversity Framework (2012)



Biodiversity by Design: A Guide for Sustainable Communities (Town and
Country Planning Association) (2004)



Biodiversity Indicators in Your Pocket (2010) Defra



A Strategy for England’s Trees, Woodlands and Forests (2007)



Landscape Character Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland (2002)



Open Space Strategies: Best Practice Guidance (CABE and the Greater
London Authority, 2009)



Safeguarding our Soils: A Strategy for England (Defra, 2009)



Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Guidance (2009)



Accessible Natural Green Space Standards in Towns and Cities: A Review
and Toolkit for their Implementation (2003) and Nature Nearby: Accessible
Green Space Guidance (2010)



Historic Environment: A Force For the Future (2001)



The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans: Historic England
Advice Notes 1, 2, 3 (2015)



The Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland
(2007)



Water Resources Strategy for England and Wales (2009)



Future Water: The Government’s Water Strategy for England (2008)



Flood and Water Management Act (2010)



Making Space for Water: Taking Forward a New Government Strategy for
Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management (2005)



Waste Strategy for England (2007)



The Egan Review – Skills for Sustainable Communities (2004)



Working for a Healthier Tomorrow – Dame Carol Black’s Review of the health
of Britain’s working age population (2008)



Health Effects of Climate Change in the UK 2008 – An update of the
Department of Health Report 2001/2002



Tackling Health Inequalities – A Programme for Action (2003, including the
2007 Status Report on the Programme for Action)



By All Reasonable Means: Inclusive Access To The Outdoors For Disabled
People (Countryside Agency, 2005)



National Planning Policy Framework (2012)



National Planning Practice Guidance (2013 with ongoing updates)



Localism Act (2011)
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Guidance Notes for the Reduction of Light Pollution (2000)



Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism (2006)



Written Ministerial Statement: Sustainable Drainage Systems 2014

List of Regional and County Level Plans and Programmes


The London Plan 2011, 2013, 2015



Green Infrastructure and Open Environments SPG 2012



Social Infrastructure SPG 2015



London Infrastructure Plan 2050 update 2015



Sustainable Design and Construction SPG 2014



The Mayor’s Food Strategy 2008



The Mayor’s Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy 2011



The Mayor’s Climate Change Adaption Strategy 2011



London Plan Town Centres SPG 2014



Securing London’s Water Future 2011



Thames River Basin District RBMP 2009



The Mayor’s Climate Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy 2011



The Mayor’s Climate Change Adaption Strategy 2011



The Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and Demolition SPG
2014



London Waste and Recycling Board Waste Management Planning



London Waste and Recycling Board Waste Management Planning Advice for
New Flatted Properties, 2014



The Mayor’s Municipal Waste Management Strategy, 2011



London View Management Framework SPG 2012



London Plan Town Centres SPG 2014



Social Infrastructure SPG 2015



Mayor’s Biodiversity Strategy 2002



London Biodiversity Action Plan 2001



London’s Foundations Protecting the Geodiversity of the Capital 2012



Mayors Air Quality Strategy 2010



The Mayor’s Ambient Noise Strategy 2004



Draft Housing SPG 2015



Play and Informal Recreation SPG 2012



The London Health Inequalities Strategy 2010
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Improving Londoners Access to Nature 2008



Land for Industry and Transport SPG 2012



Mayor’s Transport Strategy 2010



The Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy 2010



West London Sub Regional Transport Plan 2010

List of Local Plans and Programmes


The Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Community Strategy 2008 –
2018



Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea Local Infrastructure Delivery Plan
2014



Kensington and Chelsea Surface Water Management Plan 2014



Kensington and Chelsea Local Flood Risk Management Strategy 2015



Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) for Royal Borough of Kensington
and Chelsea



