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immary

I principle the Forum strongly supports regeneration which seeks to ensure th:
le Kings Cross Central site plays a pivotal role in the revitalization of the
.der Kings Cross area and surrounding communities.

le Forum welcomes in principle the redevelopment of the Kings Cross Central
.te but is not in a position either to welcome or reject the current outline
)plication as a whole. We firmly believe the application needs revision in mai
reas (including housing, density, transport impact, etc), and that more
iformation should be provided (for example on the balance of land uses,
:chanisms for monitoring, community facilities and involvement, etc) before tl
)plication can be determined by the planning authorities. The amended issues
iould be subject to a new round of consultation.

) aid both Councils and the applicant, the Forum has prepared a joint responsc
1 the Outline application. These comments are summarised more fully below. Sor
ymments appear in more than one category reflecting the overlapping impacts ai
le need to consider all aspects comprehensively. It is made clear where there
; strong support across the Forum on an issue, and where there are individual
lggestions or debate.

1 order to make the application process as accessible to as many groups and
idividuals in the Kings Cross area as possible, the Forum asked independent
larity Planning Aid for London to run a series of topic-related workshops. The
port below, which has been written by PAL from individual responses to
vecific questions during workshops, is as accurate a reflection of the views
ipressed as possible. Participants were not, however, asked whether to accept
: reject the application as a whole, and it was left to constituent groups anc
idividuals to take such a position in their own responses.

»te: The aims of the Kings Cross Development Forum and the communities it
ypresents are given in Appendix 1. The Kings Cross Development Forum is a
imden and Islington based organisation of around 180 community groups and
idividuals living or working around the Kings Cross Central site. The Forum h:z
ren meeting for two years and has had nearly 50 meetings to consider the
.anning brief and the planning application. The PAL workshops were culminatiol
! the Forumis consideration of the current planning application.



TATLED RESPONSES

i.CTION 1 n CONSERVATION, LAND USE & DESIGN

mservation Areas and Buildings

number of responses indicate that though the two conservation areas (Regents

inal and Kings Cross CA) are noted in the proposal documents, they do not sec¢

) be fully respected by the developers. The development does not preserve and

thance the character of those Conservation Areas.

1 general there is a reluctance to see heritage buildings demolished. Buildinc

especially Culross and Stanley North - and natural heritage should be

iIstained because it would strengthen the areais identity and uniqueness (PPG

v, Camden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, Para 13.68).

le premise of creating éculturali areas needs greater consideration, in order

y avoid exclusive éculturei for some. There is general agreement with culture,

rents, museums and the heritage €hearti as long as it also addresses the need:

! existing residents (from surrounding areas) and incomers to the site.

small number expressed the opinion that the gasholders are misplaced in zone
Some of them would want gasholder no 8 to remain where it is and some other:

.sh to avoid having the gasholders in the site altogether if it is no longer

)ying to be possible to look through them. Their use as housing runs contrary

) the main purpose of conservation, which is to find new uses which respect ai

thance old buildings. A leisure use would carry far more support.

number suggest keeping the Western Transit Shed or at least the western wall

id the basement.

) demolition should precede a full planning application being implemented.

llross and Stanley North Buildings

lere was strong support for retaining Culross and Stanley North building. The:
rgue that successful design and development can incorporate significant
1ildings to the developmentis advantage (Camden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, KCll).
itroducing residential and community uses (including crEche, IT, tourism) to
le South part of the site is essential for safety and will be livelier in the
iy and evening (Camden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, KC8 i Design; Camden UDP 2003,
lapter 13, KC1l n Mixed Use Development: iAvoid large areas of single use
swwelopmentl).

1 relation to possible uses for Culross, proposals include social housing, wit
nursery on the ground floor which might be run by and to the benefit of loca:
r1sidents and workers on and around the site, and those working elsewhere usinc
iIblic transport.

)r Stanley Building North, community uses were suggested such as community
fices or start-up community groups. Community facilities on the site proved :
:rong theme throughout the responses n see Community Section. However, social



yusing is the current approved use and no-one would be unhappy with its
stention.

)r many, an issue strongly related to the retention of these two buildings, it
le proposed route of St Pancras Way. There is strong disagreement the alignme:
roposed is the only optionh a realigned road around the retained buildings
yuld slow traffic.

: was unclear from the documents and plans as to the routes to be followed by
Ises h see Transport Section.

mmunity Benefits

ifety n is an issue of great concern to for local communities and visitors.
ifety is mainly related to two issues: firstly to the use of open spaces (sucl
s accessibility to the canal, housing and activities besides offices at the
uth part of the site), and secondly to traffic safety (changing routes of
vads, taking precautions about traffic and speed). In residential areas desig
iould address both the community safety needs of both privately-owned and
fordable property. Many responses favoured a mix of property ownerships with:
le same building and areas to assist with security issues (Camden UDP 2003,
\apter 13, Para 13.72)..

rovision of jobs is also very important. The heritage buildings in question a
)cated in zone B where the major use is business and employment. Potential
;nefits might come to the community via job provision in the area of food and
rink, hotels and serviced apartments or by increasing D1 uses in the specific
me. They would like further clarification of how this could be achieved
amden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, KC2; Camden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, Para 13.71).
sing the Canal as a key resource n as affordable transport - was supported;
mmunity bus, freight or developer-funded transport.

lere was some acceptance that tall buildings would be needed on part of the
.te to generate funding for community benefit, but this acceptance was strong:
1lated to agreements securing those facilities which effectively address the
reds of new and existing residents on the site and surrounding areas. Many are
yposed to tall buildings which impede views of grade I listed buildings, or
1ich generate unacceptable wind tunnels.

ind Uses Generally

1e Forum found the requirement for flexibility of uses (giving the maximum
.thout minimum in some cases and varying ranges for a combination of uses
.thin zones) too vague and they wish to see fixed limits in order to establisl
irtainty. There was considerable support that there should be limits set for
le North and South of the site, with timed reviews during the development
‘ocess (Camden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, SKC 3).

le outline planning application makes it extremely difficult to make sensible
)ints on urban design / public realm when the documents relating to these
sjsues do not form part of the application (Camden UDP, Chapter 13, KC8, Para
1.59).



| general, people wish to see more housing and community D1 / leisure uses anc
)re community space in the site and a reduction of office development (Camden
)P 2003, Chapter 13, Para 13.36.

