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1. Introduction 

 
Notting Hill Gate KCS Limited (the ‘Applicant’) is seeking full planning permission for the redevelopment of 
Newcombe House (the ‘Proposed Development) at 43 / 45 Notting Hill Gate, 39 / 41 Notting Hill Gate and 161-
237 Kensington Church Street (odd numbers) (hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’), located in the administrative 
boundary of the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (the ‘RBKC’). 

A planning application for a development scheme was previously submitted to the RBKC on 1st December 2015 
(planning application reference PP/15/07602); however, upon refusal of planning permission and dismissal at 
planning appeal, some minor internal amendments were made to the development scheme, resulting in the 
Proposed Development  

In relation to the development scheme relating to planning application PP/15/07692, a request for an EIA 
Screening Opinion was submitted to the RBKC. Following receipt of a Screening Opinion from the RBKC (dated 
16th June 2015), the RBKC confirmed that ‘the development is [was] not an [Environmental Impact Assessment] 
EIA development for the purpose of the EIA Regulations’. The RBKC however requested that the planning 
application be supported by a number of technical studies including an ‘assessment of cumulative effects of the 
surrounding developments, including those within the Draft Notting Hill Gate SPD if appropriate’. A Cumulative 
Effects Report was prepared and submitted as part of the planning application, with the purpose of the report 
being to present an assessment of cumulative effects of the surrounding development schemes.   

In October 2015, the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2011 were amended to introduce new 
thresholds for what is considered to be Schedule 2 development under the EIA Regulations (and therefore, what 
can be considered EIA Development). The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017 retain these new 
thresholds. The new thresholds provide that development will not be considered Schedule 2 development unless 
(1) The development includes more than 1 hectare of urban development which is not dwellinghouse 
development; or (2) the development includes more than 150 dwellings; or (3) the overall area of the 
development exceeds 5 hectares. The development does not meet any of these thresholds and is therefore not 
Schedule 2 development. The development therefore does not need to be screened by the local planning 
authority and no EIA is required. 

1.1 The Site and Surrounding Context 

The Site is of approximately 0.52 hectares (ha) and is bounded by Notting Hill Gate to the north; Kensington 
Church Street to the east; Kensington Place to the south; and the District and Circle Underground line to the 
west.  The Site is located adjacent to Notting Hill Gate Underground Station, which is served by the Central, 
District and Circle lines. Therefore, the Site has an excellent level (PTAL 6b) of accessibility to public transport. 

The Site is not located within a Conservation Area; however, it is adjacent to several Conservation Areas: 
Kensington Conservation Area; Kensington Palace Conservation Area; Pembridge Conservation Area; and 
Ladbroke Conservation Area. There are currently no listed buildings on the Site; however, there are a number of 
listed buildings in close proximity, including: 

 Notting Hill Gate Underground Station – Grade II Listed; 

 Coronet Cinema – Grade II Listed; 

 The Gate Cinema – Grade II Listed; 

 Mall Chambers – Grade II Listed; and 

 1-34 Pembridge Gardens – Grade II Listed. 

The Site currently comprises: 

 An office building (Newcombe House) of ground plus 11 storeys, plus plant; 

 A linear block of 1-2 storeys along Kensington Church Street accommodating shops and restaurants; 

 A building of ground plus 4 storeys (Royston Court) with retail at ground floor and residential on the 
upper floors; 
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 A surface car park with 61 spaces; and 

 Uxbridge Street and Newcombe Street. 

1.2 The Proposed Development 

Full planning permission is sought for the “demolition of the existing buildings and redevelopment to provide 
office, residential and retail uses, and a flexible surgery/office use, across six buildings (ranging from ground plus 
two storeys to ground plus 17 storeys), together with landscaping to provide a new public square, ancillary 
parking and associated works.” 

The proposed layout will open up the currently impermeable Site to create a new, publicly accessible and 
distinctive destination on Notting Hill Gate for future residents, businesses, visitors and the existing community. 

The proposed floorspace areas are set out in Table 1 below and will be spread across six buildings (the Corner 
Building, including the Notting Hill Gate Building (NHGB), the Central Form and East Form; Kensington Church 
Street Building 1 (KCS B1); Kensington Church Street Building (KCS B2); West Perimeter Building 1 (WPB1); 
West Perimeter Building 2 (WPB2); and West Perimeter Building 3 (WPB3) as shown in Figure 1. The proposed 
residential unit mix is illustrated in Table 2. 

Table 1.  Proposed Floorspace  

Use Class 
Proposed Areas 

GIA (sqm) GEA (sqm) 

Office (Use Class B1) 4,390 4,892 

Surgery (Use Class D1) 904 1,003 

Retail (Use Class A1 / A3) 2,871 3,138 

Residential (Use Class C3) 8,740 9,992 

Car Park 1,818 1,891 

Servicing and Centralised Plant 1,102 1,284 

TOTAL 19,825 22,200 

   

 

Table 2.  Proposed Residential Unit Mix 

Building Name 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed Total 

Corner Building - - 18 3 21 

KCS B1 6 6 - - 12 

KCS B2 3 3 3 - 9 

WPB1 - 4 - - 4 

TOTAL 9 13 21 3 46 
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Figure 1 Layout of the Proposed Development 

 

 

As noted in the Construction Traffic Management Plan (prepared by Arup (August 2017)), the overall demolition 
and construction programme will be 39 months (3.25 years) long and will comprise the following scope of works: 

 
 Assumed asbestos removal (under controlled conditions and by a specialist contractor); 

 Soft strip and demolition of the existing structures down to and including the existing basement level; 

 Construction of: 

o New secant piled wall to the perimeter of the Site; 

o New bearing piles for the sub and superstructure; 

o Basement areas, with a smaller centrally located sub-basement; 

 Construction of the : 

o New Corner Building; 

o Notting Hill Gate Building; 

o West Perimeter Building 1 (WPB1); 

o West Perimeter Building 2 (WPB2); 

o West Perimeter Building 3 (WPB3); 

o Kensington Church Street Building 1 (KCS B1); 

o Kensington Church Street Building 2 (KCS B2); 

 External cladding to each building, including terraces to residential areas; 

 Roof and internal blockwork; 

 New utility connections including a new United Kingdom Power Network Substation; 
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 New mechanical, electrical and public health services installations; 

 Fit-out to all areas of differing levels to suit usage (i.e. retail, commercial or residential); 

 New lifts; 

 External hard and soft landscaping; and 

 New drainage connections. 
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1.3 Scope of Work 

As noted in the ‘Introduction’ of this report, a Cumulative Effects Report has been prepared for the Proposed 
Development; therefore, AECOM Infrastructure and Environment UK Ltd (‘AECOM’) has been appointed to 
undertake the cumulative effects assessment of the Proposed Development.  

The cumulative effects assessment presented within this report has drawn upon the information on the 
environmental effects of the Proposed Development presented within the technical reports that support the 
planning application. As such, the scope of the cumulative effects assessment is limited to the information 
submitted as part of the planning application. The technical reports taken into consideration within the cumulative 
effects assessment comprise: 

 Transport Assessment (Transport Planning Practice); 

 Air Quality Assessment (ARUP); 

 Environmental Noise and Vibration Survey (Hoare Lea); 

 Drainage Strategy Report (ARUP); 

 Flood Risk Statement (ARUP); 

 Initial Ecological Assessment and Recommendations Letter (ARUP); 

 Microclimate and Wind Assessment (RWDI); 

 Daylight and Sunlight Assessment (GVA Schatunowski Brooks); 

 Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (CGMS); and 

 Townscape, Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment (Tavernor Consultancy Limited). 
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2. Methodology 

Cumulative effects can occur as combined effects of the Proposed Development with several other development 
schemes which may, on an individual basis be insignificant but, together (i.e. cumulatively), have a significant 
effect. 

Cumulative effects are notoriously difficult to assess and there is no established methodology for assessing and 
quantifying cumulative effects. As such, AECOM has developed an approach to the assessment of cumulative 
effects that makes use of the information on other development schemes available within the public domain and 
the environmental information associated with a development scheme for which planning permission is sought. 

Other reasonably foreseeable future schemes (hereafter referred to collectively as ‘cumulative schemes’) located 
within approximately 1 kilometre (km) of the Site which have been considered in conjunction with the Proposed 
Development, and which have been agreed with the RBKC, are presented within Table 3. The location of the 
cumulative schemes is shown in Figure 2. 

Table 3.  List of Schemes to be considered in the Assessment of Cumulative Effects 

Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

RBKC 

1 127 Kensington High 

Street and 15 Wright’s 

Lane. W8 

 

PP/17/01901 

Demolition of Cafe Nero Pavilion; alteration, extension and 

refurbishment of No. 127 Kensington High Street and No. 15 Wrights 

Lane to form 5-storey building (retained basement/sub-basement) 

comprising anchor retail unit at basement and ground levels; No 5 

retail/café units at ground and mezzanine levels; offices at ground to 

5th floor, new publicly accessible arcade between Wrights Lane and 

Kensington Arcade; public realm, landscape and highway works. 

Installation of plant and other associated works. 

Submitted 

Target date for 

decision: 29 

September 2017 

2 201-207 Kensington 

High Street, W8 6BA 

 

PP/16/01412 

Redevelopment of site involving retention and restoration of front 

façade, erection of two additional storeys and alteration and extension 

to rear first and second floor levels to provide 14 residential units, 

creation of additional basement level to provide for a gym, alteration of 

existing basement level to provide improved retail floorspace, 

provision of new shop fronts. 

