
King’s Cross Development Forum 

Meeting 7:00 p.m. 16 April 2014 

Committee Room 1, Camden Town Hall, Judd Street, London WC1H 9JE 

1                      Attendance 

1.1                   Present 

Del Brenner, Jeannie Burnett, Tim Burnett, Helia Evans, Aileen Hammond, Hayley Harding, Jim 

Humphris, Philip James, Deklan Kilfeather, Jasmine King, Ernie Lew, Peter Lewis, Ryan Maphosa, 

John Mason, Robert Milne, Norman Sheppard, Herman Tribelnig, Sasha Watson, Ben Williams and 

Chris Yang 

1.2                   Apologies 

Raphael Andrews, Andrew Bosi, John Chamberlain, Paul Convery, Hugh Lake, Martin Morton, 

Graham Newsome, Diana Shelley, Jonathan Simpson, Lisa Tang and Malcolm Tucker 

2                   Previous meeting 

2.1                   Notes 

The notes for the meeting of 12 February 2014  had been circulated and posted on the website and 

were formally approved. 

2.2                   Matters arising 

Nothing was discussed. 

3                       Developments 

3.1                    B6 

Samina Shahazady, of Porphyrios Associates, described the plans for Building B6. Planning approval 

(with conditions on the external finishes and lights) was granted in 2010. However, though the 

adjoining buildings (other than Building B5) are now nearing completion, construction of Building B6  

did not start and the original plans have been set on one side in favour of some revised plans. The aim 

of the revision was said to be to respond to the adjoining buildings as they are now emerging. 

The original plans used stone finishes for the first two floors and brick finishes thereafter, but the 

revised plans use stone finishes throughout, with natural stone pilasters for the first two floors and 

reconstituted stone uprights and cladding thereafter. The fenestration has also changed: the original 

plans had horizontal arrays of windows that were fairly small except on the north side (facing the 

Regent’s Canal), but the revised plans have vertical arrays of windows that are rather larger and set 

back within heavy stone surrounds. The north elevation now has two “towers” (which are actually 

corner pavilions that are lower than the floors behind them) and various stone details that seem to be 

still in states of flux: within the past few weeks the crowns of the “towers” have been reshaped, the 

cornices have lost their scallops and the strings courses have been re-emphasised. The general effect 

is both clumsy and fussy at once, and reminiscent of an inter-war office block such as Shell Mex 

House (between the Strand and the Embankment), rather than anything that is or was in the railway 

lands.   



In response to the suggestion that the “towers” were not making prominent enough statements, the 

architect remarked that they should not be seen as towers. A belated opportunity to comment on them 

will be provided when the planning application has been submitted; the Planning Response Team  is 

expected to respond on behalf of the Forum. 

Some discussion ensued on the access routes, though those have already been approved in earlier 

planning applications (for the basement and the public realm in and around Pancras Square). Attempts 

were being made to ensure that the side roads leading towards Pancras Square offered turning circles 

to taxis but were not monopolised by taxis and to ensure that deliveries were phased according to a 

booking system that mitigated congestion. The main entrances to the buildings were seen as being on 

Pancras Square, which provides the address of the buildings even if it does not provide their most 

significant elevations. 

3.2                   Cubitt Square 

Alex Woolmore of Argent summarised the changes to the design of Cubitt Square since the 

presentation to the Forum in 2013. The only significant ones are in the configurations and materials of 

the water jets, seating and paving. The water jets now face into a shallow pool. The seating is set back 

away from the water jets and is made of wood, not stone, to attune better with the Park. The paving 

takes a herring bone pattern of granite setts in two different shades and textures. 

3.3                   Cubitt Park 

Alex Woolmore of Argent summarised the changes to the design of Cubitt Park since the presentation 

to the Forum in 2013. The only significant one is that there is now to be a service road along the edge 

of the Park. It is intended only for service traffic, will appear as far as possible part of the Park and 

will be surfaced accordingly (with resin-bonded gravel, for example). It will be included in the 

planning applications for the buildings served, not that for the Park. 