1| regards to the south area of the site, there was strong support for some
rsidential elements, in order to achieve mixed use and to increase safety of
1is part of the site during the day and evening. Some residential use in Zone
& B was requested by a number of respondents.

le Goods Yard complex is in general considered fine, although some argue that
le suggested uses take too much from the community space.

le North area of the site is regarded by some to be too great in terms of
1Issing and, as shown, unable to develop a real sense of community. There need:
) be a redesign which includes substantial open space to reflect the higher
rsidential capacity.

:ights and Density

rerall the amount of floor space applied for was considered too high by all.
lere was no consensus as regards density.

le South part of the site is the one that should contain the greatest density
iId heights, second after zone T, but avoiding overshadowing of the Canal.
1ildings should be stepped back from the Canal open space (Camden UDP 2003,
lapter 13, Para 13.19, Joint Planning and Development Brief Para 3.3.14)..
i10ple see zone T as absorbing the greatest heights f but they propose that the
icade should not be continuous. (One suggestion is that the tallest buildings
iId complexes should be put forward for competition. Such large scale
swwelopment should invite exciting new (international) architecture and a uniqi
iyline. )

1e Forum would not like to see the proposed maximum heights in the residentia:
mes n they should be lower n and not massive blocks.

reas A because of the proximity of the station should contain the greater
:mnsity in the southern part of the development. Areas B and U should have a
wer density perhaps 5 floors and take account of Camley Street Park and the
imnal. The maximum height proposed should never be obtained anywhere in the
.te.

.te T should perhaps be the highest density, however because of the towpath ai
icause of the potential of creating a feeling of enclosure, site T should be
roken up and not be a consistent block. Parking should be kept in site T. The
roposed Zone A as shown in the plans indicates one continuous building which :
msidered too massive and oppressive as a single entity. This will create a
.tuation with no permeability with the outside of the site from its start on
i1ston Road all the way to Goods Way. Given the canyon effect that already
tists at the South End of York Way created by the Station and the P & O
swwelopment N a continuation with a Zone A being a single structure extending
)rth from the end of the Station right up to Goods Way will serve to exacerbaf
I already bad situation. This single structure should be broken into several
1aller ones with space between to create views into the site from York Way
foint Planning and Development Brief Para 2.2.5).



le application should be considering density not only the percentages of
.oorspace. The total build should include basement areas, so this basement
»tal deducted from the floorspace figures.

iyout & Design

le Forum found difficulty in understanding the relative size of roads and opei
races from the plans. This is an area where further clarification is required
comprehensive plan showing footpaths, carriageway and shared facilities
:ycle/ pedestrian etc), together with clarification on taxi and bus routes
iould be required before planning approval can be given (Camden UDP, Chapter
v, KC10, Para 13.65)..

lere is very strong concern that the park / green areas are small in relation
) the overall site and community requirements.

number are unhappy with the street layout through the site and stress the ne«
y facilitate pedestrian and cyclist rather than traffic movement (see
ransport).

»tential large congestion problems were highlighted between zones N & S and
1at joining E/W zones into Copenhagen St is going to be problematic for
ymmunity on that street outside the area. Not enough community space (D & E)
l1asing n there was support for the Triangle site should be developed first wif
le Granary complex. This would demonstrate willingness by the developers to
rovide social and other housing. The Triangle has the advantage of being sel:
mtained and would not have to wait for other parts of the site to be finishe«
‘amden UDP 2003, Chapter 13, Para 13.25).

iIny responses relate to the design of buildings and spaces in the plans, and
iclude -

1at space for children in the residential areas is small and not conducive to
lealthyil quality of life. Open space is also vital for the health of existing
iId new communities in and around the site.

1at there is an absence of space for young and older people

1at insufficient provision is made for family homes

1at the gas holders area in Zone N should be used for community facilities, 1iI
irticular a sports centre or other amenity.

1at sizes of rooms should be provided for housing proposals to enable
mmunities to fully determine the quality of the proposals in what will be a
.gh density site.

1at it was not clear whether the needs of older people had been taken into
msideration in the design of the housing including disability needs.

