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Response by the Forum

The King’s Cross Development Forum is concerned with ensuring that development of the
King’s Cross area meets the needs of people living or working there now and in the future. It
comprises individuals and representatives of many organisations from the local communities.

The scheme was described to the Forum by the architects (Stanton Williams), Network Rail
and Transport for London (London Underground management) at a meeting on 4 November.
The Forum is grateful for having had this opportunity to hear about the scheme and is now
able to comment fully on the current proposals.

The Forum understands the constraints under which the architects have been working. It is
glad that Network Rail held a public consultation (though better publicity and more
information should have been provided). It acknowledges that the scheme has been improved
in response to the public consultation.

However, the Forum has various extremely important concerns. Most of these arise because
there appears to be no co-ordinated planning: the scheme is a partial plan that does not deal
with the whole Square, all the contents of its part of the Square, or the experience of
travellers once they leave the Square. Yet the site has national and international significance
for its listed buildings and as a transport hub.

The requirements for the site inevitably conflict. There is competition for such space as the
site can spare. This makes the need for co-ordination all the more critical.

The scheme is not due for implementation before 2013. The Forum recommends that the
plans be sent back for modification and completion before the submission of a fresh
planning application. The Forum expands on the reasons for this below.

1. Road crossings. The scheme does not consider road crossings, apparently because they are
the responsibility of Transport for London (street management). However, the volume of
pedestrian traffic envisaged by Network Rail, and already apparent around the Station, make
the current arrangements untenable. The Forum understands that Transport for London is to
put forward plans for the crossing by Argyle Street; however, in the opinion of the Forum
more extensive changes are likely to be needed, to give more direct access across Euston



Road from King’s Cross Square, perhaps as at Oxford Circus. This has been requested on
many occasions over the last five years (most recently at the Place Shaping workshops held
by Camden). The plans should not be considered until the street crossing problems
around the site have been resolved and the natural pedestrian traffic flows can be
modelled.

2. Design consistency. The covering of the stairs closest to the Station, and the taxi stand
canopy, have not been integrated into this scheme and have been designed by different
architects, apparently at the behest of English Heritage. The emphases are said to be on
granite-clad sculptural forms in one case and on lightness and invisibility in the other. The
plans should provide evidence that the designs form a consistent and unified whole.

3. Signs. All signage has been omitted from the plans, apparently at the suggestion of the
Camden planning officers. Without signs the design is incomplete and the views are
misleading. Large clear signs are needed for strangers to find their ways around this transport
hub, but street clutter is extremely unsightly and will destroy the ambience. As a major aim of
this whole scheme is to provide clear views of King’s Cross Station, a planning application
that does not describe the position and size of the signs is seriously incomplete. The plans
should incorporate the signage.

4. Bicycle stands. The scheme provides no bicycle stands. The Forum considers that cyclists
should not have to walk to Building B1, or even to Station Square, to find bicycle stands, and
that bicycle stands could be positioned near the Egg or the Rotunda without obscuring the
view of the Station or impeding pedestrian access much. The plans should ensure that the
site, as a major transport hub, provide bicycle stands in accordance with the London
Plan.

5. Bus stops. The scheme provides relatively little shelter. The Forum does not share the
belief, apparently held by Transport for London (bus management), that the canopy would
not be used by bus passengers sheltering. As the canopy inevitably obtrudes into the view of
the Station from the south, the Forum suggests that, by making the canopy wider (to the
north, so that its northern edge would align with that of the Rotunda, or to the south, so that it
would be closer to the bus stops), more waiting space could be provided without worsening
the view.

6. Shops. The scheme appears to have enlarged the Egg to include shops, though shops are
not ‘plant’ and there are shops in the adjacent Western Concourse. This jars with the remarks
made by the planning inspector at the appeal about the London Underground surface
structures in 2010, when he said “I acknowledge that most of the contents of the Egg are
permitted and have been efficiently fitted into the space. However, the bin store is not ‘plant’
as permitted by the CTRL Act and could be located elsewhere.” According to Network Rail
(in a press release of 13 September) “The creation of a brand new concourse will mean
passengers will enjoy over 27,000 sq ft of new shops and restaurants.” That sounds like
enough.



7. Taxi stand canopies. There is a gap between the taxi stand canopy and the Egg that does
not contribute greatly to pedestrian access or the view west from the Square. Even taking into
account safety and security requirements the taxi stand canopy could extend to the Egg to
give better protection to people, include bicycle stands, and appear similar to the other Square
canopies.

8. Granite cladding and paving. Dark granite seems an oppressive material for both the
vertical surfaces and the horizontal surfaces. A lighter tone, perhaps in another stone, would
be more cheerful and more in keeping with the brickwork of the Station.



