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1. Context

2. London's growth

3. Housing/jobs balance in central London and global warming
4. Social rented housing

4. Space for community activity.

1. Context: the KXRLG was founded in 1987 to represent the interests of
groups and individuals living or working in the areas round the Railway Lands
and specifically to work towards a redevelopment of the Railway Lands of a
kind which would meet local, alongside other, needs. The Group's members
have been (a) representatives of organizations in the area (TAs, TRAs, small
businesses, environmental, housing and transport groups) and (b) individuals
resident and / or working in the area. The group was highly active in public
consultation and debates surrounding the LRC scheme of 1988-90 and the
KXT project; then again in calling for the re-routing of the CTRL and lobbying the
House of Lords to great effect during the passage of the CTRL Act 1996. It is
strongly engaged now in representing local interests to LBl and LBC and in
responding to Argent's successive Planning Applications. Its work, supported
by the magazine "Network", an excellent web site (www.kxrlg.org.uk) and a
number of open General Meetings each year, has been supported to varying
degrees over the years by small grants from both Boroughs, Central Camden
SRB/NR and charitable bodies. It is constituted as a Company Limited by
Guarantee and the Management Committee, elected annually at the AGM,
constitutes the Board of Directors. This response draws upon the KXRLG's
established policies, hammered out through months of debate and
discussion.

2. London's growth

On the fundamental issues of population and economic growth, the London Plan
is based upon a basic wish to predict and provide and we consider that the Panel
should welcome a debate on whether this is in fact in the best interests of London
and of the UK. Specifically we consider - and wish to argue - that slower planned
growth rates than those presently envisaged could be in the interests of

* low- and middle-income Londoners especially, and in central London above all
* London as a whole

*the UK

especially if progress in solving London's housing crisis falls short of what is



required.
Our grounds for this statement are

The Plan's approach is to form projections of employment growth and of
population growth and then seek to accommodate the projected levels of
expansion. The projections are not related to each other or to housing capacity
despite the fact that there must in fact be interconnections. The projections are
grounded in the statistics for London's growth during the prolonged boom since
the early 1990s while projections based on a series stretching further back in
time (notably including London's severe employment downturn from the late 80s)
would produce slower rates of future growth. The growth of London and its
surrounding regions has been part of a picture of very different performance by
UK regions and the disparity in regional growth rates has tended to widen,
despite government attempts to narrow it. This disproportionate growth has
meant that resources tend to be under-employed in some regions and over-
stretched (over-heated) in London and the South East.

This overheating reflects in the severity of London's housing problems (price
escalation for owner-occupiers, rent pressures for tenants together with
homelessness and overcrowding) and in the direct and indirect costs affecting
the competitiveness of businesses operating in London (and the economics of
public services too). It also forms part of a vicious circle in the most highly skilled
labour markets whereby graduates migrate to London and the South East where
the best opportunities are perceived to be; this reinforces the concentration of
skilled people in London; and this in turn encourages employers of such labour to
expand or locate here. This is not a sustainable basis for medium-term growth
and it is not good for UK pilc.

The arguments for welcoming growth tend to be based on the assertion that any
increment of growth foregone by London would be lost to the UK. This is an
unsubstantiated assertion, mainly associated with fears of loosing leading
financial and business services companies. In our view the GLA/LDA and the
government should be scrutinising these assumptions very closely and weighing
in the balance any plausible national losses of output against gains which would
arise from a more even pattern of development across the UK (and across the
EU).

The core issue to which the panel should pay attention is the way in which the
growth rate and pattern produce poverty while simultaneously producing wealth.
Essentially the mechanism is that housing prices are driven up by

* demographic pressures combined with

* the disproportionate influence on house prices and market rents from income
growth enjoyed by a majority of the population combined with



* the added pressure on prices which comes from people thinking of housing as
an 'investment', reinforced by lack of confidence in other savings media and the
pensions system.

All those demand pressures, confronting a supply which (despite the Mayor's
best efforts) grows too slowly, actually worsens housing conditions and increases
poverty among the poorer parts of the population. As a community group on the
edge of central London, we know that this is the experience of many thousands
of households. It is a negative effect of growth and one of the few things the
London Plan could do about it is to give really serious consideration to slowing
employment growth.

3. Housing/jobs growth in central London and global
warming

The further revisions are impressive in the attention they pay to the threat (and
the actuality) of global warming and to ways in which the Plan can mitigate or
reverse the trend.

We consider, however, that the Plan (and the further alterations) fail to do
enough to reduce the need to travel. In particular for Central London the plan
envisages continuing employment growth on an excessive scale and not nearly
enough growth of housing. This is the case for the areas around King's Cross
(including the King's Cross Opportunity Area in respect of which the Panel report
on the early alterations was critical of the handling of housing targets) and for
many similar areas in and around the CAZ. The new imperatives associated with
global warming mean that the Panel should now insist on a radical reduction in
provision for job growth and a balancing and radical boost to housing targets in
these areas. Every 25 square metres of office space reduction probably saves 2
additional commuters and if those square metres are used as housing space they
probably save an additional commuter. If the office space presently planned for
the King's Cross OA were switched residential use we would thus save in the
order of 55,000 commuters. This rough estimate would of course have to be
refined, and linked with estimates of the travel likely to be generated by a more
decentralised pattern of employment. But we have not seen this work done yet
and the Panel should require it.