1at Station Square should also provide community and cultural uses, allowing
)cal communities to generate income

irough events and restaurants selling iethnici food (it is part of what the
swwelopers want to see happening A supporting doc)

inal

le Canal is the centrepiece of the proposed development and a unique
wvironment in the middle of London. The development is on a huge scale, and tl
irge numbers of additional people coming to the area are likely to have a



.gnificant effect on the Regents Canal and its environs. Currently it is a
liet retreat.
1e majority of people are in favour of maximising accessibility to the Canal :
mg as it is achieved in a sensible way i.e., a better access at Camley Street
)rth and not the proposed route.
le heritage of the Canal must be protected- it predates the historic building:
iId heritage of the Kings Cross Railway lands. (Camden UDP Revised Deposit
raft, Section 10, RCl). Full demolition of the towpath walls is unnecessary ail
le Forum would prefer to see partial demolition, wherever possible, to widen
l1e towpath, and maximize use and accessibility of the canal (Joint Planning ai
swwelopment Brief, 2003, Para 3.3.26). Widening of the towpath should not
icroach on the canal water. The specific area mentioned where demolition woulc
» acceptable, is at North Square, in front of zone N and the access steps dow:
) the towpath. They wish to keep the canal walls where safety allows, or where
le walls form part of area buildings and use arches or opening to increase
:cess while retain certain elements. The need for demolition, especially in tl
‘eas where the south and north areas connect, was understood. One response
icommends the removal of the southern flank as an alternative to removing the
'taining walls opposite Camley Street; another asks that the canal not be
iclosed within tall walls to the south along Goods Way. Generally the comment:
msidered that demolition of the towpath walls would destroy unique atmosphert
! canal. Others thought that the canal wall should be demolished, except wher:¢
lere are Fish and Coal building or other things to be conserved. (Camden UDP,
\apter 13, SKC3, Para 13.25).

Forum working group on this issue considers that there should be no
molition of any part of the towpath walls in phase 1 of the development.
lere is strong opposition to tall buildings along the Canal n issues of
ladowing, scale, environmental etc. Excessive building heights to the south
.11 overshadow canal. This is unacceptable - the buildings should be set back
id stepped away from the canal open space, and sunlight and daylight to the
inal should not be prejudiced. Certain parameters must be applied to any new
1ildings near to the canal to ensure that they do not have an impact on the
imnal, the towpath and other parts of the green corridor (Camden UDP Revised
yposit Draft, Section 10, RC1l, Para 10.6).
1e information in the application documents was criticised as it shows the
t1adowing when it is at its minimum at certain times of the year. This is
.sleading, and fails to show the full extent of light deprivation over the
inal, which in particular relies on the morning sun. The developers must subm:
iformation to show the effect of the shadows on the canal throughout the year
le sense of openness of the canal must be retained, and it was suggested that
irrently the canal would be overpowered, dominated and hemmed in by tall and
tllky buildings on the south side. This needs to be addressed and amended by tl
swweloper (Camden UDP Revised Deposit Draft, Section 10, RCla). .
lere is general agreement that development along the canal should make the
inal area more attractive and safer to use. Concerns expressed with the issue
! safety along the canal, stated that security should not be seen as provided
irely by better lighting. The issue of lighting in general has not been
itisfactorily addressed in the planning application documents. There was some



mcern about the affect of the lighting on Camley Street Natural Park, with a
icommendation that lighting should be sited along the wateris edge and pointec
ward, away from the canal itself and the park.

ymments on the building of new bridges were evenly split between those opposec
id those for their construction.

number of responses explicitly oppose a footbridge into Camley Street Natura:
irk. The reasons are the loss of views (south from St Pancras Locks towards St
incras station, and north from Fish and Coal buildings towards the locks) and
1at it would have an unacceptable environmental impact.

lere is support for the outline application from the developers to include the
ymmitment for provision of an east -west link, but not specify details of the
'idge or link.

:her responses applied to the bridges generally and supported the need for
ridges to enable good connections across the site.

le design of bridges should be traditional to retain the character of the
portant (but sidelined) canal corridor.

)cks beneath the Granary building should be preserved, so that they could be
sed in the future. One or more of the historic basins beneath the Western Gooc
iled could be reopened, and used for small freight.

'tail about moorings is missing from the planning application (Camden UDP
swwised Deposit Draft, Section 10, RC3, Para 10.12).

i.CTION 2 - ENVIRONMENT

mmeral

.ngis Cross is not a pleasant area because of a general appearance of lack of
tintenance, rubbish and poor state of repair of buildings.

lere is prostitution and drug dealing which detracts from the sense of safety
yung people arriving at Kingis Cross who have nowhere to live need to be take:
ire of

1e Design should help to

‘otect Kings Cross Central and the surrounding neighbourhoods from crime,
rostitution and drugs

tke it a clean, safe and pleasant area

rovide more social housing

i1Isure a wider range of youth initiatives

isure the local people have access to jobs from the start of the development

‘ees / microclimate

ree species should be diverse and of value to a range of wildlife species
:ross the site.

lere was considerable disappointment with the very low net increase in tree
.anting being proposed, and a recommendation that more shrubs and hedgerows



1sing a wider definition of hedgerow in terms of continuous green corridors)
iould be included in the planting.

mcern was raised about microclimate conditions brought about by declining
.ght levels due to building near the canal. The canalis biodiversity will be
fected by light levels.

)en & green space

rovision for open space was considered to be inadequate, especially the iLong
irki green (?) space in the north of the site, appearing very modest for such
1 intense development. There appeared to the Forum to be little green space :
le proposals. There was support for green lungs in the site, as there is too
.ttle green space proposed to cope with the extra people, range of activities
1d density.

le use and type of open space was considered to be a key factor in assessing
le quality of life which would be experienced by site users. The uses of and
:mneral characteristics of the network of open spaces across the site should be
jreed at this early stage. The phrase éParki has green connotations, but the
mcept plans shows it to be hard landscape. The balance between activities,
raffic v pedestrians, informal v formal, greenness v. hard, needs to be agreec
: this stage for the value of each space to be fully understood.

1e response was pleased to see that the Long Park open space would be borderec
r residential uses, and this would make it more attractive for families and
rssidents of the local area.

