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Kensington Gardens Community Renewal Project
[bookmark: _Toc214467665]Element 1 – Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc214467666]1. Project Context and Rationale
As one of London's largest Royal Parks, Kensington Gardens has vital green infrastructure and open space to conserve cultural heritage and a wide range of ecosystem services that support human health and mobility. With the increasing population and density of London, Royal Parks have become important health infrastructures, transformed from ornamental parks into sheltered sanctuaries, which relieve air pollution, heat stress and psychological fatigue (Kabisch et al., 2020; WHO, 2022). Kensington Gardens has been subjected to a number of stresses in recent years due to the growth in tourism associated with Kensington Palace and the Serpentine Galleries and because of particular paths, the human pressure has led to erosion of the path surface, soil compaction and detrimental effects on pollinators. The imbalance between heritage preservation and modern-day public use calls for a renewal project in terms of climate resilience and inclusiveness.
2. Local Importance of Kensington Gardens
The residential neighborhoods of the park's perimeter such as Bayswater, High Street Kensington and Queensway have high levels of apartment accommodation and so he gardens around the park perimeter are heavily used for exercise. Studies have shown that high quality green space in easy reach of homes has a large positive impact on mental wellbeing and social cohesion (Twohig-Bennett & Jones, 2018). The gardens create a cultural corridor space from the Royal Albert Hall to the Serpentine Pavilions, and as such the environmental quality is related to tourism and cultural experiences in London (VisitEngland, 2023). 
[bookmark: _Toc214467667]3. Proposed Improvements and Their Impacts
Continuous accessible walking routes can improve mobility equity for older adults and people with disabilities (Gehl, 2011), while increasing activity spaces may generate informal social network benefits and increased feelings of safety within the study neighbourhoods. New lighting will allow safe use of the park in the early evenings, biodiversity areas will encourage ecological recovery, supporting London Biodiversity Net Gain (net-gain) targets, visitor information points will direct footfall away from major entrances and quiet spaces will create restorative micro-environments for visitors who may be overstimulated elsewhere in the park.
[bookmark: _Toc214467668]4. Key Stakeholders and Benefits
	Stakeholder
	Benefits

	Local Residents
	Safer movement, improved wellbeing spaces

	Tourists & Visitors
	Better navigation, upgraded amenities

	Royal Parks Authority
	Reduced long-term maintenance pressure

	Local Businesses
	Increased and more predictable footfall

	Environmental Groups
	Habitat restoration opportunities

	Local Councils (RBKC & Westminster)
	Progress on sustainability and health policies

	Serpentine Galleries
	Stronger visitor access and cultural engagement



The renewal project therefore delivers interconnected social, ecological and economic benefits, reinforcing Kensington Gardens as a sustainable urban asset.
[bookmark: _Toc214467669]Element 2 – Application and Stakeholder Engagement Strategies
[bookmark: _Toc214467670]2.1 Power–Influence–Interest Table
The Kensington Gardens Community Renewal Project's main stakeholders are decision-makers. These people possess budgetary, planning and operational management authority, not emotional ties to the site. The charity manages the central London parks by statute and thus operates day-to-day, contracts for work and develops and implements key planning documents like the Sustainability Strategy 2015-2025 (Firth, 2024)
Local authorities like RBKC and Westminster City Council control planning at the borders, in addition to licensing the venues in the area and putting conditions on an event that overflow into the local streets (Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea, 2016). The Mayor of London also expects nature to recover within London's built environment and green space to connect through the London Plan and the Local Nature Recovery Strategy (London's Royal Parks, n.d.)
	Stakeholder Group
	Power (H/M/L)
	Influence (H/M/L)
	Interest (H/M/L)
	Explanation 

	Royal Parks (charity)
	High
	High
	High
	Controls management plans, access rules, procurement and implementation trials in the park (Royal Parks, 2015) 

	RBKC & Westminster Councils
	High
	High
	Medium
	Can adjust planning, street design and enforcement around the gates, affecting how visitors arrive and queue (RBKC, 2016)

	Greater London Authority / Mayor
	Medium
	High
	Medium
	Sets London-wide frameworks on nature recovery, active travel and green infrastructure that constrain design options. (Firth, 2024) 

	Residents’ Associations (e.g. street or estate groups)
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Organised residents can mobilise media, petitions and councillors when they feel excluded from decision changes.(Miller et al., n.d) 

	Local Business Networks (hotels, cafés, attractions)
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Hospitality and retail groups can lobby over coach drop-off points, signage and event timing that affect trade.(Guenat et.al, 2019)

	Park Volunteers & Friends-type groups
	Low
	Medium
	High
	Volunteers contribute unpaid labour for gardening, events and monitoring; withdrawal of this effort creates visible gaps in maintenance(Miller et al., n.d)

	Environmental & Nature NGOs
	Low
	Medium
	High
	May have technical expertise that shapes habitat design, even without formal decision power. 