St Quintin and Woodlands Neighbourhood Plan with Examiner’s
Recommendations



WRWA WPAs Waste Apportionments Engagement Statement



Norland Neighbourhood Plan



Development Uplift and Infrastructure Study for Kensal Opportunity Area



Strategic Housing Market Assessment



Ambitious for Tomorrow 2014-2018



Kensington and Chelsea Issues and Options Paper for Kensal Gasworks 2012



Market and Viability Assessment



Office Market Commentary



Draft Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessment (GTANA)



Establishing an approach to affordable housing payments in lieu in Royal
Borough of Kensington & Chelsea



Affordable Housing Target: Viability Study



Impact of proposed changes to permitted development rights for Kensington
and Chelsea
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Table B-1 Sustainability Themes derived from the review of Policies, Plans and Programmes

PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Regional / London

Local

Environment
 Climate change Act
2008
 UK Climate Change
Programme 2006
 National Planning
Policy Framework 2012
 Sustainable
Promote
Development Strategy
sustainable design
2005
and mitigate and
 National Planning
adapt to climate
Policy for Waste 2014
change
 Written Ministerial
Statement: Sustainable
Drainage Systems 2014
 Flood risk
assessments: climate
change allowances
(2016)
 Water Framework
Directive 2000/60/EC
 Urban Waste Water
Treatment Directive
91/271/EEC
 Flood and Water
Promote and
Management Act 2010
protect the water
environment
 National Planning
including issues
Policy Framework 2012
such as quality
 Sustainable
and resource use
Development Strategy
as well as
2005
reducing flood risk  Future Water 2011
 National Planning
Policy for Waste 2014
 Written Ministerial
Statement: Sustainable
Drainage Systems 2014
 Directive on the
Promotion of the Use of
Energy from
Renewable Sources
Reduce
2209/28/EC
greenhouse gas
 Energy Act 2013
emissions,
 National Planning
increase energy
Policy Framework 2012
efficiency and
 Sustainable
promote the use of
Development Strategy
renewable energy
2005
and renewable

The UK Low Carbon
technologies in
Transition Plan 2009
appropriate
 The Carbon Plan 2011
locations
 UK Renewable Energy
Strategy 2009
 National Planning
Policy for Waste 2014

 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
2012
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2015
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015
 The Royal Borough of
 Sustainable Design and
Kensington and Chelsea
Construction SPG 2014
Community Strategy 2008 –
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy
2018
2008
 The Mayor’s Climate
Change Mitigation and
Energy Strategy 2011
 The Mayor’s Climate
Change Adaption Strategy
2011
 London Plan Town Centres
SPG 2014
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
2012
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2015
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015
 Sustainable Design and
Construction SPG 2014
 Securing London’s Water
Future 2011
 Thames River Basin District
RBMP 2009

 Kensington and Chelsea
Surface Water Management
Plan 2014
 Kensington and Chelsea
Local Flood Risk
Management Strategy 2015
 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) for Royal
Borough of Kensington and
Chelsea

 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Sustainable Design and
Construction SPG 2014
 The Mayor’s Climate
Change Mitigation and
Energy Strategy 2011
 The Mayor’s Climate
Change Adaption Strategy
2011
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015

 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
Recommendations
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PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Promote sensitive
waste
management and
promote the
circular economy,
taking action to
‘close the loop’ of
product lifecycles
through greater
recycling and reuse.







Regional / London

 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Sustainable Design and
Construction SPG 2014
EU Circular Economy

The Control of Dust and
Strategy
Emissions during
Waste Framework
Construction and
Directive 2008/98/EC
Demolition SPG 2014
National Planning
 London Waste and
Policy Framework 2012
Recycling Board Waste
Sustainable
Management Planning
Development Strategy
Advice for New Flatted
2005
Properties, 2014
National Planning
 The Mayor’s Municipal
Policy for Waste 2014
Waste Management
Strategy, 2011
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015