4  Design and Access Forum 

Nothing was reported. 

5                       Construction Impact Group 

Nothing was reported. 

6                       Operations 

6.1  The provision of primary health care 

Ben Williams reported on a meeting between Frances Hasler, Liz Brutus and himself , which focussed 

on the Primary Health Care Centre identified in the Section 106 agreement for King’s Cross Central. 

Frances Hasler is the Director of Health Watch Camden, which is the successor of Camden LINk 

intended to provide a channel for local influence on the design and delivery of local health 

services. Liz Brutus is a Consultant in Public Health  (Long term conditions and Integrated Care) for 

Camden and Islington Public Health. 

Camden and Islington Public Health will be producing (probably in May) a report for affected 

Camden councillors and NHS England on the options for primary care provision in the area based on 

current and projected population needs and the opinions of stakeholders. NHS England will decide on 

what will be done.  



The options being considered are:  

 Expanding an existing practice without building . 

 Expanding an existing practice by building on their current sites. 

 Moving an existing practice.  

 Having a satellite branch for an existing practice. 

 Having a new primary care centre (as in the Section 106 Agreement). 

 Having a walk in centre (as in the Section 106 Agreement). 

 Relying on electronic consultations. 

The preferred option was not stated but is suspected to include not making provision in King’s Cross 

Central (as so far the provision has been assessed as adequate). Having a new primary care centre is 

seen as especially risky, because set up costs are high and the doctors would start with no patients on 

their lists. 

The existing practices being looked at are: 

 James Wigg, Bartholomew Road, NW5 2BX 

 Caversham, Peckwater Street, NW5 2UP. 

 Goodinge, North Road, N7 9EW.  

Registration with primary health care centres is now "open" and not dependent on post codes:  from 

October a customer can register anywhere. However, Bingfield Street and Killick Street are not being 

looked at, despite their proximity to King’s Cross Central. 

Members of the Forum drew attention to the report by Erica Ison of the Institute of Health Sciences in 

2003, archived as parts one, two and three. It established the requirements for primary health care 

facilities near King’s Cross and motivated the inclusion of the Primary Health Care Centre in the 

Section 106 Agreement. It was not clear whether the current work on requirements was taking 

account of this or why the requirements were not longer though to be so demanding. Mention was 

also made of the summary of the state of affairs by Camden LINk in 2011 assembled here. 

The funding crisis in the NHS could well be influencing thinking about the options, as organisations 

were desperately juggling for funds. Other models (such as that in Bromley-by-Bow, where the 

church is providing the premises for a practice) might need to be considered. 

Islington and Camden Public Health and NHS England need to hear from local people (though 

nobody was available to attend the Forum meeting). Members of the Forum agreed that the 

background needed further investigation, and that pressure needed to be applied. To these ends 

Campaign Company should be contacted to arrange sessions with tenants and residents associations 

and there should if necessary be a written or electronic petition, accompanied or followed by 

newspaper articles.  The Forum would form a Public Health Team to implement appropriate actions.  

http://www.kxrlg.org.uk/news/PCTonASG1.pdf
http://www.kxrlg.org.uk/news/PCTonASG2.pdf
http://www.kxrlg.org.uk/news/PCTonASG3.pdf
http://www.camdenlink.info/files/downloads/reports/Kings%20X_2.pdf


7  Future meetings 

Nothing was discussed. 

8  Actions 

The Planning Response Team to devise the response on the application for Building B6. 

The Health Planning Team to become familiar with the relevant parts of the Section 106 Agreement, 

the report by Erica Ison, and the subsequent documentation by Camden LINk, . 

Ben Williams to arrange for the current investigations to be explained to the Forum or the Rubicon 

Court and Saxon Court tenants and residents association. 

The Health Planning Team to propose and implement any further steps, such as defining the contents, 

recipients, distribution and publicity of  a petition about primary health care facilities for King’s Cross 

Central. 