	Transport Bodies (TfL, bus operators, cycle lobby groups)
	Medium
	Medium
	Medium
	Their input on bus stops, cycle routes and crossings affects how visitors move into and through the park. (The Royal Parks, 2020)

	National Heritage / Statutory Consultees
	High
	Medium
	Low
	They intervene when historic views, monuments, or boundary changes are proposed, but are less involved in minor operational tweaks.



Power, influence and interest concern the the legal, operational and dependent powers of each stakeholder over Kensington Gardens. Royal Parks has a high level of power and influence as the statutory land manager for the park, which gives the agency authority to determine rules of access, procurement and major policy for Kensington Gardens. 
[bookmark: _Toc214467671]2.2.Stakeholder map

	Stakeholder Quadrant
	Stakeholder Groups 

	High Power – High Interest (Manage Closely)
	Royal Parks (Charity); RBKC & Westminster Councils

	High Power – Low/Medium Interest (Keep Satisfied)
	Greater London Authority / Mayor; National Heritage Consultees (e.g., Historic England)

	Low Power – High Interest (Keep Informed & Involve)
	Residents’ Associations; Environmental & Nature NGOs; Park Volunteers & “Friends of” Groups

	Low/Medium Power – Medium Interest (Monitor / Consult Strategically)
	Local Business Networks (Hotels, Cafés, Attractions); Transport Bodies (TfL, Bus Operators, Cycling Groups); General Visitors (Tourists & Commuters)



1. [bookmark: _Toc214467672]High Power – High Interest (Manage Closely)
Royal Parks (Charity); RBKC & Westminster Councils
They fit in this box because they both have the legal power to allow or deny works in or around Kensington Gardens. As mentioned above, Royal Parks manage the majority of the Royal Parks on a daily basis, and have full authority over contracts, inspections and long term planning of the parks (Royal Parks, 2015). It is essential that RBKC and Westminster (who control who control planning, licensing, and street design around the park’s edges) support community engagement. General interest theory suggests that organisational control generates higher interest, because mistakes affect budget, reputation and public duty (Scott, 2014). For this reason, they require close management throughout the project.
[bookmark: _Toc214467673]2. High Power – Low/Medium Interest (Keep Satisfied)
Greater London Authority / Mayor; National Heritage Consultees
Although the Mayor of London and statutory heritage authorities such as Historic England have large powers, they take decisions only on proposals judged to have implications for policies of planned importance to London, London views and heritage assets. Therefore, they are implicitly less interested in the park because they do not manage it directly (Historic England, 2020). In the spirit of urban planning theory, public bodies act mainly when regulations or cultural values are threatened (Healey, 2010): they must thus remain content, but not be consulted all the time.
[bookmark: _Toc214467674]3. Low Power – High Interest (Keep Informed & Involve)
Residents' Associations; environmental NGOs; volunteers; 'Friends of' groups for parks around
The park is important for local people and volunteers in recreation, community work, and local wildlife. Environmental groups have particular scientific knowledge about the park, which affect tree-planting plans and wildlife protection. Without any authority beyond that, they can voice their displeasure, raise awareness through the local media, or refuse access to volunteers to do the work of maintaining the park (Putnam, 2000; Miller et al., 2021). These groups need to be regularly updated about the project, and need to be brought into the project.
[bookmark: _Toc214467675]4. Low/Medium Power – Medium Interest (Monitor)
Local Business Networks, Transport Bodies and General Visitors
Businesses, public transport operators and occasional visitors are also middle-level stakeholders. Their interests depend less on the design of the park than on movement and tourism. Local businesses, such as shops and hotels, have a vested interest in footfall and walking routes and signage in the park, but have no management responsibility (Guenat et al., 2019). Transport bodies regulate park access. They do so through bus stops, cycle routes, and crossing locations. They are not responsible for the park experience. Comfort and safety perceptions of visitors vary with how often they visit and how they travel. These groups should be consulted if access to, or visitor flow through, the area is affected. Residents, volunteers and environmental NGOs fall into the Low Power-High Interest quadrant. Though residents have no power, they benefit from keeping the park as a community space. Volunteers offer labor, while the NGOs provide ecological knowledge for planting design. Despite lacking decision-making power, this interest influences choices made by official decision-makers. Whereas many other actors are indirect (lobbying, strike action or reputational pressure), transport agencies and business associations are in the Medium Power-Medium Interest group by virtue of their potential to disrupt or enable implementation through routing or commercial pressures (but their interest is linked to, say, annual movement flows or tourism cycles rather than day-to-day stewardship).
[bookmark: _Toc214467676]2.3. Communication plan