 European Convention
on the Protection of the
Archaeological Heritage
(revised) (1992)
 European Landscape
Charter 2000
 Planning (Listed
Building and
Conservation Areas)
Act 1990
 Ancient Monuments
and Archaeological
Protect and
Areas Act 1979
enhance the
 Historic Environment: A
historic
Force For the Future
environment and
(2001)
recognise and
 National Planning
recognise and
Policy Framework 2012
appreciate
 Sustainable
landmarks,
Development Strategy
townscapes and
2005
their setting
 Historic Environment
Good Practice Advice in
Planning Notes:
 GPA1: The Historic
Environment in Local
Plans;
 GPA2: Managing
Significance in
Decision-taking in the
Historic Environment;
and
 GPA3: The Setting of
Heritage Assets.
 European Directive
92/43/EEC and
Conserve and
enhance
amended by 97/62/EC
biodiversity as an
on the conservation of
natural habitats
integral part of
economic, social
 Wildlife and
and environmental
Countryside Act 1981
development
 National Planning
Policy Framework 2012

Local

 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 WRWA WPAs Waste
Apportionments Engagement
Statement

 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
 London View Management  St Quintin and Woodlands
Framework SPG 2012
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
 London Plan Town Centres
Recommendations
SPG 2014
 WRWA WPAs Waste
Apportionments Engagement
Statement

 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
2012
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2015
 Mayor’s Biodiversity
Strategy 2002
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 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
Recommendations

PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Contribute to the
expansion and
development of
Green
Infrastructure and
green corridors.

Regional / London

 Sustainable
 London Biodiversity Action
Development Strategy
Plan 2001
2005
 London Infrastructure Plan
 UK Post-2010
2050 update 2015
Biodiversity Framework
2012
 The Guidance for Local
Authorities on
Implementing the
Biodiversity Duty (2007)
 Conserving Biodiversity
– The UK Approach
(2007)
 Working with the Grain
of Nature: a Biodiversity
Strategy for England
(2002)
 The UK Post-2010
Biodiversity Framework
(2012)
 Biodiversity by Design:
A Guide for Sustainable
Communities (Town
and Country Planning
Association) (2004)
 Biodiversity Indicators
in Your Pocket (2010)
Defra
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 National Planning
Policy Framework 2012  Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
 UK Post-2010
2012
Biodiversity Framework
2012
 Mayor’s Biodiversity
Strategy 2002

Local



Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Local Infrastructure Delivery
Plan 2014

 The Royal Borough of
 London’s Foundations
Kensington and Chelsea
Achieve more
Protecting the Geodiversity
Community Strategy 2008 –
effective
of the Capital 2012
2018
 National Planning
geoconservation
Policy for Waste 2014
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy  St Quintin and Woodlands
and improve soil
2008
Neighbourhood Plan with
quality
Examiner’s
Recommendations
 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
Optimise the use
 St Quintin and Woodlands
of land through
Neighbourhood Plan with
 The London Plan 2011,
increasing the
Examiner’s
2013, 2015
density of
Recommendations
development
 Development Uplift and
Infrastructure Study for
Kensal Opportunity Area
 Strategic Housing Market
Assessment
 EU Directive on
 The London Plan 2011,
 The Royal Borough of
Ambient Air Quality and
2013, 2015
Kensington and Chelsea
Improve air quality
Management 96/62/EC  Green Infrastructure and
Community Strategy 2008 –
 National Planning
Open Environments SPG
2018
Policy Framework 2012
2012
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PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Regional / London

Local

 Sustainable
Development Strategy
2005
 UK Air Quality Strategy
2011

 Social Infrastructure SPG
 St Quintin and Woodlands
2015
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
 Mayors Air Quality Strategy
Recommendations
2010
 The Control of Dust and
Emissions during
Construction and
Demolition SPG 2014
 London Plan Town Centres
SPG 2014
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
 The Royal Borough of
 European Directive:
Open Environments SPG
Minimise the
Kensington and Chelsea
Environmental Noise
2012
adverse impacts of
Community Strategy 2008 –
Directive 2002/49/EC
noise on people
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2018
 National Planning
living and
2015
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Policy Framework 2012
working in, and
 The Mayor’s Ambient Noise
Neighbourhood Plan with