The Railway Lands Group thus adds its weight to those many others who are
calling for a more polycentric distribution of employment in London and a rethink
of CAZ growth. At present the Plan is the prisoner of market sentiment on an
issue where there is little prospect of the market producing sustainable
outcomes.

4. Social rented housing
If the government and the Mayor are to be taken seriously in their quest for
'sustainable communities' then the Plan needs to make much stronger provisions



to ensure that the backlog of need for social rented housing, including a large
proportion of family size units, are brought forward quickly, not tackled over the
next decade as envisaged by section 3.8. Established communities in areas like
King's Cross - living examples of multi-class and multi-ethnic communities, are
already being dispersed and displaced and there is no time to loose if those who
want to stay are to be enabled to do so.

5. Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure
and community facilities. (Policy 3A.15)

Community Meeting Facilities

The KXOA development site is a wasteland of sixty seven acres
separating the surrounding communities from one another. Those
communities are further divided along ethnic lines. Adequate
Community Meeting Facilities could transform this geographic and
racial segregation, and give a heart and coherence to what is
widely felt throughout the communities to be an alien fortress to
which they will have no connection, have no input, and which is
primarily for corporate interests, thus adding a sense of class
division to the existing centrifugal forces.

Since the tragedy of 7th July 2005, white and ethnic communities
which till then had existed as separate enclaves, resolved to work
for mutual understanding and a tolerant, sharing and caring
society, in accord with the Mayor’s affirmation of “One London”.
This resolve has found expression and structure in a partnership —
“Cultural Interchange at King’s Cross” (see attachment listing
partners and aims). The modus operandi is for groups to nurture
their cultures separately, then to share them with one another as a
stimulus to discussion and mutual understanding. For this to occur
effectively, adequate meeting facilities are necessary. Such
facilities will also be needed by future residents of the site, and
their integration with the surrounding communities will be vital to
prevent the sense of a “gated community” intensifying feelings of
isolation and mistrust.

LB Camden has an exceptionally high suicide rate, and adequate
space for shared entertainment, activity and understanding would
help to reduce this incidence.



For the above reasons

The Community Meeting Facilities of 370 square metres allocated
under S106 to this site of 67 acres should be increased to 1000
square metres, and community groups should be involved from the
planning stage. King’s Cross Development Forum, representing
local communities, voted unanimously on August 23, 2006, in
favour of these proposals. Some of the purposes to which this
space would be put include meetings, rehearsal, performance (live
and screen), storage facilities, toilets, kitchen, café, IT access and
administration, all with adequate access for the disabled.

The forgoing submission addresses the following points of the
London Plan -

3.74 identifies communities most at need

3.75 stresses community involvement

3A.15 stresses the need for social infrastructure and community
facilities, e.g. adequate community halls, meeting rooms, toilets —
particularly important in major areas of new development and
regeneration to deal with increased population and existing
deficiencies. Seeks to meet the spatial needs of London’s diverse
population

3.78 identifies gaps of social infrastructure, including cultural facilities

3.79 highlights need for appropriate space, and the engagement of voluntary and
community organisations.

Annexe follows:



Jellicce Newille Performing Arts Scene and Heoard
Bengali Workers' Azzociation Sohan Somak Artsts
Camden Scenali Forum C 7 Bengali Women's Forum
START Il[ 7, I(' s Bengali Education Centre
Theatro Technis a, l

Bnsizh Somali Community
Central African Network Hcpwalch Asian Women's Centre

Camden Central Community Umbrella aﬂ 2 C"o s Y 55 Community Development Trust
King's Cross Radway Lands Group Iﬂtef \ Ceoper's Lane TA

1. We share our separate cultures with one another to increase mutual understanding by

a) using the visual and performing arts, including rap, to stimulate discussions and debates on
what unites us and what divides us

b) seeing what some call "the clash of cultures” as an opportunity to work for a more vigorous,
fruitful and tolerant society, and to link the generations

c) encouraging all our neighbours to express themselves in ways that give them confidence and
empower them

d) looking to the highpoints - such as Moorish Spain - where the exchange between Muslim,
Jewish and Christian cultures led to the founding of Oxford and other universities through Europe, and
to the Renaissance.

2. We work for a self-sustaining way of life by

a) learning how the environment is treated by different races, who use energy in vastly different
amounts, and by advocating the most appropriate means for our environmental sustainability

b) stimulating an economically self-sustaining environment locally, encouraging young people to
maximise their chances of jobs on the 67 acres of King's Cross Central Development

c) value skills, hear how they were used at other times and other cultures
d) encourage initiatives

1f you would like to take part with us in this shared endeavour - as a partner, participant, artist, writer,
speaker, fundraiser etc, please contact us.

Yours sincerely

Rob Inglis
Co-ordinator

Cultural Interchange at King's Cross is a parinership comprising community and cultural groups.
We nurture our separate cultural activities and share them with ane her to

27 Goldingten St, London NW1 1UE
020 7387 4942 Email: artsxchange @ btinternat.com