 Communication Flow

	Stakeholder
	Information Shared
	Method (Email/Letter/Phone/Newspaper)
	Timing

	Royal Parks
	Budget updates, contractor changes
	Email summary + follow-up phone call
	Monthly

	RBKC & Westminster
	Gate use, traffic and events
	Phone briefing + formal letter
	Before approvals

	GLA / Mayor
	Policy fit, biodiversity targets
	Policy letter
	Only when rules apply

	Residents’ Groups
	Lighting hours, noise times, path closures
	Printed letter + hotline number
	Before works

	Local Businesses
	Tourist routes, signage, deliveries
	Email bulletin + short phone call
	Before busy seasons

	NGOs / Botanists
	Habitats, planting, species care
	Email with data sheets
	During design

	General Visitors
	Detours, gate changes, facilities
	Posters + notice in transport newspaper
	One month before change



These communication and consultation choices are a reflection of how the different groups engage with Kensington Gardens and how they process public information. The email and written letter to Royal Parks and the two councils is for a formal record of governance and decision-making for external works. Clarity in verbal communication can dispel ambiguity. Public bodies write contracts clearly. Researchers found use of written communication reduced disagreement in public procurement (Lee & Cooper, 2020). Using email plus a phone call can protect both sides by documenting everything and allowing immediate negotiation of changes.
Unlike them, the Mayor's team and heritage bodies only receive letters at key moments, and are in a regulatory rather than operational role. They do not need to update regularly, since they need only respond when any of the policies or protected assets are affected. Letters save time, and affirm legal compliance. Urban planners prefer written to spoken explanation as it protects their decisions from politics (Healey, 2010).
Residents are not reliant on policy documents, but are affected by practical issues such as noise, light schedules and path closures. The letters are mailed because many Kensington residents do not use email lists and live in shared rentals and older properties. Having a hotline number allows for rapid feedback, especially at night when people might feel unsafe or disturbed. Community-based research suggests people tend to trust paper communication when they lack access to online planning (Jones & Stokes, 2022). 
[bookmark: _Toc214467677]Local businesses receive short phone calls and summaries via email due to their financial stake in changing visitor patterns. Cafe and hotel businesses rely on customers, and delivery times vary based on specific days. Digital newsletters provide them with quick information, but a phone call can prevent economic loss. General audiences are reached via TfL's posters and newspapers. Websites are poorly used by tourists, so posters and printed notices are preferred because they reach people during their journey. 
Element 3: Ethical Consideration in Stakeholder Consultation, Participation and Feedback
All aspects of a public consultation on the Kensington Gardens Community Renewal Project have a responsibility to meet ethical standards regarding public participation, equity, representation and accountability, and to engage without barrier or limitation on the basis of age, wealth, mobility, language, or access to technology. This section details how consultation takes place, the ethical risks involved, and how feedback will be fairly and proportionally scrutinized.
[bookmark: _Toc214467678]1. Ethical Design of Consultation Methods
Since there are different ways of experiencing the Gardens' sites, it was not possible to restrict consultations to a single methodology. These consultations include telephone surveys, kiosks in the Gardens, letters, expert reviews, and short interviews with tourists. This prevents them from only reaching people with good digital access. Empirical studies on public space consultations have found online-only approaches may leave out older residents, migrants and low income renters if those groups do not use council webpages and apps (Jones & Stokes, 2022). Its ethical design is composed of physical and verbal options.
There is also a staged consultation: it first approaches residents and daily users, to ensure that expert knowledge does not override lived experience too early in the process. For example, volunteers test planting maintenance before botanists finalize species. Ethical practice prevents silencing by expertise, only using technical experts at the end of planning processes when they help refine the plan rather than directly guide it.
[bookmark: _Toc214467679]2. Bias and Representation in Data Collection
If the engagement is based on who responds, it risks only hearing from those with loud voices. For that reason, public meetings will not be used to collect the data as this avenue is biased towards confident speakers, homeowners and native speakers of English (Healey, 2010). Short telephone calls, voting cards, and other measures at kiosks which do not require literacy will be used in order to counteract this bias. Language will not be a barrier to participation. Closed questions (e.g. on the hours of lighting preferred or the safest routes) will help, while telephone interpretation in the evening, the main period when migrant workers are free, will make participation more equal, without calling people from some groups 'hard to reach'.
Furthermore, bias may be introduced by park staff attitudes. All staff collecting responses will use the same standardized script with no persuasive language. Staff must not cue preferred answers, must record answers even when disagreeing, and must not let their personal bias influence the study. All staff will sign a brief ethics statement agreeing not to influence comments.
[bookmark: _Toc214467680]3. Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (DEI) in Participation
Part of DEI is about how the invitation is designed. For this project, the printed invitation will be translated into the three languages that census data show are common among Kensington households and workers. For example, lighting hours, path closures and toilet access are translated but text in these cases is kept brief and concise to maintain equal access to key information for safety/health and wellbeing. Urban mobility studies argue that visitors and commuters are “situational users” who deserve equal representation because their experience shapes how public space works in practice (Amin & Thrift, 2017).
A separate DEI category applies to tourists and commuters. Research shows that translated public notices improve participation in urban planning because they help non-native speakers understand safety-related information quickly (Phillips & Udegbe, 2020). These groups, while not residents, could be seen as a part of the community since they use the park on weekends and summer days. Exclusion could privilege homeowners over street users. Accordingly, short street interviews and QR-code survey posters will also be used. Tourists need not be overburdened with long questionnaires, but only be asked to report congestion, confusing signs, or a lack of toilets for the short time they visit.
[bookmark: _Toc214467681]4. Ethical Review of Feedback and Decision-Making
Ethical feedback does not attempt to influence the project; instead, the project will weight stakeholder responses, but instead, the project will compare the group's responses according to how often the group uses the park. Research on visitor consultation recommends short, low-burden surveys in public spaces because tourists cannot engage with long questionnaires (Gibson & Wong, 2021). A volunteer who weeded lawns weekly perhaps deserves to be consulted more than a one-time tourist, making sense with ethics to prevent sensationalism from trumping environmental protection. 
Results will be published in a public consultation report, which will be available online and in local park gates, showing which ideas have been accepted or rejected and providing further reasoning in the case of rejection so that teams don't feel dismissed. 