Noise Policy Statement
visiting the area
Examiner’s
Strategy 2004
for England 2010
Recommendations
 London Plan Town Centres
SPG 2014

Social
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
2012
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2015
 The Control of Dust and
 Health for Growth 2014Emissions during
2020
Construction and
 National Planning
Demolition SPG 2014
Improve health
Policy Framework 2012
 Draft Housing SPG 2015
and well-being and  Sustainable
 Sustainable Design and
promote greater
Development Strategy
Construction SPG 2014
levels of physical
2005

Play and Informal
activity
 Health Lives, Healthy
Recreation SPG 2012
People 2011
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy
 National Planning
2008
Policy for Waste 2014
 The London Health
Inequalities Strategy 2010
 Improving Londoners
Access to Nature 2008
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015
 London Plan Town Centres
SPG 2014
 The London Plan 2011,
To create an equal
2013, 2015
society which
 Sustainable Design and
recognises
Construction SPG 2014
people’s different  Equality Act 2010
needs, situations
 Social Infrastructure SPG
 National Planning
and goals, and
2015
Policy Framework 2012
removes the
 Play and Informal
barriers that limit
Recreation SPG 2012
what people can
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy
do and be
2008
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 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142018
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
Recommendations

 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142018
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan with
Examiner’s
Recommendations

PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Maximise the
contribution that
the arts, culture
and heritage can
make to the
community

The need to
ensure that new
housing
development
meets local needs
(for all sections of
society)

Promote more
sustainable
transport choices
and to improve
accessibility







Regional / London

Local

 The London Health
Inequalities Strategy 2010
 Planning for Equality and
Diversity in London SPG
2007
 Improving Londoners
Access to Nature 2008
 The Mayor’s Equality
Framework 2009
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Play and Informal
Recreation SPG 2012
 Kensington and Chelsea
 Social Infrastructure SPG
Issues and Options Paper for
2015
Kensal Gasworks 2012
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy
 The Royal Borough of
2008
Kensington and Chelsea
 The Mayor’s Culture
Community Strategy 2008 –
Strategy 2014
2018
 Shaping Neighbourhoods:
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
Character and Context
2014
 London Plan Town Centres
SPG 2014
 Kensington and Chelsea
Issues and Options Paper for
Kensal Gasworks 2012
 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142018
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
 St Quintin and Woodlands
 The London Plan 2011,
Neighbourhood Plan with
2013, 2015
Examiner’s
 Draft Housing SPG 2015
National Planning
Recommendations
 Sustainable Design and
Policy Framework 2012
 Development Uplift and
Construction SPG 2014
Planning Policy for
Infrastructure Study for
 London Infrastructure Plan
Traveller Sites 2015
Kensal Opportunity Area
2050 update 2015
 Market and Viability
 London Plan Town Centres
Assessment
SPG 2014
 Office Market Commentary
 Strategic Housing Market
Assessment
 Draft Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Needs
Assessment (GTANA)
 Establishing an approach to
affordable housing payments
in lieu in Royal Borough of
Kensington & Chelsea
 Affordable Housing Target:
Viability Study
 The London Plan 2011,
National Planning
 Kensington and Chelsea
2013, 2015
Policy Framework 2012
Issues and Options Paper for
 Land for Industry and
Kensal Gasworks 2012
Sustainable
Transport SPG 2012
Development Strategy
 The Royal Borough of
 Mayor’s Transport Strategy
2005
Kensington and Chelsea
2010
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PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Regional / London

Local

Community Strategy 2008 –
 London Infrastructure Plan
2018
2050 update 2015
 London Plan Town Centres  Norland Neighbourhood Plan
SPG 2014
 St Quintin and Woodlands
Neighbourhood Plan with
 West London Sub Regional
Examiner’s
Transport Plan 2010
Recommendations

Recognise the
importance of
open spaces,
sport and
recreation and the
contribution that
they make to
enhancing quality
of life