Approved 18 

January 2017 

3 47-69 Notting Hill Gate, 

W11 3JS 

 

PP/16/05236 

Re-cladding of existing building at first to third floor levels, change of 

use of part ground, first, second and third floors to office (use class 

B1) floor space, provision of one additional storey of office floor space 

at fourth floor level to provide a total of 2,555 sq. (GEA) of office (use 

class B1) floor space and installation of plant and associated 

alterations. 

Approved 6 

January 2017 

4 15-35 Notting Hill Gate, 

W11 3JQ 

 

PP/16/05212 

Re-cladding of existing building at first to third floor levels; installation 

of an additional storey of Use Class B1 (office) floor space at fourth 

floor level to provide an uplift of 1,251 sq. (GEA) of class B1 office 

floor space; provision of a new bin and cycle store; installation of 

plant; and associated alterations 

Approved 23 

December  2016 

5 92-120 Notting Hill 

Gate, W11 3QB 

 

PP/16/05299 

Recladding of United House at first to third floor levels; installation of 

two additional storeys at fourth and fifth floor levels to provide office 

(use class B1) floor space; change of use of part ground, first, second 

and third floor to office (use class B1) floor space; installation of two 

extensions adjacent to Campden Hill Tower at second floor level to 

provide additional office (use class B1) floor space at second floor 

level; change of use of second floor of Campden Hill Tower to office 

(use class B1) floor space; resulting in total uplift of 4,155 sq. (GEA) of 

office (use class B1) floor space; works to rear service road; 

installation of plant and associated alterations. 

Approved 23 

December  2016 
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Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

6 Allen House,  8 Allen 

Street, W8 6BH 

 

PP/16/00160 

Demolition of six storey building and construction of 7 storey 

residential apartment building behind retained façade, comprising 44 

units with ancillary landscaping, basement car parking and associated 

works. 

Approved 7 April 

2016 

7 66-70 and 72-74 Notting 

Hill Gate, W11 3HT 

 

PP/15/05730 

Partial demolition, extension and re-facing of buildings at 66-74 

Notting Hill Gate to create 19 residential apartments and 

amalgamation of ground floor units of 70-74 Notting Hill Gate, together 

with plant, cycle and refuse storage. 

Approved 15 

January 2016 

8 Dukes Lodge, Holland 

Park, W11 3SG 

 

PP/14/06419 

The demolition of existing 7 storey building and replacement with a 

new residential apartment building formed from a terrace of 5 

interlinked villas. The building is 5 storeys above existing ground floor 

level, with a two storey excavation to form lower ground residential 

use and basement parking/servicing areas. Associated works include 

landscaping, provision of 5 London Plane trees within the adjacent 

footway and re-organisation of existing on street parking spaces. 

Appeal allowed 29 

January 2016 

 

9a 257-265 Kensington 

High Street, 4-10 and 

24 Earl’s Court Road 

LONDON 

W8 

PP/15/02618 

Demolition of the former Post Office delivery office, Whitlock House 

office building and the cinema building with the retention of the cinema 

façade to Kensington High Street, and construction of a basement and 

buildings to provide cinema facilities, 62 residential units (including 

affordable housing for elderly people) and associated residential 

facilities, retail and office accommodation, car parking spaces, cycle 

parking, plant, hard and soft landscaping, public realm improvements 

and associated works. 

Under construction 

Approved 1 

October 2015 

9b 257-265 Kensington 

High Street, 4-10 and 

24 Earl’s Court Road 

 

PP/14/07276 
 

 

Demolition of the former Post Office delivery office, Whitlock House 

office building and the cinema building with the retention of the cinema 

façade to Kensington High Street, and construction of a basement and 

buildings to provide cinema facilities, 63 residential units (including 

affordable housing for elderly people) and associated residential 

facilities, retail and office accommodation, car parking spaces, cycle 

parking, plant, hard and soft landscaping, public realm improvements 

and associated works 

Appeal allowed 18 

February 2016 

 

 

9c 263-265 Kensington 

High Street  

LONDON 

W8 6NA 

 

PP/11/02498 

Redevelopment of the site to provide six screen cinema, 35 self-

contained residential units and five town houses together with car 

parking, landscaping and associated works (Extension of time to 

planning permission PP/07/01071 approved19/11/2008). 

Under Construction  

Approved 7 

December 2012 

 

10 Lancer Square and 10-

14 Old Court Place, 

London W8 

 

PP/13/05341 

The demolition of the existing buildings and structures and the 

construction of a new mixed use development comprising four 

buildings ranging from four to seven storeys including retail (Use 

Class A1), office (Used Class B1) and residential units (Use Class C3) 

along with ancillary car and cycle parking, landscaping, highways 

works, plant and other associated works. 

Approved 16 June 

2014 

Construction 

completion 

expected 2017 

11 19-27 Young Street, 

London 

W8 5EH 

 

PP/13/04726 

Refurbishment and alteration of the property (including removal of the 

administration building and extension of the basement) for D1 (non- 

residential institution), retail, restaurant and cafe, office, storage and 

ancillary uses; 

The erection of two residential buildings and one mixed use building 

containing 62 residential units, retail and ancillary D1 uses together 

with basement storage, car, motorcycle and cycle parking, and 

cinema, fitness centre, swimming pool and spa facilities; works of hard 

Under construction 

Approved 21 March 

2014 
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Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

and soft landscaping; removal and replacement of trees; installation of 

plant and machinery; vehicle access arrangements; and associated 

works. 

12 Holland Park School 

Southern Side 

Campden Hill 

London 

W8 7AF 

 

PP/10/ 03018 

Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of site for 

residential use (Class C3) comprising 69 units together with provision 

of new hard and soft landscaping, ancillary leisure facilities, car 

parking, new vehicular access with other associated and enabling 

works. 

Under construction 

Approved 30 April 

2012 

City of Westminster (CoW) 

13 Esca House  

34 Palace Court  

W2   

 

17/06677/FULL 

Variation of Condition 1 of planning permission dated 19 January 2016 

(RN: 15/05691/FULL) for the demolition of Esca House, 34 Palace 

Court and demolition behind the retained facade of 1-4 Chapel Side. 

Redevelopment and change of use from office to provide up to 24 

residential units over floors of basement, ground, first, second, third 

and fourth floor levels, including the accommodation of 18 car parking 

spaces, 24 cycle spaces and plant at basement level from RN 

15/05691/FULL  namely, to vary drawings and other documents to 

reflect the increase in the number of flats from 24 to 28 units and 

amendments to location of arrangement of car parking spaces. 

Submitted 

Target date for 

determination: 26 

October 2017 

14a 13-19 Leinster Square 

London W2 4PR 

 

17/01152/FULL 

Variation of condition 1 of planning permission dated 18 August 2015 

(RN 15/00778/FULL & 15/00779/LBC) for the conversion of hotel to 15 

flats; namely, to vary the approved drawing numbers to amend the 

relocation of roof terrace access stair from  No. 13 to No. 14. 

Reconfiguration of roof plant well to bays 13 and 14. Omission of all 

roof lights. Introduction of raised sections of roof to bays 15 and 18 to 

provide additional ceiling height within penthouse units below. 

Enlarged glazed openings to rear terraces. Glazed roof to TH3 rear 

extension omitted in favour of solid roof. Glazed conservatory style 

wall to TH3 extensions replaced by masonry wall with single picture 

window set. Installation of Juliet balconies to TH1 & 2 master suites at 

rear lower ground. Reduction of glazed opening sizes to rear terraces 

which are now set within substantial masonry nibs at basement. 

Including internal alterations. (Linked with 17/01181/LBC) 

Approved 4 August 

2017 

 

14b 13-19 Leinster Square 

London W2 4PR 

 

15/00778/FULL 

Variation of Condition 1 of planning permission dated 22 December 

2014 (RN: 14/06756) for conversion of hotel to 15 flats; namely, width 

of no. 18's garden increased in order to reduce excavation in root 

protection area and to provide additional garden space; two external 

staircases on rear elevation of houses 03 and 04 to provide access to 

Garden; removal of glazed staircase enclosure from no. 17 to no. 18; 

and partially removing garden wall between houses 03 and 04; and 

variation to condition 11 so that the submission of the BREEAM rating 

is within 14weeks of practical completion. 

Under construction 

Approved 10 

August 2015 

15a Development Site at 

117 - 125 Bayswater 

Road, 2 - 6 Queensway, 

Consort House and 7 

Fosbury Mews London 

 

17/02957/FULL 

Variation of Conditions 1 (approved plans) and 6 (location of spa) of 

planning permission dated 2 March 2017 (RN 15/10671/FULL) for the 

demolition and redevelopment of 117 to 125 Bayswater Road, 

together with 2 to 6 Queensway and 7 Fosbury Mews for a new 

building comprising 3 basements, ground and 9 upper storeys to 

include 55 residential units and ancillary residential facilities (class 

C3), together with retail (class A1) unit, a retail (class A1) and/or 

restaurant (class A3) unit, a dentist (class D1) and a spa use (class 

D2), highway works and the use of car parking within the basement of 

Submitted 

and pending 

decision 
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Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

Consort House. Namely, to vary the approved drawings to amend the 

ground floor frontage to allow the existing bureau de change to remain 

in situ and be part of the scheme temporarily and to extend the spa 

over all three basement levels rather than two. 

