
Kings Cross Development Forum 

Planning reference number 2011/0639/P 

“Reserved matters in connection with the erection of a 15 storey building within 

Development Zone R4 to be used for residential purposes from upper ground level to level 14 

(total of 117 units comprising 78 general needs social rented, 24 shared ownership and 15 

mental health supporting housing), internal cycle parking and services area at lower ground 

floor level and retail/café /bar/takeaway uses (classes A1-A5), office (Class B1) and/or 

potential community and leisure uses (Classes D1-D2) at ground floor level on the York Way 

frontage, together with adjacent public realm and new road junctions; submission of 

associated details in compliance with condition nos. 3, 9, 10, 12, 16-24, 27-30, 43, 56, 60, 61, 

62, and 64-67 of Outline Permission reference 2004/2307/P, dated 22nd December 2006 (for 

a comprehensive, phased, mixed-use development of former railway lands within the Kings 

Cross Opportunity Area).” 

Response by the Forum 

In the quest to make proposals for R4 more satisfactory for future residents we offer the 

following comments. A little more effort with the proposals could make them work better for 

residents: 

 Amenity space. We are disappointed at the small quantity of amenity space proposed. 

At outline stage we were afraid that good family living quality could not be achieved 

at the proposed densities. It looks as though we were right. 

 Supported housing access from bus stop. Externally this is a longish route around the 

building, but most importantly down a slope of 3 metres; Residents could go through 

the main housing entrance, but surely this will be electronically controlled (a 

difficulty for them) – from there they would then go down one floor to the lower 

lobby, out into the open to their own block entrance, and then around to and up the lift 

to their flat. In a nutshell, a tortuous route for the least mobile. 

 Supported housing relationship of common room and an external sitting area. These 

are needed and should be linked for this type of accommodation; The small 

landscaped court seems to be intended for all residents, supported included. For the 

latter it is severed from their common room by a public path and is far from the ideal 

of being semi-private; This should be improved; supported residents we assume will 

also have full height window/doors – important to ensure visual contact with the 

outside; We wonder if supported residents are expected to use the refuse bins – 

another tortuous process. 

 Commercial premises. It is right to have these as a buffer at ground level, but are they 

intended as shops – or could they be for other B uses? We think shops serving the 

majority of housing would be better grouped around the junction with York Way, 

beyond block R5. There a range of facilities could be provided to meet everyday 

community needs i.e. more than just a convenience store; We accept there is the 



problem of phasing with this – R4 residents need shops soonest; Could the shops at 

Copenhagen St be their stop gap until other phases are completed? 

 Skateboard park. We imagine this will be designed to be secure at night. If not it 

could prove a nuisance to residents – the experiences of residents around Cantelowes 

Park attest to the need for enclosure – they are on record. 

 Refuse wheelies. These are located, as they should be, out of the way, but rather too 

much so. The ideal is for them to be en route out of the building – not down a flight, 

through doors to the outside and back in to the bin store thence back up again to go on 

one’s way. 

 Cycle stores. Access to these also needs to be more direct. 

 Balconies/contact with the outside. We are concerned that the percentage of dwellings 

with balconies is too low, while acknowledge that, at least, family flats with the larger 

number of bedrooms all have balconies. But few of the two bedroom dwellings, 

which will also house families, have balconies. The placing of balconies has, to quite 

an extent, been influenced by aesthetic considerations – at corners and spanning the 

middle block. With adjustment a higher percentage of provision is surely possible; In 

mitigation, we note that all dwellings have full height door/windows in living spaces 

with external protective balustrades – good. 

 Landscaping. It is difficult to fully appreciate intentions from the drawings; basically 

we have the same concerns as we had with Sainsbury’s (R2) – a building block sitting 

tightly in a ring of pavement. More attention has been given here to navigating the 

slopes. The wider planted pavement on York Way is commendable, but the sides and 

back seem constrained and severe. 

 