Improve
educational
attainment and
training
opportunities

Reduce crime and
fear of crime

 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Green Infrastructure and
Open Environments SPG
 The Royal Borough of
2012
Kensington and Chelsea
 Social Infrastructure SPG
Community Strategy 2008 –
 National Planning
2015
2018
Policy Framework 2012  Play and Informal
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
Recreation SPG 2012
 St Quintin and Woodlands
 The Mayor’s Food Strategy
Neighbourhood Plan with
2008
Examiner’s
Recommendations
 Improving Londoners
Access to Nature 2008
 London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015
 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018
 The London Plan 2011,
 Policy statement:
 Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142013, 2015
Planning for schools
2018
development 2011
 Social Infrastructure SPG
 St Quintin and Woodlands
2015
 National Planning
Neighbourhood Plan with
Policy Framework 2012  London Infrastructure Plan
Examiner’s
2050 update 2015
Recommendations
 Development Uplift and
Infrastructure Study for
Kensal Opportunity Area
 The London Plan 2011,
2013, 2015
 Sustainable Design and
 National Planning
Construction SPG 2014
Policy Framework 2012
 Social Infrastructure SPG
2015
 Play and Informal
Recreation SPG 2012

 The Royal Borough of
Kensington and Chelsea
Community Strategy 2008 –
2018.
 Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142018

Economic


 National Planning
Promote
Policy Framework 2012
sustainable
 Sustainable
economic
Development Strategy
development and a
2005
range of
 EU Circular Economy
employment
Strategy
opportunities






 Kensington and Chelsea
Issues and Options Paper for
The London Plan 2011,
Kensal Gasworks 2012
2013, 2015
 The Royal Borough of
Land for Industry and
Kensington and Chelsea
Transport SPG 2012
Community Strategy 2008 –
The Mayor’s Economic
2018
Development Strategy 2010  Ambitious for Tomorrow 20142018
London Infrastructure Plan
2050 update 2015
 Norland Neighbourhood Plan
London Infrastructure Plan  Development Uplift and
2050 update 2015
Infrastructure Study for
Kensal Opportunity Area
 Market and Viability
Assessment
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PPPs Reviewed
Common theme
International/ National

Regional / London

Local
 Impact of proposed changes
to permitted development
rights for Kensington and
Chelsea
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Appendix C: Scoping Consultation
Responses
Respondent Comment

Council Response

Environment
Agency

We have reviewed the additional
documents suggested.

Environment
Agency

Historic
England

Historic
England

Are there any other Policies, Plans, Programmes,
Strategies and Initiatives (PPPSIs) which should be
considered for review?
EU Circular economy package
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circulareconomy/index_en.htm
Planning advice for new flatted properties
http://www.lwarb.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2015/05/Final-report-WasteManagement-Planning-Advice-for-FlattedProperties.pdf
New flood and coastal risk climate change allowance
guidance is due to be released early this year. We
will keep you informed when this has been released.
Reduction in per capita waste generation could be
added to encourage waste minimisation and help
overall waste targets in terms of direction of travel
and to make the overall set of objectives more
'circular' in approach, see also below.
An additional indicator of tonnage of waste per capita
could also be included
In taking this approach we recommend that the IIA is
broadened in several areas. Our comments are set
out below.
Review of Policies, Plans and Programmes
To ensure that the historic environment is integrated
appropriately, to accord with the approach to
sustainable development in para 8 of the NPPF, we
recommend that the plans, policies and programmes
relevant to the historic environment are included
here. We suggest the Good Practice Advice in
Planning Notes are listed in the nationally relevant
publications: GPA1 'The Historic Environment in
Local Plans', GPA2 'Managing Significance in
Decision-taking in the Historic Environment' and
GPA3 'The Setting of Heritage Assets'. Within the
locally relevant publications we recommend that the
conservation area appraisals should be included.
SA/IIA Objectives
The NPPF places emphasis on conserving and,
where possible, enhancing the significance of
heritage assets. It also identifies the contribution of
settings. While welcoming IIA objective 16, local
distinctiveness, environmental quality and amenity do
not necessarily address heritage interest. This
objective could be amended to read:
'To conserve and enhance sites, features and areas
of historical, archaeological, and cultural heritage
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The ‘Flood risk assessments:
climate change allowances’ was
published in February 2016.
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/floodrisk-assessments-climate-changeallowances

We have added a sub-objective to
this effect.