15b Development Site at 

117 - 125 Bayswater 

Road, 2 - 6 Queensway, 

Consort House and 7 

Fosbury Mews London 

 

15/10671/FULL 

Demolition and redevelopment of 117 to 125 Bayswater Road, 

together with 2 to 6 Queensway and 7 Fosbury Mews for a new 

building comprising 3 basements, ground and 9 upper storeys to 

include 55 residential units and ancillary residential facilities (class 

C3), together with retail (class A1) unit, a retail (class A1) and/or 

restaurant (class A3) unit, a dentist (class D1) and a spa use (class 

D2), highway works and the use of car parking within the basement of 

Consort House. Namely, to vary the approved drawings to amend the 

ground floor frontage to allow the existing bureau de change to remain 

in situ and be part of the scheme temporarily and to extend the spa 

over all three basement levels rather than two. 

Approved  2 March 

2017 

 

16a Whiteleys Centre 

Queensway London W2 

4YH 

 

16/12203/FULL 

  

Variation of Condition 1 and removal of Condition 10 of planning 

permission dated 27 April 2016 (RN: 15/10072/FULL) for: Demolition 

of and redevelopment of building behind retained and refurbished 

facades to Queensway and Porchester Gardens facades to provide a 

mixed use development comprising three basement levels, ground 

floor and up to 10 upper floor levels, containing up to 103 residential 

units (Class C3), retail floorspace (Class A1 and A3) facing 

Queensway and arranged around a new retail arcade below re-

provided central atrium and central retail courtyard, public car park, 

hotel (Class C1), cinema (Class D2) gym (Class D2), crèche (Class 

D1), with associated landscaping and public realm improvements, 

provision of 103 basement residential parking spaces, cycle parking 

and associated basement level plant and servicing provision. namely, 

to reduce the height of the front (Queensway frontage) of the building 

by 1.5m, reduce the two rear towers by one storey and remodel the 

new top storey as a recessed roof storey, amend the façade alignment 

on the set back upper floors to the rear, increase height and bulk of 

infill blocks between rear towers, omit the residential vehicular drop off 

in Redan Place and reconfigure the Redan Place façade, increase the 

depth and reconfiguration of the new basement, reconfigure the 

location and floorspace quantum of uses within the development 

including increase in hotel bedrooms and floorspace and gym 

floorspace, increase the number of residential units to provide up to 

129 units, amend residential mix of units, amendment of waste 

management strategy, relocation of retained central staircase from 

hotel lobby to one of the principal retail units and associated internal 

and external alterations. 

Submitted and 

pending decision 

 

16b Whiteleys Centre 

Queensway 

London 

W2 4YH 

 

15/10072/FULL 

Demolition of and redevelopment of building behind retained and 

refurbished facades to Queensway and Porchester Gardens facades 

to provide a mixed use development comprising three basement 

levels, ground floor and up to 10 upper floor levels, containing 103 

residential units (Class C3), retail floorspace (Class A1 and A3) facing 

Queensway and arranged around a new retail arcade below re-

provided central atrium and central retail courtyard, hotel (Class C1), 

cinema (Class D2) gym (Class D2), creche (Class D1), with 

associated landscaping and public realm improvements, provision of 

146 basement residential parking spaces, cycle parking and 

associated basement level plant and servicing provision. 

Approved 27 April 

2016 

 

17 Development Site at Phased redevelopment of the site comprising four phases: (i)  Submitted and 
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Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

103-131 Queensway, 8-

16 Moscow Road, 1, 3, 

4A and 6 Salem Road 

and 24 - 32 Queen's 

Mews London 

 

16/09461/FULL 

Demolition of 127A-131 Queensway and replacement with a 5 storey 

plus basement building to provide ground and basement A1/A2/A3 

units and 12 flats on the upper floors. use of first floor of Nos.115a, 

117 and 119 Queensway as dentists surgery (Class D1)(relocated 

from No.129) and associated alterations to 103-131 Queensway, 

including replacement of shop fronts, demolition and replacement of 

4th floor level of Nos.123-127 to provide 3 reconfigured flats at third 

floor level and 3 new flat at fourth floor level. Associated public realm 

improvement comprising widening of footpath of public highway 

outside Nos.127A-131 Queensway by setting back of shop units. (ii) 

Erection of mansard roof extensions to Nos.24-32 Queen's Mews and 

use as 3 flats at No.24-25 and 7 duplex flats over first and second 

floors at Nos.26-32. (iii) Demolition Nos.8-14 Moscow Road and 4a 

Salam Road and replacement with new building ranging between 4 

and 6 storeys to Moscow Road, Salam Road and Queens Mews 

incorporating the existing building at No.16 Moscow Road and 

including basement car parking to provide an A1/A2/A3 unit at ground 

floor level to Moscow Road and 27 flats. Use of Nos.1-3 Salam Road 

as 3 dwelling houses, with associated alterations, including addition of 

third floor roof extension and side extension. Alterations to the rear of 

Nos.103-131 Queensway along Queens Mews, including provision of 

green wall and provision of new public realm in Queens Mews. (iv) 

Erection of single storey roof extension to No.6 Salem Road for Class 

B1 use. Together with associated works including mechanical plant, 

cycle storage and waste storage, for each phase. 

pending decision 

 

18 Holiday Villa Hotel 35-

39 Leinster Gardens 

London W2 3AN 

 

16/04404/FULL 

Conversion to 32 flats and associated internal works; rebuilding of 

mansard roof level; external works, including alterations to rear 

fenestration  

Submitted and 

Pending Decision 

 

19a 154 Bayswater Road, 

London W2 4HP 

 

17/01090/FUL 
 

 

Variation of condition 1 of planning permission dated 06 April 2015 

(RN: 15/06928/FULL) which also varied condition 1 of planning 

permission (RN: 14/03749/FULL) for the complete demolition of 154 

Bayswater Road and demolition of 6 Palace Court behind retained 

front facade. Redevelopment of site to provide 15 residential units 

(Class C3) (1 x 1 bed, 9 x 2 bed, 5 x 3 bed) in building comprising of 

lower ground, ground and five/six upper floors with associated works 

including landscaping, mechanical plant, terraces, lightwells and PV 

panels. Namely, to vary the approved drawing numbers to allow 

relocation of refuse store to lower ground level and the addition of a 

bin scissor lift from ground to lower ground level, relocation of the dry 

riser in the communal staircase (first to sixth floor), amendments to 

smoke hatch over the communal staircase, top detail of the ground 

floor windows on the front elevation, relationship between the 

brickwork up stand and the metal railing at fifth floor level on the front 

elevation, alterations to the entrance porch and front door, railing 

details at fourth floor level, rear elevation, and details of the railing and 

metal panels in between the glass sliding doors at the far left bay on 

the rear elevation. 

Submitted and 

Pending Decision 

 

19b 154 Bayswater Road, 

London W2 4HP 

 

15/06928/FULL 

 

Variation to Condition 1 of planning permission dated 19 December 

2014 (RN: 14/03749/FULL) for the following development: Complete 

demolition of 154 Bayswater Road and demolition of 6 Palace Court 

behind retained front facade. Redevelopment of site to provide 15 

residential units (Class C3) (1 x 1 bed, 9 x 2 bed, 5 x 3 bed) in building 

comprising of lower ground, ground and five/six upper floors with 

Approved 6 April 

2015 
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Ref. Name/Address and 
Application Number 

Description Status as of July 
2017 

associated works including landscaping, mechanical plant, terraces, 

lightwells and PV panels. Namely: Alterations to layouts, front 

boundary wall, landscaping, refuse store, front entrance design, 

lightwells, roof, basement size and layout. 

19c 154 Bayswater Road 

and 6 Palace Court 

London 

W2 4HP 

 

14/03749/FULL 

Complete demolition of 154 Bayswater Road and demolition of 
6 Palace Court behind retained front facade. Redevelopment 
of site to provide 15 residential units (Class C3) (1 x 1 bed, 9 x 
2 bed, 5 x 3 bed) in building comprising of lower ground, 
ground and five/six upper floors with associated works 
including landscaping, mechanical plant, terraces, lightwells 
and PV panels. 

Under construction 

Approved 19 

December 2014 

 

20 Grove House, 88-94 

Westbourne Grove 

London, W2 5RT  

 

16/04764/FULL 

 

Variation of Condition 1 of planning permission dated 9 September 

2015 (RN: 14/10572/FULL) for the 'Demolition of existing building and 

erection of new basement plus six storey building to provide 11 

residential units (6 x 1 bed, 1 x 2 bed and 4 x 3 bed units) at first to 

fifth floor and A1 retail use at basement and ground floor levels. 

Removal of two street trees'. Namely to vary the approved drawing 

numbers to allow the boundary wall be moved back to accommodate 

the relocation of the lightwell and internal alterations. 

Expires 9 

September 2018 

Original permission 

9 September 2015. 

21 31-35 Craven Hill 

Gardens London 

W2 3EA 

 

13/03434/FULL 

Demolition of the existing building behind the front facade and 

redevelopment to provide 18 residential units ( 1 x studio, 7 x 2 

bedroom, 7 x 3 bedroom and 3 x 4 bedroom flats), with associated 

terraces, cycle parking, refuse storage and mechanical plant. 