[bookmark: _Toc214467682]Element 4: Conclusion and Reflection
It taught me that stakeholder engagement is not just a stage of the planning process but a constant negotiation between knowledge, authority and everyday behavior: that while good engagement can lock in value for the future of the park, poor engagement often creates more problems than it solves.
Another benefit is the realization that consultation can provide information which the experts know, but overlook. If a place is used regularly, users may be first to notice problems. Volunteers, or every day walkers, will notice the puddling in the unpaved forest, or the shortcut trail through the grass, or overflowing rubbish bins because of a day's extra visitors. None of that is in a policy paper. Good engagement turns these everyday observations into good evidence for decisions. I assumed experts should lead consultation first. Now, I see that expertise must be grounded in lived experience.
Another positive understanding is that fairness does not mean treating all groups equally. When communicating with different groups, using different means of communication can increase equity. For example, tourists need street interviews and ad hoc QR posters; because they are not involved in proactive preparation, but residents need printed letters and dedicated hotline numbers; because they are the ones exposed to night-time safety and the effects of events. Thus, the plan can both avoid unnecessary details for some members of the audience, while providing useful detail for others.
The process demonstrated that participation can also be distorted and that if no measures are taken then individuals with greater confidence, with more advanced English skills or with more spare time will predominate. It was also shown that telephone interviews, drop-in booths or letters may reduce, but not eliminate, distortions as some social groups may respond less for other reasons, such as lack of time, lack of trust or lack of information. Such a method may also run the risk of giving undue voice to people with social power (such as homeowners), while marginalizing others (such as renters, migrant workers, or commuters).
Likewise, I have also learned that suggestions shared may not necessarily lead to constructive outcomes, as they often stem from momentary frustrations. To take an extreme example, the view of a tourist complaining of long queues is not equal to the view of a gardener who wants to avoid soil disturbance when using spades. Equal consultation would reduce the debates to popularity competitions, and decisions that seem right for visitors today could erode ecological value tomorrow. From then on, I started to think differently about the "public voice." Not all voices are equally knowledgeable, and ethical judgments, rather than mathematical ones, must be made.
When I started this project, I thought transparency just meant publishing results and saying thank you. It should also be telling people why we reject their suggestions. When people only see proposed actions they dislike, they will conclude their inputs were disregarded. Providing reasoned rejections makes engagement educational rather than symbolic. People also learn from how decisions protect broader ecological, safety, or heritage needs. Transparency about rejected options builds trust too. The API prevents situations where you every time you request an event or change the path, you automatically get what you requested.
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