I terms of open and green spaces connecting up with other green areas to creat
.1dlife corridors, it was noted that Camley Street Natural Park already
mtributed to this, and that a wildlife corridor should be considered running
)rth to south across the site.

rovision of viable public space in front of the Granary is proposed.

le need for a routeing of Pancras Road that respects the relationship between
.. Pancras station, Culross/Stanley Buildings, and the German Gym.

l1e overall density of the housing is very high. There is not a single garden «
.lotment area shown on the site. The Forum would wish to see considerably more
risure and open space in such a high density development.

lere are suggested changes to several zones to improve the layout and extent ¢
)en space. These concern reshaping zone R; redesigning of éwind tunneli i.e
roposed park; re-routing path north to south from park at gasholders round P
id S to north.

. was considered that there is a lack of detail about the impact on the ecolo«
id wildlife of Camley Street Park.

le response proposed that Camley Street Park should be extended south, and the
reen corridor extended along the south side of the Canal.

iIstainability

s a key London development site, and one with high transport accessibility, tlI
theme should be setting an example in terms of sustainability. There is an
yportunity for it to é€lead the fieldi in London / the world e.g. all buildings



1 the site should be built to iexcellenti BREEAM building standards, securing
wer levels of car usage across the site and setting up specific mechanisms
lereby users must enter into an agreed system rather than the more flexible
:ncouragementi proposals suggested by the supporting documents. The site shou!
11ly embrace the meaning of sustainability in all processes and facilities,
1ich would bring international accolades.

idividual suggestions include constructing holding tanks for rainwater on site
.th a slow release into the drains with foul discharge, and the need for a
:udy of flow capacity to the main sewer to be carried out.

i.CTION 3 - TRANSPORT

thicular routes

1e number of primary routes and vehicular junctions should be reduced n in
irticular the proposed line of Pancras Road is not popular as a route. There
iould be many routes within the site but not primary routes for large volumes
! traffic. This is supported by Paragraph 2.3.42 of the Joint Brief, which
reks to designate majority of new roads with the function of local access
)rads. Any new carriageway should be for access only.

le route layout needs to take account the variation of ground levels in the
.te, and primary routes including Goods Way and York Way and junctions should
roid inclines, in order to cause minimum noise and pollution.

)rads should be designed to discourage speeding e.g. Home Zones (20mph or less
wvements on all roads; curved roads to discourage speeding- in particular Gooc
:reet East and West are too straight. This is supported by Paragraph 2.3.42 o:
l1e Joint Brief.

.ven the public transport accessibility of the site, there should be minimal/
.mited private car access within the site, with the exception of taxis and
.sabled transport. Examples given include Greenwich Millennium Village n no
irking on-street, limited residential parking for both private and social
using etc. (See also Parking.)

l1e layout doesnit respect features like the Stanley or Culross buildings or
tisting railway tunnels, which are difficult to build over. The buildings cou:
» retained and the road layout amended to the improvement of the scheme. (See
mservation)

'imary road cuts through the public realm in Market Square. This should
»finitely be avoided. This is supported by Paragraph 2.42 of the Joint Brief
1ich seeks to create new urban squares and other people friendly places free
rom traffic.

)>ad widths- Generally it was thought that the road widths were too narrow to
.low for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists, though some respondents indicatec
1at wider roads would encourage more traffic to pass through the site. Bette:
ssignation and control of vehicles would allow more room for pedestrians and
rclists. One person noted that wider routes would result in more light into
tildings.

le minimum route widths should measure from the first floor building overhang,
iId not include any recessed ground floor level.



iIblic realm, roads, cycle paths, footpaths, etc should be designated public
.ghway and adopted and managed by the local authorities.

le person commented on uutility ducting n when the site is developed the
:ility companies will be repeatedly digging up York Way and Pancras Road to Il
| telecoms, water, gas etc. A Section 106 agreement could build a large publ:
:ility duct, owned by the Council up the east and west sides of the site to
revent repeated disruption of the road surface.

:destrian and Cycle Routes

le Forum considers that the planning application should give priority to
t1lking and cycling routes (supported by Policy KC6 of Chapter 13 of Camdenis
)P (adopted 2003) n in the application the emphasis is seen to be on vehicles
1st majority of respondents considered cyclists, pedestrians and vehicles
iould have defined paths on primary, secondary and tertiary routes and in othe
iblic realm areas. Currently only York Way/ Goods Way and Pancras Road have
parate cycle routes- as a minimum all primary routes should have are separate
rcle lanes.

le side of Long Park should be for pedestrians only. This is supported by
iragraph 2.42 of the Joint Brief which seeks to create new urban squares and
:her people friendly places free from traffic.

.1 roads should have footpaths but not all footpaths need roads.

lere is a lack of perceived pedestrian access routes in zones L and K- there
iould be a pedestrian route from Bridge 1 (BR1l) north eastwards.

lere is support for the Al/ WR1l link aligned with Wharfdale Road, as advocatec
1 the Joint Brief at Paragraph 3.3.20. Some comments are that: éPedestrian
ute Al should be an actual link, rather than a potential onei and éNetwork
1il and the developers should have a joint development for bridge WR1l1i.

rcle routes within the site should be integrated with cycle routes surroundinc
le site, and measures taken to ensure that it does so as part of this planninc
yplication. It was not clear how the cycle route proposed through the northe:
iId of Camley Park joined with a network effectively. Measures need to be
idertaken outside and around the site to ensure effective integration. This i:
ipported by Paragraph 2.3.26 of the Joint Brief.

1in crossing of Goods Way and routes over Bridges 1 and 2 need sensitive
reatment. There will be conflict between pedestrians and vehicles.

yme communities, such as Islamic women, do not ride bicycles, but instead wil:
11k or take public transport, such as trams. Acceptable forms of transport £«
.1 should be a key concern and further consultation is required to ensure that
ley are fully catered for.