Under Construction 

Approved 18 

October 2015 

22 18-19 Craven Hill 

Gardens 

London 

W2 3EE 

 

11/11373/FULL 

Demolition of existing buildings behind retained front and rear 

facades, alterations and extensions including extension at roof level to 

form double pitch mansard roof extension, formation of roof terraces 

and installation of mechanical plant in the lower ground floor vaults 

and at roof level within the mansard, use as 15 residential units (3 x 3 

bed mews houses, 4 x 2 bed flats, 7 x 3 bed flats, 1 x 4 bed flats) and 

associated provision of car and cycle parking. 

Under construction 

Approved 29 March 

2012 

 

In relation to the schemes located on Kensington High Street (including PP/15/02618, PP/14/07276 and 
PP/11/02498), it should be noted that only one of these three schemes could be built out, since they all concern 
similar proposals for the same (or similar) site. It is possible that all three could be implemented, but only one 
scheme would be built out. It is understood that the current construction relates to planning application 
PP/11/02498 and therefore this scheme has been considered for the purposes of this report.  

There are also several planning applications for 154 Bayswater Road, 13-19 Leinster Square, 117-125 
Bayswater Road and Whiteley’s Centre whereby the latest applications have been referred to.  

In order to provide a consistent approach to expressing the cumulative effects resulting from the Proposed 
Development and cumulative schemes, the following terminology has been used to describe cumulative effects: 

 Adverse – detrimental or negative effects to an environmental resource or receptor; 

 Negligible – imperceptible effects to an environmental resource or receptor; and 

 Beneficial – advantageous or positive effect to an environmental resource or receptor. 
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Figure 2 Location of Schemes to be considered in the Assessment of Cumulative Effects 
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3. Assessment of Cumulative Effects 

3.1 Assessment of the Effects of the Proposed Development with other 
Cumulative Schemes 

This report qualitatively considers the potential cumulative effects of the Proposed Development in conjunction 
with other developments (or ‘cumulative schemes’) within close proximity (approximately 1km) of the Site that 
may have an additive effect on the surrounding area. The schemes considered within the assessment of 
cumulative effects (which have been agreed with and signed off by the RBKC and City of Westminster (CoW) 
(the adjacent London borough)) are presented in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 2. 

The cumulative schemes considered comprise schemes with a planning consent, those with a resolution to grant 
consent, and schemes that have been implemented / currently under construction.  

In order to be considered as having the potential to result in significant cumulative environmental effects, 
generally the cumulative schemes identified either comprise those of over 50 residential units or more, or 
schemes which will provide over 10,000m2 Gross External Area of mixed use floorspace. Professional judgement 
has also been applied so that the cumulative schemes identified, and subsequently considered within the 
cumulative effects assessment, are those considered to have a potential to lead to cumulative effects with the 
Proposed Development. 

It is noted that there are a number of cumulative schemes located within 1km of the Site; however, the majority of 
the cumulative schemes are not within the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Development. Therefore, given the 
existing urban nature of the area and the distance and / or orientation of the cumulative schemes from the Site, 
there is the likelihood that the Proposed Development and cumulative schemes will not result in a cumulative 
effect in relation to some of the various technical elements considered. As such, within the following sections of 
this report, professional judgement has been applied and the cumulative schemes have been considered within 
this cumulative effects assessment where relevant. 

3.2 Traffic and Transportation 

A Transport Assessment of the Proposed Development has been undertaken by Transport Planning Practice 
(TPP). This Transport Assessment does not include a cumulative effects assessment; therefore, AECOM has 
compiled the cumulative effects assessed based on AECOM’s interpretation of the results of TPP’s Transport 
Assessment. 

3.2.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

It is expected that the number of heavy goods vehicle (HGV) and heavy duty vehicle (HDV) movements to be 
generated by the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development would be no greater than that of a 
typical urban regeneration scheme of this size located in London and standard mitigation measures would be 
implemented to reduce any potential adverse effects.  

It is anticipated that the Proposed Development’s demolition and construction vehicles would primarily access the 
Site via Notting Hill Gate / Bayswater Road (A402) to the north of the Site and Kensington High Street (A315) to 
the south of the Site. With regards to the cumulative schemes, it is considered that construction vehicles for at 
least six of the cumulative schemes will also access their respective sites via Notting Hill Gate / Bayswater Road 
(A402) and at least six of the cumulative schemes will access their respective sites via Kensington High Street 
(A315). Potential interactions between construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development and these 
cumulative schemes may occur. However the construction timescales for these schemes differ and, therefore, 
would be unlikely to generate high levels of HGV and HDV traffic on these roads at any one time. It is not unusual 
for demolition and construction to take place on more than one site in close proximity to each other, particularly in 
London. Therefore, there is the potential for cumulative traffic and transport effects during demolition and 
construction; however, these can be minimised through logistics planning and construction traffic management 
plans.  

A Construction Traffic Management Plan has been produced by ARUP which considers the construction vehicle 
movements and mitigation measures for the demolition and construction periods. 
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Additionally, as appropriate, the appointed contractor will undertake liaison meetings and reviews with 
neighbouring sites to plan works so that they do not cause unnecessary disruption. It is expected that any 
cumulative schemes being demolished and / or constructed simultaneously would have similar mitigation 
measures in place to address any traffic and transport related cumulative effects. 

On the assumption that the demolition and construction timescales for the Proposed Development and 
cumulative schemes will differ, and that mitigation measures will be implemented for all cumulative schemes (as 
well as the Proposed Development), it is considered that there will be no adverse cumulative traffic and transport 
effects during demolition and construction of the Proposed Development. 

3.2.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

The trip generation assessment for the Proposed Development demonstrated that there would be fewer trips 
generated by car drivers and an overall negligible change in net trips (when compared to the existing Site use) for 
all modes of transport. Therefore the proposed redevelopment of the Site would not have a material adverse 
impact on the existing transport infrastructure and services. If a surgery is incorporated this will increase the trip 
generation; however, the majority of these trips are expected to be local and made by sustainable modes. 

This assessment has found that various identified cumulative schemes will not significantly increase the number 
of trips to the study area; for example: 

1) The Transport Statement (TS) for the 103-131 Queensway, 8-16 Moscow Road, 1-3 and 4A Salem 
Road, 6 Salem Road and 24-32 Queen’s Mews cumulative scheme indicates that the level of traffic 
likely to be generated by the additional residential units and commercial floorspace will be low and will 
not have any material impact on the operation of the public highway or public transport network (Ref. 1);  

2) The TS for the 127 Kensington High Street and 15 Wright’s Lane cumulative scheme establishes that 
the development will generate: 1) a net increase of 74 AM and 76 PM trips on the London Underground 
during peak hours; 2) a net increase of 29 AM and 30 PM trips on bus services during peak hours; and 
3) approximately 28 additional service and delivery vehicles visiting the site over a 24 hour period. It is 
therefore considered that the development will not have any severe residual impact on the public 
transport network / capacity and the increased level of servicing will be accommodated within the 
existing service yard (Ref. 2); 

3) The TS for the Allen House cumulative scheme concludes that there will be no material or significant 
impact on the transport infrastructure surrounding the site as a result of the Allen House development; 
therefore, no significant or demonstrable harm in transport terms would result from the scheme (Ref. 3); 

4) The Transport Assessment (TA) for the Duke’s Lodge cumulative scheme establishes that the scheme 
would generate 20 person trips during the AM peak hour, and that the distribution of these trips to the 
pedestrian, cycle and public transport networks will have no impact on the operation of the local 
transport network (Ref. 4);  

5) The TA for the 19-27 Young Street cumulative scheme indicates that the trips that would be generated 
by each mode of transport (as a result of the scheme) could be accommodated on the surrounding 
transport infrastructure, and would meet the transport aspirations of RBKC and current government 
guidance in respect of sustainable development (Ref. 5);  

6) The TA for the Holland Park School cumulative scheme demonstrates that the transport aspects of the 
scheme would be in accordance with policy and local guidance, and that the impact of the scheme on 
the local transport network would remain at levels identified during the baseline data collection, with no 
significant impacts expected (Ref. 6); 

7) The TS for the 66-74 Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme concludes that there will be a minimal change 
to the number of trips made as a result of this scheme in particular for car, cycling, bus and walking trips 
and a small reduction in underground and railway patronage. The excellent public transport accessibility 
in the vicinity of the scheme means that it is likely the majority of trips will be undertaken by sustainable 
modes (Ref. 7). 

Overall, the TAs / TSs for a number of the cumulative schemes allow the general conclusion to be drawn that 
there is unlikely to be a cumulative adverse effect on trip generation (due to the low number of trips anticipated 
for the Proposed Development combined with the minimal  number of trips generated / absence of significant 
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impacts generated by the cumulative schemes). Any additional trips generated could be accommodated by the 
surrounding transport infrastructure.  

On the basis of the above, it is concluded that there will be no adverse cumulative traffic and transport effects 
once the Proposed Development is completed and operational. 

3.3 Air Quality  

An Air Quality Assessment of the Proposed Development has been undertaken by ARUP. This Air Quality 
Assessment does not include a cumulative effects assessment; therefore, AECOM has compiled the cumulative 
effects assessed based on AECOM’s interpretation of the results of ARUP’s Air Quality Assessment. 

The Proposed Development and cumulative schemes are located within RBKC and CoW Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMAs), which are designated due to exceedances of the annual and hourly mean NO2 
objectives and the 24-hour PM10 objectives. 