We have reviewed the additional
documents suggested.

We have amended the IIA
Objective on the historic
environment. We have not added
“including their settings” for the
sake of brevity, but can assure
Historic England that historic
setting will be considered as
inherent to the sites, features and
areas.

Respondent Comment

Historic
England

Council Response

value, including their settings, and safeguard local
distinctiveness.'
Baseline information
Section 7 does not currently address the borough's
historic environment. This needs to be clearly
addressed within the report. This will then allow the
potential impacts to be considered and the SEA/IIA
process to assess how any harmful effects can be
avoided in the first instance, or mitigated if this is not
possible.

We have added historic
environment baseline into the IIA.
We appreciate that baseline may
change, and aim to regularly
review key and relevant aspects of
this.

…
Identifying heritage in the baseline information will
ensure that there is clarity in terms of the
environmental dimension of the assessment. This is
particularly important for site allocations, the
approach to 'Places' and the quantum of housing.

Historic
England

…
It should be noted that, during the plan preparation
process, the baseline information for the historic
environment may change. We have suggested that a
borough-wide characterisation report or overview
would be helpful in developing a positive strategy.
Within the forthcoming review of the Archaeological
Priority Areas there will also be summary information
provided about the significance of different areas.
This could be incorporated into the SEA/IIA process.

Historic
England

The potential opportunities for enhancement of the
borough's heritage should also be assessed through
the review of options for each topic

Historic
England

Issues such as town centre boundaries (7.57) could
also have heritage implications in light of the changes
to policy 2.15 of the London Plan indicating that some
centres may have potential for re-development. There
are potential overlapping issues for other topics such
as climate change adaptation, as indicated in our
response to the Issues and Options report.

Historic
England

Natural
England

We will add the APA information to
the baseline, but moreover
consider specific APAs as needed
during the assessment.
https://www.rbkc.gov.uk/planningand-building-control/planningpolicy/unitary-developmentplan/udp-documents/map
This will be done as a matter of
course in conducting the IIA.

We will bear this potential in mind
during the assessment stage.
Climate change adaptation is
considered separately in IIA
Objective 5, but will also need to
be considered on a topic-by-topic
basis and thus specifically for the
medium to long-term historic
environment impacts.
Agreed – we have added this
issue to the IIA.

Sustainability Issues
The local plan partial review Issues and Options
report identifies the value of the borough's
exceptional built heritage and refers to reconciling
new development with this high quality townscape.
We consider that this issue should be identified within
the Sustainability Issues in section 8.
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening
Agreed – Staged 2 of HRA is not
report for the LPPR
required.
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Respondent Comment

Council Response

European (Natura 2000) sites which may be
particularly relevant to the LPPR include:
- Richmond Park SAC
- Wimbledon Common SAC
Natural England does not consider the policies being
reviewed are likely to have a significant effect on the
Natura 2000 sites identified above. Therefore, we
confirm that the Council does not need to undertake
Stage 2 of the HRA process.

Natural
England

In general terms Natural England is content with the
proposed scope of the IIA.
Consider potential inclusion of GI indicator for
baseline data. Consider potential inclusion of GI
(generally) as part of ‘Open Space shortage’ issue
‘Environment’ section. We welcome the intention of
objectives 1, 5 and 8 specifically which can be
interrelated. Potentially include specific and ‘wider’
objective relating to multi-functional GI.
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We have added Green
Infrastructure as a guiding
question / sub-objective of IIA
Objective 1.