‘edestrian and cycle routes need to be physically overlooked to increase
itural surveillance for safety reasons - routes overlooked by residents in
round floor housing are safer at night than those routes running past office
.ocks nground floor housing was not included in the proposals but is the
referred form of security.

t1lking from west through the site to Kings Cross needs to be made safe by bei
rerlooked by residential accommodation i.e. housing south of the canal.



:destrian friendly measures such as two-way working in York Way, road narrowil
) provide crossings at desire lines and bus stops where people need them (i.e
.ose to junctions and places attracting large footfall) should be introduced.

:cess into the Site

lere was strong opposition to Bridge 3 (BR3 and CAM1l), arguing that it should
» deleted from the proposals, as it is not necessary, and it is more important
) protect the park .Suggested alternatives were to

rovide a ramp further north between Camley Street and towpath, and

rovide pedestrian and cycle link from Camley St to Agar Grove, or

‘ovide bridge to link development with Maiden Lane, and /or

rovide a third canal bridge but in a different position to link to the path oi
mley Street.

cycle and pedestrian route should be provided under St Pancras station
ttension to Brill Place.

lere are no sufficiently direct routes from the east (Camden). One person
:ntioned a lack of vehicular access to the north of the site from Camden.

1fe crossings of York Way should be provided in addition to those shown at
inctions. Safe crossings should also be identified throughout the site on
lditional routes such as Pancras Road and form part of the planning
yplication.

:cess within site

imber of bridges n some thought that there should be less, others up to six.
swweral people thought that Bridges 1 and 2 should be combined and that it
iould form a direct route north and not cut across Long Park. Several people
iought that Bridge 1 was in the wrong place and too wide and drops traffic in
le centre of the Granary open space, which is not acceptable. One suggestion
t1s that BR2 should be deleted (as unnecessary), and BR1 should be moved west
.n the place of BR2 - the site of the former Somers Bridge built in 1820), the
raffic flow would be directed up the side of Granary Square. The relocated BR!:
uld be reconstructed in a traditional style.

ilggestions included that traffic flow should not be directed to where the
.1lled in Granary Basin is, as this would prevent it being reopened in the
ilture. It could potentially be used for moorings, and would be a better
.ternative than the proposed square.

:her people thought that the current location of bridges BR1 and BR2 is
:ceptable. Several people thought BR 2 should be extended to comprise a flyowve
- underpass with shops/ kiosk over Goods Way, to avoid crossing busy road.

l1e person thought that priority should be given to smooth road traffic on maj¢
)ads, otherwise this would lead to problems with congestion, noise and
yllution as well as safety.

pact on Public Transport & highway networks

le Forum is concerned that the trips generated from the Kings Cross Central
swwelopment will significantly increase demand for public transport and
mgestion from vehicles on the highway network, without providing adequate
provements.



| particular the development will have a major impact on the public transport
ifrastructure, without making any contribution towards improvements. Comments
idicate that the developer should contribute to improvements to public
ransport infrastructure.

lere were several points made about the Transport Assessment. One considered
1at éthe assessment that existing infrastructure can cope takes no account of
le CTRL St Pancras Dispersal Study.i Another comment queried why the Transpo:
sjsessment included a high proportion of education journeys by car- which is
jainst all Camdenis policies and not necessary? Another person sought
.arification on the number of private car trips (per person and per vehicle)
;mnerated by the development in peak hours.

lere is considerable concern about the lack of integration of the transport
roposals in the surrounding area with the planning application at Kings Cross
mmtral.

le Forum considers that there should be additional bus services/ capacity
irving new and existing routes in and around the site. This is supported by tl
yint Brief in Para. 2.3.12 that wants to see the developer facilitating the
itroduction of additional/ extended/ diverted bus services that link the Main
iId Triangle sites with adjacent areas. Other concerns are the lack of good
:dicated bus interchange facilities; lack of integrated planning of internal
1s routes with outside; and loss of opportunity to rethink bus network over
1is part of central/ north London.

iternal bus routes may be acceptable but the Forum would need more informatio:
) know how they link with existing bus routes around the site. There was also
mcern expressed over the routing n routes south to north were clearer than
)rth to south. One suggestion was that all the routes which now terminate in
)rk Way should go via the development site, and route 31 should be extended
ito the site from the north.

le Forum is concerned about underground capacity and whether this will be able
) meet the trips generated by the additional numbers of people in the area. O1
idicated that they support the developeris contention that without the
mstruction of the Northern Ticket Hall the whole scheme is not achievable.
lere are concerns about inadequate circulation space on un-widened platforms
ild concourses for rail and underground and increase to dangerous limits on
ibe.

yme people wanted to see a new station at Maiden Lane. This is supported by tl
)int Brief in Paragraphs 2.3.13 and 2.3.14. It was thought that the reopenin«
! York Road underground station had the potential to alleviate overcrowding af
.ngs Cross, by acting as an extra in or out station on the Piccadilly line-
ich as Covent Garden and Leicester Square and Charing Cross and Embankment wo:
s pairs in Central London. In particular it could be way for passengers to
.sembark without having to go through Kings Cross.

yme people would like a tram around the site on existing roads. It was also
ilggested that this could be another suitable intermediate mode, such as a
yuble-deck guided bus, a light railway or a double-deck trolley bus.

l1e proposals will add to traffic pollution- extra cars and buses and taxis
Icrease congestion.