3.3.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

It is anticipated that the demolition and construction works related to the Proposed Development will be delivered 
with mitigation measures implemented, as specified through the Construction Method Statement (CMS) and Air 
Quality Assessment that will be approved by the pollution control officer at RBKC. Each individual cumulative 
scheme’s construction site will also have to adopt controls (where applicable) to prevent significant transfer of air 
borne pollutants beyond the site boundaries and use monitoring to confirm the effectiveness of these mitigation 
measures.  

For example, the Air Quality Assessment for the Duke’s Lodge cumulative scheme indicates that there is likely to 
be a medium risk (at worst) from dust-generating activities on-site, prior to the implementation of mitigation 
measures (Ref. 8). Additionally, the Air Quality Assessment for the 127 Kensington High Street and 15 Wright’s 
Lane cumulative scheme establishes that there will be a low to medium risk of dust impacts arising from 
demolition and construction of the scheme, prior to the implementation of mitigation measures. Following 
mitigation, residual effects are not expected to be significant (Ref. 9).  

The Air Quality Assessment for 47-69 Notting Hill Gate (Ref. 10) states that the construction would give rise to a 
medium risk of dust impacts during demolition and a low risk during the construction and from track out. However, 
with the standard appropriate mitigation measures the impacts will not be significant. This is also the case for 15-
35 Notting Hill Gate.  

The Air Quality Assessment for the Allen House cumulative scheme establishes that the effect of construction 
vehicle emissions would be negligible as the number of construction vehicles using the local road network would 
be small in comparison to normal traffic flows. Plant exhaust emissions would be negligible, due to the 
requirement to comply with Greater London Authority’s (GLA’s) 2015 emissions standards for non-road mobile 
machinery (NRMM) and good maintenance (Ref. 10). 

The Air Quality Assessment for the Lancer Square cumulative scheme concludes that the impact of HGVs 
associated with the construction of the scheme would be of imperceptible magnitude and negligible significance, 
construction plant exhaust emissions at the nearest existing receptor (residential housing) would be negligible to 
minor adverse, and construction dust generation could result in minor adverse effects (Ref. 12).  

Similarly, the Air Quality Assessment for the 19-27 Young Street cumulative scheme anticipates moderate 
adverse air quality effects as a result of the demolition and construction of the scheme; however, on the 
assumption that mitigation measures outlined in the report are implemented, the potential effect on air quality 
would reduce to slightly adverse (Ref. 13). 

As set out in the Air Quality Assessment for the Proposed Development, control measures to prevent significant 
transfer of airborne pollutants beyond the site boundaries and the use of monitoring (where applicable), to 
confirm the effectiveness of these measures, include (but are not limited to): 

 Develop and implement a Dust Management Plan, which will include measures to control other 
emissions, approved by the local authority; 
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 The carrying out of regular site inspections to monitor compliance with the Dust Management Plan, 
record inspection results and make an inspection log available to the local authority (in this case, the 
RBKC), when asked; 

 Agree dust deposition, dust flux, or real time PM10 continuous monitoring locations with the Local 
Authority (RBKC). Where possible baseline monitoring will be commenced three months before work 
commences on site;  

 Planning of site layout so that machinery and dust causing activities are located away from receptors, as 
far as possible; 

 Erect solid screens or barriers around all dusty activities and enclose operations where there is a high 
potential for dust production;  

 All mobile vehicles should comply with standards of the London Low Emission Zone;  

 Ensure all vehicles switch off engines when stationary – no idling vehicles. 

 Only use cutting, grinding or sawing equipment fitted or in conjunction with suitable dust suppression 
techniques, such as water sprays or local extraction; 

 Ensure an adequate water supply on the site for effective dust/particulate matter suppression / 
mitigation, using non-potable water where possible and appropriate;  

 Use enclosed chutes and conveyors and covered skips; 

 Minimise drop heights from conveyors, loading shovels, hoppers and other loading or handling 
equipment and use the fine water sprays on such equipment wherever appropriate; and  

 Avoid scabbling (roughening of concrete surfaces) if possible.  

In conclusion, the air quality effect at existing and future receptor locations would, therefore, be managed by the 
contractors to avoid the occurrence of significant adverse cumulative air quality effects. 

3.3.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

Local air quality effects during the operation of the Proposed Development have been assessed in line with 
guidance from the Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) and IAQM, and are found to be of negligible 
significance, as the Proposed Development will not cause any new exceedances in emissions.  

The air quality assessments / reports for a number of the cumulative schemes, where available, suggest that 
there will not be any cumulative adverse effects relating to air quality. For example, the Air Quality Assessment 
for the Duke’s Lodge cumulative scheme concludes that potential impacts during the operational phase of the 
scheme may occur due to road traffic exhaust emissions associated with vehicles travelling to and from the site, 
and emissions generated by the on-site energy unit. Assessment of these sources concluded that the emissions 
would be insignificant; therefore, operational air quality impacts would be negligible (Ref. 8).  

Likewise, the Air Quality Assessment for the Lancer Square cumulative scheme concludes that the additional 
traffic and proposed plant would result in negligible effect on the local air quality (Ref. 12).  

The Air Quality Assessment for the 19-27 Young Street cumulative scheme established that emissions from 
energy plant would increase compared to the existing situation (given the scale of the cumulative scheme and the 
existing use), the measures taken within the design of the building would ensure that the increase would be as 
low as practicable. Additionally, due to the net reduction in car parking from 250 spaces to 25 spaces, there 
would be a significant reduction in emissions arising due to vehicle movements; therefore, it was concluded that 
the cumulative scheme would not result in a significant increase in emissions of air pollutants and would not 
result in material impact on air quality (Ref. 13). 

The assessment for 47-69 Notting Hill Gate (Ref. 10) indicates this cumulative scheme will meet the air quality 
neutral requirements of the London Plan and therefore the impacts would be not significant. This is also the case 
for 15-35 Notting Hill Gate. 
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A review of the available air quality assessments (where available online) prepared in support of planning 
applications for the cumulative schemes does not indicate the potential for any adverse cumulative impacts on air 
quality within the study area.   

3.4 Noise and Vibration 

An Environmental Noise and Vibration Strategy for the Proposed Development has been prepared by Hoare Lea 
Acoustics. This Environmental Noise and Vibration Strategy does not include a cumulative effects assessment; 
therefore, AECOM has compiled the cumulative effects assessment based on AECOM’s interpretation of Hoare 
Lea’s strategy. Hoare Lea has informed the design of the Proposed Development in relation to various noise and 
vibration considerations. Their work has involved noise and vibration surveys within and around the Site, and 
noise predictions have been made using noise mapping software. 

3.4.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

It is considered that the demolition and construction phase of the Proposed Development could have the potential 
to contribute to localised noise and vibration effects. However, the nature of demolition and construction noise 
sources and the screening that would be provided by the adjacent buildings means that the demolition and 
construction noise and vibration would be localised to the Site and immediate surrounds. Additionally, it is 
expected that mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce any adverse effects arising from the 
demolition and construction of the Proposed Development. 

With regards to the cumulative schemes, it is not unusual for demolition and construction to take place on more 
than one site in close proximity to each other, particularly in Greater London. Due to the separation distance 
between the Site and the cumulative schemes considered within this assessment (in addition to intervening 
screening from existing buildings), it is considered that there would be limited (if any) adverse cumulative noise 
and vibration effects with other demolition and construction sites. Additionally, it is anticipated that mitigation 
measures would be implemented to reduce the demolition and construction noise and vibration effects of the 
Proposed Development, and it is assumed that any nearby sites with demolition and construction works occurring 
simultaneously would also employ similar noise and vibration mitigation methods as standard best working 
practice. Consequently, it is considered that any adverse noise and vibration effect would be reduced to a 
minimum. 

As noted in the CMS prepared for the Proposed Development, mitigation measures that would be implemented 
as part of the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

 All plant and equipment to be used for the works will be properly maintained, silenced where appropriate 
to prevent excessive noise and switched off when not in use and where practical; 

 Hydraulic machinery and plant will be used in preference to percussive techniques where practical; 

 The contractor will erect and maintain throughout the construction period temporary hoarding around all 
working areas to assist in the screening of noise and dust generation from low-level sources; 

 Loading and unloading of vehicles, dismantling of equipment such as scaffolding or moving equipment 
or materials around the Site will be conducted in such a manner as to minimise noise generation; and 

 Noise complaints or exceedance of agreed levels will be reported to the contractor and immediately 
investigated. 

On the basis of the above, it is concluded that there is unlikely to be any adverse cumulative noise and vibration 
effects during the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development. 

3.4.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

Building Services 

The building services plant of the Proposed Development will be designed and installed, such that appropriate 
internal noise criteria (as detailed in Hoare Lea’s Environmental Noise and Vibration Strategy) will be achieved 
and be commensurate with a development of this type. Furthermore, the external noise emissions will comply 
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with the requirements of the RBKC (as set out in the Environmental Noise and Vibration Strategy prepared by 
Hoare Lea).  

It is anticipated that building services noise from each of the cumulative schemes will be designed to achieve 
operational noise limits (set by RBKC policy and British Standards, and agreed with the relevant officer at RBKC) 
at the nearest noise sensitive receptor to each development. For example, the Noise Impact Assessment for the 
Duke’s Lodge cumulative scheme concludes that provided the mitigation measures suggested in the report are 
adopted, compliance with the noise emission design criteria has been demonstrated and no further mitigation 
measures are required for external noise emissions (Ref. 15).   

