
King’s Cross Development Forum 

Planning reference number 2011/0431/P 

 “Submission of Reserved Matters relating to Development Zone R5 North to construct a 

residential led mixed-use development comprising three blocks (2 storey west block, 8 storey 

east block and a part 8 / part 16 storey north block to front York Way) providing a total of 

144 residential units (63 general needs social rented, 40 shared ownership, 40 extra care units 

and 1 market unit) with 675 square metres of commercial floor space comprising five units 

for either retail/restaurant/bar uses (classes A1-A4), business and employment use (Class B1) 

and/or community use (Class D1) at ground floor level (two units in north block, two in west 

block and one in east block), 2 blue-badge car-parking spaces,132 cycle parking spaces, 

associated servicing areas together with adjacent public realm and open space. Matters 

addressed by this submission entail associated details in compliance with condition nos. 3, 9, 

10, 12, 14,16-24, 27-28, 31, 33-36, 39, 42-43, 45-46, 48-49, 51, 56, 60, 62, and 64-67 of the 

outline planning permission for a comprehensive, phased, mixed-use development of former 

railway lands within the Kings Cross Opportunity Area (Ref: 2004/2307/P granted subject to 

s106 agreement on 22 December 2006).”   

Response by the Forum 

These comments by the Planning Response Team of the King‟s Cross Development Forum 

relate not only to 'town planning' but also to matters which should concern owners, operators 

and occupiers, to whom the comments are also being sent. Our comments in summary are: 

 We remain to be convinced that good living conditions for families with small 

children can be achieved, even by good design, on upper floors and at these densities.  

 Our experience suggests that the pick-up /drop-off activity associated with extra care 

housing takes up much more than the one vehicle space so far allocated. 

 We have other concerns, including safety. 

1. Comparison with the earlier submission. The scheme has been improved in many practical 

ways that should make it better for its residents. In particular: 

 There is no basement, so the cycle, refuse and general stores are all at ground level. 

 The extra care residents are bound to feel closer to the „J‟ community. 

 The internal „garden‟ is more secure.  

2. Extra Care setting down provision. The setting down provision near the main entrance to 

the extra care provision looks inadequate: it is shown as one vehicle space. How is demand 

calculated? Quite a few pick-ups  or drop-offs are likely to happen at the same time and each 

can take quite a few minutes. Are the experts on this in the relevant Camden departments 

happy with this?  



3. Extra care roof terraces. The roof terraces will ensure privacy and visual contact with the 

world around. The terrace in the link with the north block, however, is severely overlooked. 

How can this be improved? Will residents adjacent to this terrace relish looking down over 

it? Will it not be affected by wind between the two blocks (which will be compounded by the 

angle of the walls bounding it)? 

4. Housing mix. The difficulties experienced by families with small children when they lived 

above ground level were well documented in the 60s. Since then political pressure has caused 

many a blind eye to be cast over the topic: generally the case has been to put them wherever 

there are sites! The 3,4,5 bed units do not appear to be suitable accommodation for families 

other than extended grown-up households. 

5. Dwelling plan types. We advise making changes to some dwelling types (though this is not 

strictly a matter of town planning). The kitchens seem to have been devised with little 

knowledge of accepted design principles, such as the desirability of most working/preparation 

work space being between the sink and cooker. There is a fire risk in having the cooker in 

front of window MA2 m3-A. The door opening into cooker zone GNSR-3b5-B is plain 

dangerous. 

6. Distinctions between blocks. The designers have tried hard to soften the reality of 

designing by numbers. The application mentions how the facades evolved. However, the 

subtlety in how the blocks will be distinguished is likely to be appreciated only by designers. 

In particular, the massive street fronts are not broken up by (for example) letting the taller 

section of the north block protrude or recede. 

 

7. Distinctions between sides of blocks. There is much mention of the 'external' and 'internal' 

look of the north block. What does this mean? In the past there was a clear front and back to 

most housing: blocks faced their streets and the sides and backs were 'not to be seen', so they 

were where the pipes ran and inferior materials were used. No longer is this the case: here the 

north block is double sided, with dwellings on either side of a central corridor. Does it also 

need to be separately clothed?  

 

8. Distinctions between elements on sides of blocks. On the north block, there is a portal with 

boldly coloured geometric pattern, and "[other] communal entrances adopt the same 

decorative finish". More generally, the application describes 'richly textured facades', with 

strong vertical and horizontal elements, and coloured ornamental ceramic upstands. The end 

product is difficult to visualize precisely. Will it lose design integrity and simplicity by being 

dressed too variably? 