.ghway capacity is a key issue n many in the Forum do not believe that there :
ifficient/ lack of future capacity on York Way and Pentonville Road; Euston
)ad is already jammed.

lere was concern that the proposed crossroads at York Way/ Goods Street/
ypenhagen Street would cause significant traffic and congestion at that
inction. This should be addressed.

wwve highway networks been designed to take on use of bendy buses?

lere is concern about the knock on impact on available capacity further down
i1e bus / underground/ rail routes, even if there is enough space for passenge:
:arting their journey at Kings Cross. How has this been taken into account?

irking

le Forum thought that the provision of car parking spaces in the site would
icourage people to drive through the site. To have car parking spaces in the
.te means private car access within the site, which many people object to.
lere was considerable concern as to the levels of car access in the site. Giwve
1at this is the most accessible site in London, reliance on vehicle access
iould be reduced substantially. Some people thought that there should be no c:
:cess in the site, whereas others considered that there should be more
sstrictions on access than are currently proposed in the planning application
1 its current form, it was considered that the development proposals in the
.anning application are contrary to Policy KC7 of Chapter 13 of Camdenis UDP
1ich supports a development where car usage and car parking provision is at
.nimum levels necessary.

le Forum points out that this is a huge public transport interchange. This are
1s the best public transport accessibility in London, and therefore less car
irking is needed. Camden has examples of successful car free developments
.sewhere. The majorityis view is that the amount of car parking proposed in tl
.anning application is excessive and should be reduced, though was significant
ipport for having no car parking provision in the site. The Forum points out
1at for visitors arriving by train: car parking is available at train station:
iltside Greater London area e.g. Dorking, Guildford, Surrey stations and at
rignon, etc

number of people felt that the multi storey car park should be deleted from
le proposals.

wever if there has to be a multi storey car park in the development, the
1jority considered that it is better in the north of the site. One suggestion
1s that it could be linked to park and ride.

lite a number of people considered that there should no on street parking, or
! any is provided, it should be for disabled people only.

yme comments were that the car parking should be restricted to certain uses, ¢
roups of people. Many people thought there should only be car parking for
.sabled residents and other disabled people provided in the site. Other group:
lentified as having a priority need for car parking are residents with young
1ildren and the elderly. There is concern that families with children and
.der relatives have some form of car parking provision to ensure they will nof
» deprived of trips at evenings and weekends. It was thought that there shoul«
: a small amount of visitor car parking for the flats/ houses.



yme comments were that there should be no car parking for retail developments
id limited car parking for leisure developments.

lere was general support for the Council seeking a significant proportion of
:ar free housingi as proposed in Policy KC7 and Paragraph 13.55 of Chapter 13
! Camdenis Unitary Development Plan (adopted 2003). Many responses from the
)yrum indicate that there is too much car parking proposed, for example up to
% of the housing should be designated écar freei. One comment felt that éal:
yrusing should be car freei with some exception for disabled and possibly for
10se who professionally provide door to door services). Another comment felt
1at there should be no cars at all on site, as if the development is not car
ree, the 0.5 spaces per unit will not be sufficient and there will be chaos o1
l1e streets- particularly if proportion of higher income housing is exceeded.
lere was general support for a shared car scheme available to new residents ol
le site, and existing residents adjacent to the site. It was felt that this
iould replace car parking provision, for example the multi storey car park.

l1e person thought that perhaps a few French style electric cars should be
railable on loan to residents but car parking in the area should be minimal.
iother that the requirement for car parking should be reduced by provision of
\r hire / club facilities.

irly provision of car parking spaces is unacceptable and inconsistent with the
w car use ambitions of the developer. It would be contrary to the Parking
:andards in both Camdenis and Islingtonis adopted UDPis.

»tor cycle parking should be provided throughout the site.

le or two comments thought that the proposed amount of car parking in the
swwelopment is at the right level.

rcle Parking

le Forum supports the provision of high levels of cycle parking to be providec
1 excess of the Camden and Islingtonisi adopted standards. More cycle parkinc
s required to encourage cycling in the site.

)r the residential floorspace, in particular, there should be a minimum of 1
rcle parking place per flat, and for the 3 and 4 bedroom residential units,
lere should be a minimum of 2 spaces per flat.

rcle parking should be located all over the site. Secure cycle parks should b«
rovided near each entrance of each housing block, office block transport node
id recreation facility. One comment says that écycle parks should be all over
.te, close to point of use. Facilities for some bicycle parking should be nea:
rery building which has a public use.i The Forum supports paragraph 2.3.28 of
le Joint Brief that seeks the provision of on and off street secure parking
.th developments having locker and shower facilities where appropriate.

le Forum emphasises the need for high levels of cycle parking provision close
»y the transport hubs.

inovative solutions are needed - multilevel racks and mechanized bike parking
isement areas for bike storage & recharging electric buggies.

rcles should be given precedence.

lere should be high levels of cycle parking which should be complemented by
rcle facilities at the stations and dedicated cycle lanes throughout the



swwelopment. This supported by Policy KC6 of Chapter 13 of the Camdenis UDP
idopted 2003).

ravel Plan

ravel Plan and Transport Assessment should form part of the planning
yplication, otherwise it is not enforceable. This is supported by Policy 3C.2
! The London Plan which requires developments with significant transport
plications to include a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan as part of
.anning application.

l1e word €encouragei in the Travel Plan is completely worthless. More formal
mmitment is needed.

mpliance with the Travel Plan should be mandatory.

inal

roposals for canal are very poor and dismissive of sensitivities of canal and
:s full potential use and benefit.

1fety and perceived safety need to be addressed. Under bridge lighting
rsirable, though fewer bridges would be preferred.