Similarly, the Acoustics Report for the 103-131 Queensway, 8-16 Moscow Road, 1-3 and 4A Salem Road, 6 
Salem Road and 24-32 Queen’s Mews cumulative scheme states the following (it is anticipated that that the plant 
proposed would comply with the relevant noise emission design criteria): 

 “At this stage in the design process it is considered that the building services plant design is sufficiently 
flexible to ensure that suitably quiet, non-tonal plant can be procured and where necessary mitigation 
options can be included (e.g. plant location, enclosures, screening) to ensure the noise limits are not 
exceeded.” 

 “The building services design is at an early stage and associated noise emissions will depend largely on 
future retail and commercial tenants, but noise mitigation measures will be considered for these plant 
areas”, including acoustic enclosures and vibration isolators (Ref. 16). 

The Noise and Vibration Assessment for the Holland Park School cumulative scheme determined that operational 
noise impact from building plant would be negligible provided the noise from the building plant meets 
recommended noise limits, as set out in BS 4142: Method for Rating Industrial Noise Affecting Mixed Residential 
and Industrial Areas (Ref. 17). 

The Noise and Vibration reports for 15-35 Notting Hill Gate (Ref. 18), 47 – 69 Notting Hill Gate (Ref. 19) and 66-
74 Notting Hill Gate (Ref. 20) all conclude that the noise and vibration from the operation of these cumulative 
schemes will be in line with industry guidance.  

On the assumption that all cumulative schemes will not exceed operational noise limits agreed with the RBKC 
and the same target criteria are adopted for the cumulative schemes, it is considered that there will be no 
adverse cumulative building services noise effects. 

Ground-Bourne Noise and Vibration 

Whilst existing baseline vibration levels established at the Site and Vibration Dose Values (VDV) meet the RBKC 
criteria, predictions of ground-borne noise (often referred to as re-radiated noise levels) indicated that the West 
Perimeter Building 1 of the Proposed Development will require vibration isolation (e.g. the central West Perimeter 
Building 1 will be isolated from structure borne vibration at ground floor level, to ensure there is no impact on the 
design of the substructure and, therefore, no impact on the LUL infrastructure), as a result of the predicted 
ground-borne noise that will arise due to vibration of nearby London Underground train movements.  

However, due to the localised nature of the ground-borne noise and the fact that the Proposed Development itself 
does not generate ground borne noise, it is considered that there will be no cumulative ground-borne noise and 
vibration effects associated with the Proposed Development and the other cumulative schemes. 

3.5 Water Resources and Flood Risk 

A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) of the Proposed Development has been undertaken by ARUP, in addition to a 
Drainage Strategy Report. The FRA and Drainage Strategy Report do not include cumulative effects 
assessments; therefore, AECOM has compiled the cumulative effects assessed based on AECOM’s 
interpretation of the results of ARUP’s Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy Report. 

3.5.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

Cumulative effects relating to water resources during the demolition and construction processes of the Proposed 
Development and cumulative schemes could be associated with the contamination of groundwater, disturbance 
of aquifers and effects to human health (which could arise from the generation of sediments and their release into 
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the sewer / drainage network; spillage and leakage of oils and fuels; leakage of wet concrete and cement; 
disturbance of contaminated land; suspended sediments; and the disturbance to groundwater and foul drainage). 

During the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development (in particular when the basement levels are 
being excavated), the ground and surface water runoff will need to be managed and discharged to a suitable 
outfall. The same can be said for the cumulative schemes.  

Measures exist to manage and control these cumulative water resources effects, and reduce the magnitude and 
significance of effects to a minimum. Mitigation measures would be implemented during the demolition and 
construction phase of the Proposed Development and these measures would also be adopted at other local 
construction sites, as a matter of standard practice.  

As a result of the implementation of control measures, and the fact that not all cumulative scheme sites in the 
area will discharge into receiving surface waters or groundwater at exactly the same time, there is unlikely to be 
any adverse cumulative water resources effect. 

3.5.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

Flood Risk 

The Site has a total area of less than 1 hectare and, as such, does not require a FRA to be submitted in support 
of a planning application; however, a Flood Risk Statement has been provided. The Site is not at risk of tidal or 
fluvial flooding. In addition, the Proposed Development will incorporate green roofs and tree pits, with the tree pits 
receiving surface water runoff before discharging to the attenuation system. Therefore, there will be a reduction in 
the overall volume of surface water discharge compared to existing conditions and the Proposed Development 
will have a beneficial effect on the surface water runoff generated at the Site.   

It is expected that the cumulative schemes will also implement mitigation measures and design schemes with 
reductions in the volume of surface discharge and provide betterment compared with existing rates. For example, 
the FRA for the Lancer Square cumulative scheme concluded that the site is at low risk from fluvial, tidal, 
groundwater, surface water and sewer water flooding, based on the assumption that mitigation such as 
waterproofing basements and the use of sustainable urban drainage systems are implemented (Ref. 21). 
Similarly, the FRAs / Drainage Assessment for: 

 The Holland Park School cumulative scheme investigates the use of an underground attenuation 
storage tank; rainwater harvesting from roofs and other hard surfaces; and the installation of greywater 
storage to reduce surface water flows (Ref. 22); 

 The 127 Kensington High Street and 15 Wright’s Lane cumulative scheme proposes the implementation 
of mitigation measures such as non-return valves (to prevent water entering the property from drains 
and sewers), a sealed system (i.e. manhole covers within the site could be sealed to prevent 
surcharging, and pumped discharge (i.e. any discharge from the existing basement will not be able to 
discharge by gravity to the public sewer; therefore, pumping will be required, which in itself will prevent 
any backflow from the sewer system (Ref. 23). 

On the basis of the above, it is considered that there is unlikely to be any adverse cumulative flood risk effects. 

Water Demand 

An increase in water supply requirements at the Site, coupled with increased requirements at other developments 
in the vicinity may put pressure on sources of water supply resources in the area (e.g. rivers, reservoirs and 
groundwater supplies). It is expected that TWUL will undertake an assessment of the effect of projected 
population growth within the London Water Resource Zone in their Water Resource Management Plan; therefore, 
it is considered that the effect of the Proposed Development on water demand will be covered within the TWUL 
assessments and adequate provision will be made to accommodate the projected growth of the Proposed 
Development and cumulative schemes.  

In conclusion, it is considered that there will be no adverse cumulative effects relating to water demand. 
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3.6 Ecology 

An extended Phase 1 habitat survey was undertaken by ARUP on 25th March 2015 and an Initial Ecological 
Assessment and Recommendations Note (IERN) dated 8 June 2015 was then produced as part of the initial 
stages of a BREEAM ecology assessment, providing an overview of the site survey results and 
recommendations for ecological enhancement. Bat surveys were undertaken and reported on in a subsequent 
Bat Survey Report dated 24th September 2015 which concluded that the existing buildings were not used by bats. 
A Site visit was undertaken on 31st July 2017 which confirmed the findings of the 2015 report and further to this, 
an Initial Ecological Appraisal and Bat Survey Report (IEABSR) was prepared by ARUP (dated August 2017) 
which updates the ecological appraisal of the Site and provides recommendations on the design to be 
incorporated into the proposed development. This does not include a cumulative effects assessment; therefore, 
AECOM has compiled the ecology related cumulative effects assessed based on AECOM’s interpretation of the 
assessments undertaken and recommendations made by ARUP. 

The Site is assessed as being of low ecological value, with the lack of vegetation recorded indicating that the Site 
is unlikely to provide valuable habitat for invertebrates or foraging bats and birds. Positive landscape measures / 
enhancements proposed include: 

 Incorporation of planting measures to roof gardens, winter gardens and building elevations to provide a 
‘green’ building, defining and yet separating different elements of the building structure, presenting 
architectural green elements to the public, whilst containing live amenity spaces; 

 Provisions of measures for ecological enhancement and habitat creation such as; 

o Intensive roof gardens to the Notting Hill Gate building, west Perimeter Building and Central 
Building East Form and  Building KCS1 includes a community roof garden; 

o The Corner Building Central and East Forms contain one and two storey winter gardens, which 
include hedge and tree planting; 

o Buildings KCS1, KCS2, WPB1 and WPB2 have ground floor, balcony and winter garden 
planting measures including tightly clipped box and pyracantha shrubs to planter, trough and 
ground planter locations, coupled with looser jasmine and ivy climber planting framing 
windows; 

o The tops of porch areas to KCS1 and WPB1 are planted with sea thrift as low, mat forming 
evergreen drought tolerant flowering species; 

o Tree planting to the centre of the public space / courtyard space will include a semi upright 
form of Robinia; and 

o A more direct habitat creation is proposed on the LUL building wall, to Uxbridge Street, where 
installation of a ‘colony’ of sparrow terrace nest boxes is proposed, with the Boston Ivy climber 
cover surrounding the nests over time and further enhancing the habitat value.  

The extensive blank wall to the LUL building (BREEAM minimum requirement is for 5 years); 

3.6.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

Whilst an assessment of effects upon ecology was not undertaken for the demolition and construction phase of 
the Proposed Development, if demolition and construction works are undertaken simultaneously for the Proposed 
Development and the cumulative schemes, there could be the potential for elevated levels of noise, vibration, and 
dust / aerosol emissions within the vicinity of the construction sites. This could potentially exacerbate degradation 
to any adjacent habitats and simultaneous demolition and construction could reduce supporting features for 
ecological receptors on the different sites / within the local area (including in Kensington Gardens).  

However, as standard best practice working methods and mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce 
noise, vibration and dust levels (via the Proposed Development’s CMS and the cumulative schemes’ respective 
construction and management plans), adverse cumulative effects to habitats and ecological receptors are not 
anticipated during construction and demolition. 
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3.6.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

It is anticipated that due to the location of the Proposed Development and cumulative schemes, the majority (if 
not all) of the sites will be of low ecological value, with redevelopment resulting in minimal effects to ecological 
features. These, in combination, would result in an overall beneficial effect on habitats in the study area, as the 
result of proposed tree planting and green / brown roofing, which all provide ecological enhancement.  

For example, the Ecology Report for the Lancer Square cumulative scheme concludes that there would be no 
detrimental impacts on statutory or non-statutory sites as a result of the scheme, the site has low ecological value 
and the scheme is not likely to result in the loss of any features of ecological value, and two buildings on-site are 
considered to be of negligible bat roost potential (therefore, no further survey or mitigation is required). UK 
planning policies seek to secure habitat enhancement over and above the negation of potentially detrimental 
impacts; therefore, a range of ecological enhancement measures were recommended for the Lancer Square 
cumulative scheme e.g. increase the area of soft landscaping and inclusion of a green roof, provision of bird 
boxes and bat boxes (Ref. 24).  

The Ecology Report for the Holland Park School cumulative scheme also indicates that the impact of the scheme 
on vegetation and habitats, breeding birds and wild mammals would be negligible. It is considered that there is a 
low risk of small numbers of bats using the existing buildings on-site; however it is recommended that mitigation 
measures be implemented. Such mitigation measures included the installation of bat boxes prior to the 
commencement of demolition of the site buildings, the removal of features considered to be suitable for roosting 
bats and, in the unlikely event that any bats are encountered during the works, a Natural England licensed bat 
worker would be consulted (Ref. 25). 

The Biodiversity Assessment for the Allen House cumulative scheme establishes that the site is not subject to 
any statutory ecological designations and is primarily of low ecological value (buildings, hardstanding, short 
amenity grassland and planting), with low levels of bat activity at the site; however, the site contains mature trees, 
which are considered to be features of ecological value. Consequently, mitigation / enhancement measures, 
including (but not limited to) those listed below are proposed. 

 Incorporation of bird boxes into building designs or installations on retained trees;  

 Installation of invertebrate boxes on or near planted areas;  

 Planting of wildlife friendly species, especially on the proposed roof; and 

 Inclusion of bat boxes within the structure or (or installed on) the new buildings (Ref. 26). 

Whilst an ecological appraisal is not available for 263-265 Kensington High Street (PP/11/02498) and Ecology 
Appraisal was undertaken for the most recent application for this site (PP/15/02618) This concludes that the site 
is of negligible ecological value, with the exception of the two London Plane trees located to the front of B1 which 
are of an age and form, such that they are considered to be of some ecological value.  

The schemes identified for this cumulative effects assessment are located predominately within an urban context 
with ecology often absent from the sites. When considered together, the Proposed Development and cumulative 
schemes will provide for an overall greening of the built environment.  

Therefore, the cumulative effect of other schemes in conjunction with the Proposed Development is considered to 
be beneficial to the ecological receptors identified at a local level. 

3.7 Daylight and Sunlight 

A Daylight and Sunlight Assessment of the Proposed Development has been undertaken by GVA Schatunowski 
Brooks, to assess the performance and impact of the Proposed Development. The Daylight and Sunlight 
Assessment does not include a cumulative effects assessment; therefore, AECOM has compiled the cumulative 
effects assessed based on AECOM’s interpretation of the results of GVA Schatunowski Brooks’ Daylight and 
Sunlight report. 

3.7.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

Due to the interim and evolving nature of demolition and construction activities, an assessment of the demolition 
and construction of the Proposed Development was not considered necessary. The daylight and sunlight effects 
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would vary throughout the demolition and construction phases, depending on the level of obstruction. Due to the 
nature of construction activities the level of obstruction and associated effect will increase incrementally. 
However, the impacts will be no worse than those reported for the completed and operational development. As a 
result the assessment of the Proposed Development once complete and operational captures the worst case 
scenario.  

The same can be said for all cumulative schemes considered in this assessment.  

In conclusion, due to the levels of daylight and sunlight evolving through the demolition and construction phase 
(which is related to each demolition and construction activity / stage), it is not considered possible (or necessary) 
to quantify the alterations in daylight and sunlight for the demolition and construction of the Proposed 
Development (and other cumulative schemes) on sensitive receptors, at any given time during this phase. 

3.7.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

The assessment of daylight and sunlight effects once the Proposed Development is completed and occupied 
identified that the majority of neighbouring residential properties assessed fully satisfied the British Research 
Establishment (BRE) daylight and sunlight guidance, with three exceptions in relation to daylight: the two first 
floor windows in Carlyle Mansion, and the first floor windows in 182-188 Kensington Church Street, and the 
window servicing the staff accommodation above the Public House at 206 Kensington Church Street. However, 
the sunlight assessment demonstrates that the availability of sunlight will in fact be much higher than the BRE 
recommendations. The availability of daylight within all of the proposed new dwellings will satisfy the targets in 
the British Standard Code of Practice for Daylighting and the future occupants of those flats will enjoy a good 
level of daylight amenity. In conclusion, the performance of the Proposed Development, both in terms of impact 
on neighbouring amenity and the level of amenity within the Proposed Development, will be more than adequate, 
and perform very well. 

With regards to cumulative effects, it is noted that there are a number of cumulative schemes located within 1km 
of the Site; however, the majority of the cumulative schemes are not within the immediate vicinity of the Proposed 
Development and given the existing urban nature of the area, their distance and / or orientation from the Site 
means that they are unlikely to result in a cumulative effect in terms of daylight and sunlight. The exception to this 
are three cumulative schemes located within the immediate vicinity of the Site (47-69 Notting Hill Gate, 15-35 
Notting Hill Gate, and 66-70 and 72-74 Notting Hill Gate); however, the proposals for these sites do not 
significantly change the height of the existing buildings sufficiently to result in a cumulative daylight / sunlight 
effect, in relation to the Site and surrounding area. The Daylight and Sunlight Report for the 66-70 and 72-74 
Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme concludes that all surrounding properties will meet or be sufficiently close to 
the BRE Guidelines’ daylight criteria to be considered acceptable and in accordance with planning policy, and all 
main living room windows in the surrounding properties will meet the BRE Guidelines; therefore, the scheme is 
considered acceptable in terms of sunlight (Ref. 28).  

The Daylight and Sunlight Report for the 15-35 Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme identifies that whilst some of 
the surrounding residential properties will experience a small change to their daylight and sunlight with the 
development in place, it is recognised that these alterations are within the intention and application of the BRE 
guidelines recommended criteria (Ref. 29). Overall, the daylight and sunlight effects of the development are 
within the application of the BRE guidelines. 

Similar to the Daylight and Sunlight Report for the 66-70 and 72-74 Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme, the 72-
74 Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme’s Daylight and Sunlight Report identifies that all surrounding properties 
will meet or be sufficiently close to the BRE Guidelines’ daylight criteria to be considered acceptable and in 
accordance with planning policy. Furthermore, the report establishes that all main living room windows in the 
surrounding properties will meet the BRE Guidelines; consequently the scheme is considered acceptable in 
terms of sunlight (Ref. 29). 

In addition to the above cumulative schemes situated near the Site, the Daylight and Sunlight Assessments / 
Reports for the other cumulative schemes (further away from the Site) do not demonstrate any significantly 
adverse daylight or sunlight effects as a result of the individual cumulative schemes. For example, the Daylight 
and Sunlight Report for the Lancer Square cumulative scheme states that the scheme demonstrates minimal 
impact on neighbouring residential amenity, with only high localised infringements to the BRE Guidance, and 
where there are infringements of the daylight criteria, the effects measured are not sufficiently adverse to make 
light in rooms within the neighbouring properties unacceptable for their purpose (Ref. 30). 
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The Daylight and Sunlight Assessment for the Holland Park School cumulative scheme established that the 
scheme would cause no greater impact to the adjoining residential properties and, in fact, their amenity would be 
improved (Ref. 31).  

As such, it is considered that the majority of the proposed schemes would be designed to satisfy the BRE 
daylight and sunlight guidance, and for the reasons outlined above, would not result in any adverse cumulative 
daylight / sunlight effects with the Proposed Development. 

3.8 Wind Microclimate 

A Pedestrian Level Wind Microclimate Assessment (including a wind tunnel test) of the Proposed Development 
has been undertaken by RWDI, which has determined that the wind microclimate around the Proposed 
Development is generally acceptable for the intended use. All thoroughfares are acceptable for leisure walking or 
calmer and the majority of entrance locations are acceptable for the intended pedestrian use, with the exception 
of receptor 50, which is acceptable for leisure walking (i.e. one category too windy) and requires the incorporation 
of mitigation measures.  

All courtyard amenity spaces were also identified as being acceptable for the intended pedestrian use. The 
majority of terrace and winter garden receptors would be acceptable for sitting during the summer season; 
however, receptors 119, 120, 124 and 125 require mitigation. 

Mitigation measures incorporated into the Proposed Development, to enhance the public realm in terms of wind 
microclimate, include the following: 

 A 4.5m winter tree inside of the winter garden; 

 A 1.5m tall hedge either side of receptor 50, and to the north of receptor 106; 

 An ‘L’ shaped 2.7m tall porous (50%) screen around the seating area at receptor 124, with a 2.7m 
hedge directly to the north; 

 A 2.7m screen located directly to the north of receptor 120; and 

 A 2m porous screen at parapet height on the south side of the raised planter, to the north of receptor 
120. 