)re should be made of the canal as a public transport route. This is supportec
r paragraph 2..3.12 in the Joint Brief, which considers water transport as
i1e of the main opportunities. Variety of ways that the canal could be use
)r transport are suggested, including transporting materials in the
mstruction phase; transporting waste and freight; canal buses (possibly a
.rect route to Camden Town and City Road) and taxis for commuters and tourist:
ssponses included that the canal should be used for leisure uses only, the
wpath for pedestrians only, and if Maiden Lane station is not built,
1ssengers should be ferried from Camden Road station to the west end of the
ck.

ilere should be access for disabled to the canal and toilets should be provide«
.thin the canal towpath. Signage is required for pedestrians in different
inguages, and to support disabled people.

lere is concern about possible overloading of canal towpath with pedestrians
id family groups, with children and prams. The towpath is also proposed as
t1jor cycle route, but this would create serious conflict amongst users. It is
icessary to provide an alternative route for cyclists (such as sections of the
e Navigation and Regents Canal in Haggerston) in order to attain the capacit:
:iquired for pedestrians, and there are opportunities for this at Kings Cross.
1e towpath should not be developed to resemble a street..

lere is one part of the towpath north of the Oblique Bridge where there is a
l1arp corner that needs attention.

1e canal should comprise a real link between northwest and south east.

1'sign of bridges to be canal style to retain the character of the important
ut sidelined) canal corridor.

:ction 4 - Housing

rerall numbers & breakdown by type



1 terms of amount of housing provision there is very strong support for more
)using on the site, particularly affordable housing which addresses the needs
! local people, in both Islington and Camden. Para. 13.43 of Chapter 13 of
imdenis UDP (adopted 2003) recognises the acute housing shortage in Camden.

1s suggested that other land uses, particularly commercial uses to the south ¢
le canal, should be reduced by 5% of the whole percentage and that this 5%
icrease be given to housing.

.1 the responses considered that the proposal relatively contains too many
1aller (1 and 2 bedroom) units and the developers should provide more family
1its (3 and 4+ bedroom units) in line with the figures given for demand for
)cial rented housing in the Joint Brief. This is supported by Policy KC4 of
i1apter 13 of Camdenis UDP (adopted 2003) which emphasises the need for larger,
mily housing units. The planning application increases the number of units
:2ing provided by having far more small ones than suggested in the Joint Brief
irgeting professional people (with high income) would not address housing
ssues in the area. Alternatively the number of smaller units should remain as
roposed, but additional larger units should be provided to meet the
:\quirements of the Joint Brief.

. was suggested that there is a need for more young people on the site and fo:
rovision of a good primary school to address the needs of young families.

.s0 suggested was that within each suggested development zone providing housii
lere should be both public and private housing to ensure integration of socio-
ronomic groups and different ethnicities

.though the Forumis comments indicate a strong demand for larger family socia:
;nted/ affordable accommodation, it was generally considered that the mix of
.fferent size units should be the same for market and affordable housing. The:
iould be some social housing in small units for low paid people to be able to
.ve in the area. Overall though, for both market and affordable housing, the
phasis should be on the larger units.

wwing consulted with local communities, in terms of the type of housing
mership (rented, shared ownership, owner occupier, etc) in demand in the loc:
rea, the Forum has found that all types of housing are required, but
irticularly affordable housing, and especially social rented and shared
mership.

)cation

more mixed development would be more socially sustainable assisting the
mmunity to live close to where they work. More housing should be located in
le middle of the business area and not as far isolated as in zone F. Housing
irticularly south of the canal would act to improve community safety- an Eeye
I the streeti.

le Forum proposes that there should be some ground floor housing both north ai
uth of the canal. Ground floor housing will give an increased sense of safet:
) pedestrians in the area at night time. Family housing, with access to large
irraces or private/ communal amenity space, and housing for disabled people
iould be on the ground floor. Disabled housing should be in defendable courts
) give a sense of community. Zones J and S were identified as suitable for



round floor family housing. Family housing should be affordable/ preferably
)cial rented.

: was felt acceptable that housing could be located along the canals, on uppe:
.0ors (depending on ground floor use) in south of the site, and on main retai:
:reets.

lerever the housing is in the site, outlook is a key factor. There was concer:
1at housing development should be well sited to improve the quality of life £«
rsidents. Housing development should be avoided where it overlooks busy roads,
icluding York way, and pollution and noise. E.g. busy road, entertainment
:mntre, rail track with noisy air conditioning units with rolling stock by bloc

lere was some agreement that the mix of different size units should be simila:
)r both market and affordable housing, but with no more than 10% -25% single
:d/ studio in market housing. It is considered essential to have the Planning
rief proportions of larger units for the affordable housing 50%, but desirablc¢
)r market housing in order to have a mixed and integrated community. For
tample, 30% 2 bedroom units for market and affordable housing. 50% 3 and 4
:*droom units for affordable houses.

ymments related to specific zones

)using is necessary in zones south of the canal, such as upper floors of zone:
and B, though zone F is considered the wrong place for housing.

)using in zone T should only face into the site, and not towards the railway
.ne.

)using in zone N (the gasholders )should be significantly reduced- this shoul«
)t be a predominantly housing area, but should have a greater proportion of D:
ild D2 uses, possibly including local tourism uses, art gallery, park, museum,
:C.

yrusing should be located away from York Way (in zones F, J, R, S, T), because
! pollution and noise. Commercial uses should be on the main roads. The
)rthern part of York Way is on a hill and ramp- therefore pollution is higher
lere than if it were on level roadway.

yrusing should also be avoided in close proximity to entertainment centres.
’Tiews to the canal should be maximised. Housing in P should look towards the
inal. There should be housing in zone L that looks out towards the canal.
yusing should be built on the south side of Goods Way and look north over the
inal.

tke zone E housing. Rehabilitation of the existing housing in Culross, Stanle:
)rth, Stanley south buildings.

me M should have housing.

yusing should look over the Boulevard and Long Park.

le gas holder area should comprise a museum or other heritage uses, and not
11y be used for private housing.

fordable Housing provision

le Forum considers that given the needs of local communities 50%- 70% of the
)using on the site should be affordable. The London Plan says that the Mayor:
:rategic target for London is that 50% of (housing) provision should be



fordable. Policy KC4 of Chapter 13 of Camdenis UDP (adopted 2003) also
:qquires 50% of the net new housing to be affordable.

le affordable housing should be mixed up amongst all the other housing, so as
) avoid creating ghettoes. There should be affordable housing in the south of
le site. This is recognised by Paragraph 2.9.17 in the Joint Brief, which say:
1at éthe affordable housing should not be located in discrete areas or as larc
states but should be integrated into the wider development, along with market
yusing, and other uses.i This also relates to concerns that the surrounding
)cial rented sector is currently being reduced through right to buy, so this
.Xx should be extended.

.1 housing should be integrated with no geographical separation. Affordable
yusing (incl. social rented family housing) should be mixed with single adult
mer occupier households and others. The Forum wishes to avoid the creation o:
sxxpensivel ghettoes. To aid the social mix and ensure a sustainable community
iere should be no geographical separation of the affordable/ market housing.
fordable and market housing should be in the same blocks, with family housinc
1 the lower floors - mixing éfor purchasei housing single/ mixed adult
yuseholds with larger units- mainly social renting for large families.
itegration also takes place by addressing community needs and activities, and
1is factor will play an important role in the success of the community n see
mmunity Facilities.

:cess to affordable housing

ymments include -

lere should be 70% social rented and 30% intermediate affordable housing. Thi:
s in line with the Policy KC4 of Chapter 13 of Camden UDP (adopted 2003) anc
l1e Joint Brief.

:her responses support that the percentage should be 50% intermediate housing
iId 50% social rented housing.

rgarding intermediate housing, it was thought that the emphasis should be on
l1ared ownership and keyworker housing. Intermediate housing should have
sstrictions on transfer rules, to ensure that it stays with the intended user:
iId is not sold off in the long term. Some responses propose that intermediate
yusing should include the refurbishment of existing residential units, and
:iction 106 agreements used to move social housing to high quality areas outsic
le development and impact areas to improve the social mix of the area in
;neral. Good examples given in Camden in last 30 years include: 1. Branch Hil:
)using, Hampstead 2. Russell Nurseries, Belsize Park, NW3 3. Highgate New Towl
lere should be a range of affordable housing tenures and structures including
)re co-operatives.

1| terms of priority for affordable housing, a range of options were proposed
icluding

1% should be social housing for existing families in the surrounding estates
10 have children in further education or for those in housing association
:commodation with €intermediate qualificationsi i.e. keyworkers.

\ theme that was strongly supported was that local key workers should have
riority. Local people to have a priority n the area is focus for people over



le country and abroad, but area should not be made to accommodate this
:herwise it will be an unbalanced community.

.1 groups (local people, disabled, elderly families, key workers, young peopl¢
iould be considered and should be catered for. They will change over time, buil
good mix is desirable.

.ming

le Forum believes that there should be market and affordable housing provided
1 each phase of the development, and the sequencing of housing (zone by zone)
iould be an agreed part of the outline planning permission. The housing
mstruction should be front loaded- up to 40% of the housing should be built :
le first phase to create a hub of activity by local residents. Intermediate
yusing- especially key worker housing- should be given priority. This is
ipported by Policy KC4 of Chapter 13 of Camdenis UDP (adopted 2003) which say:
1at the early provision of social and intermediate housing and other housing
iould be a significant element of each major development phase. Care
ioould be taken in the phasing of the development, so that the impact of overa:
.te construction on housing is reduced.

1 the first phase to support the residents in the new housing the following
iould be built -

thool, nursery, community centres, canal refurbishing.

)otpaths and cycle paths should be high quality near residential accommodatiol
I routes to and from this.

le sequencing of housing should be part of the planning permission so that
mmunity is viable at every stage.

le Triangle site
. was agreed that the planning application does not contain the right mix of
.fferent size units, with too many small 1/ 2 bed units proposed which was
remed unacceptable. The proposed emphasis on small units is contrary to the
sccommended breakdown of different size units in the Islingtonis AHSPG (April
103). The breakdown of units suggested by the Forum varies.

3 and 5 bed units should be provided in line with the Councilis requirement:
1 the Joint Planning Brief but more 2-3 beds required.
» more than 10% studio and 15% 1 bed: 40% 2 bed: 20% 3 bed: 20% 4 bed.
% 3 bed and 15% 4 bed 50% 2 bed or at minimum, the levels set by Camden
runcil and Islington Council.
bed 20%; 2 bed 30%; 3 bed 30-35%, 4 bed and 4 bed or larger 20%.
lere is felt to be an over supply of small executive expensive flats in the
rea. There are many very small housing units in the surrounding area, many of
t1ich are moving into private ownership. There should be a greater number of
irger units to satisfy larger families, but there should also be some social
yusing in small units for low paid people to be able to live in the area. Aga:
reds are likely to change over time.
1aller units were considered acceptable at higher levels.
lere is a need to encourage younger peo