Following the implementation of the above mitigation measures, all locations of the Proposed Development are 
expected to be acceptable for their intended pedestrian use 

In addition to the above, a cumulative effects assessment was undertaken in relation to three cumulative 
schemes, which are located in close proximity to the Proposed Development (as shown in Figure 2 and in further 
detail below.  

3.8.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction 

An analysis of the demolition and construction related wind effects was not undertaken for the demolition and 
construction phase of the Proposed Development; however, AECOM has compiled the cumulative effects 
assessment during demolition and construction based on AECOM’s interpretation of the results of RWDI’s 
assessment and professional judgement.  

During the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development, conditions are expected to gradually adjust 
to those of the completed and occupied Proposed Development and any hoarding erected will provide localised 
shelter around the perimeter of the area during the demolition and construction works, as will any temporary 
buildings and structures erected to facilitate demolition and construction. It is, therefore, considered that there is 
no requirement for temporary mitigation and the effect during demolition and construction of the Proposed 
Development would be negligible. 

Given the above, with regards to the cumulative schemes, due to the proximity of the cumulative schemes to the 
Site and the scale of these developments, it is expected that the impact of the cumulative schemes on the 
demolition and construction of the Proposed Development would not result in any adverse wind related 
cumulative effects.  
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Therefore, the effects of the Proposed Development in combination with the cumulative schemes, during the 
demolition and construction phase, would be negligible. 

3.8.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

Due to the massing of the three cumulative schemes located in close proximity to the Proposed Development, 
the wind microclimate around the Proposed Development would be expected to remain consistent with or 
marginally calmer than reported for the Proposed Development alone. This is due to the additional mass of the 
neighbouring cumulative schemes providing additional shelter from winds approaching from the north-east and 
south-west. 

For example, the 66-70 and 72-74 Notting Hill Gate cumulative scheme proposes one additional storey to the 
existing building and is located to the north-east of the Site. This additional storey is highly unlikely to impact the 
wind microclimate, and the cumulative scheme is located away from the prevailing wind from the south-west.  

The 47-69 Notting Hill Gate and 15-35 Notting Hill Gate cumulative schemes are located to the north-west and 
north-east of the Site respectively; however, the increase in the heights of these developments compared with the 
existing buildings are not significant and no overall cumulative effect on wind microclimate is expected.  

The majority of cumulative schemes are generally considered to be located from far from the Proposed 
Development to have a cumulative effect on the wind microclimate at the Site and immediate surrounding area. 
Therefore, an assessment of the effects of the Proposed Development in combination with cumulative schemes 
listed in Table 1 has not been undertaken. 

In conclusion, it is anticipated that there will be no adverse wind related cumulative effects once the Proposed 
Development is completed and occupied. 

3.9 Archaeology  

A desk-based assessment was undertaken by CGMS Consulting for the Site. The assessment concluded that 
although the Site has an archaeological potential for the late prehistoric, Roman, Medieval and more recent 
periods, this potential has been significantly reduced, if not entirely removed by 18th, 19th and 20th century 
development and redevelopment. 

Consultation with the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) recommended a programme of 
archaeological site investigations prior to determination of the planning application for the Proposed 
Development. Four trenches were excavated within the car park area of the Site in October 2015, where 
archaeological horizons were considered to be the least disturbed. However, neither archaeological deposits nor 
natural geology was observed, due to the density of modern services and the significant depths of modern made 
ground. In one trench, the remains of a possible brick wall were identified; it is likely that the wall relates to some 
of the post-medieval or modern buildings that feature on the early Ordnance Survey maps (presented in the 
desk-based assessment). In view of the amount of disturbance revealed in these trenches, it is considered that 
any remains on the Site are of no more than local significance. 

Based on the available evidence, the construction of the Proposed Development may impact on archaeological 
remains of local significance. Accordingly, it is anticipated that the RBKC’s archaeological advisor will recommend 
a programme of archaeological work secured by an appropriately worded condition attached to the planning 
permission. 

3.9.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction and Once the Proposed 
Development is Complete and Occupied 

There may be some potential cumulative effects on linear archaeological features (e.g. field ditches and roads) 
as a result of the interaction of the Proposed Development and other cumulative schemes. However, overall, it is 
considered that these potential cumulative effects will not be significant, assuming that the correct assessment 
and mitigation of any effect arising from these cumulative schemes are provided for as part of the planning 
process. Therefore, any potential cumulative effects on archaeology would most likely be negligible. 
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3.10 Townscape, Heritage and Visual Impacts  

A Townscape, Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment (THVIA) of the Proposed Development has been 
undertaken by the Tavernor Consultancy Limited.  

The assessment has taken into account the existing physical fabric of the area, the character and settings of 
conservation areas and listed buildings in the vicinity, the appropriateness of the Site for the Proposed 
Development, and the character of the proposed design. The assessment of likely townscape effects describes 
how the Proposed Development would affect the elements that make up the aesthetic and perceptual aspects of 
the townscape and its distinctive character. The assessment of likely visual effects describes changes to the 
content and character of views. The assessment of likely significant effects on built heritage describes the effects 
on the settings of designated heritage assets outside of the Site boundary. 

The site is not located within a conservation area but sits adjacent to four conservation areas: Pembridge 
Conservation Area, located to the north of the Site; Kensington Conservation Area, which lies to the south-west of 
the Site; Ladbrooke Conservation, located to the north-west of the Site; and Kensington Palace Conservation 
Area, which lies to the east of the Site. The Site is visible in views from Hyde Park, located approximately 450m 
to the south-east of the Site, and both Kensington Gardens and Hyde Park are included on the Register of Parks 
and Gardens of Special Interest. There are no listed buildings on-site, although located on the western boundary 
of the Site, the Notting Hill Gate Underground Station and its glazed canopy / roof are grade II listed. 

3.10.1 Cumulative Effects during Demolition and Construction  

The assessment is based on the likely significant effects of the process of demolition of the existing buildings on 
the Site, and the visibility of large plant and construction equipment used in the construction process, which 
would have direct townscape and visual effects on the surrounding local area. However, due to the transient 
nature of demolition and construction activities, all demolition and construction related effects will be temporary 
and short-term during the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development. 

Effects on townscape character areas / conservation areas, built heritage assets and views have been 
considered within the assessment and it has been determined that the greatest impacts during the demolition and 
construction phase of the Proposed Development will be on listed buildings and the respective parts of the four 
main conservation areas closest to the Site. There would be much less effect on the listed buildings and settings 
in the wider area, the settings of which are already likely to be affected by other construction activities in the 
locality. However, the effects on heritage assets closest to the Site are not considered to be significant, due to the 
temporary nature of the effects.  

Whilst there is the potential for demolition and construction works for other cumulative schemes to take place at 
the same time as the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development, these effects will all be 
temporary. Due to the temporary nature of the cumulative effects on the settings of heritage assets, views and 
townscape character, they are not considered to be significant. 

3.10.2 Cumulative Effects Once the Proposed Development is Complete and Occupied 

The THVIA concludes that once the Proposed Development is complete and occupied, all residual effects upon 
townscape character areas / conservation areas and views would range from neutral to beneficial. In addition to 
this, whilst it was determined that some significant cumulative effects upon views or townscape character areas / 
conservations areas would be likely to arise, it was established that the cumulative effects would all be of 
beneficial significance. Consequently, it is considered that any likely cumulative effect would enhance the quality 
and character of a view, or would improve the character and quality of a townscape character area, or would 
enhance the significance of a designated heritage asset. 

4. Conclusions 

The potential cumulative effects of the Proposed Development and cumulative schemes has been assessed 
systematically, the results of which are presented within this report and summarised below. This report describes 
the cumulative effects that could occur during the demolition and construction of the Proposed Development, and 
once the Proposed Development is completed and occupied. This report is designed to inform readers of the 
likely cumulative effects. 
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 Traffic and transportation; air quality; noise and vibration; water resources and flood risk; daylight and 
sunlight; wind microclimate; archaeology; and townscape,  built heritage and visual impacts: there will 
be no adverse / negligible cumulative effect during the demolition and construction phase, and once the 
Proposed Development is completed and occupied; 

 Ecology: there will be no adverse cumulative effect during the demolition and construction phase, and 
there will be a beneficial cumulative effect to ecological receptors once the Proposed Development is 
completed and occupied. 

No cumulative effects or negligible cumulative effects have been identified throughout the demolition and 
construction phase, and the operational phase of the Proposed Development. Negligible effects by virtue of their 
definition are considered to be imperceptible effects to a sensitive receptor. The potential for cumulative effects is 
limited to the operational phase of the Proposed Development, in relation to ecology, specifically on habitats 
within the study area as a result of the proposed tree planting, green / brown roofing and other landscaping 
measures / ecological enhancements. 

The schemes identified for this cumulative assessment are located predominately within an urban context with 
ecology often absent from the sites. When considered together, the Proposed Development and cumulative 
schemes will provide for an overall greening of the built environment. As such, the cumulative effect of other 
schemes in conjunction with the Proposed Development is considered to be beneficial to the ecological receptors 
identified at local level.  

In conclusion, it is considered that there will be no adverse cumulative effects during the demolition and 
construction of the Proposed Development, and once the Proposed Development is completed and operational. 
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