
 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 Page 1 of 5 

response to community involvement planning questions 3 october 2011 

 

KINGS CROSS DEVELOPMENT FORUM 

Chair: H. B. LAKE   17 Camden Square, London NW1 9UY 

Tel: 020 7267 5128     email: HUGHLAKE@AOL.COM 

 

 

Jenny Jones      3 October 2011 

Chair, Planning and Housing 

London Assembly 

City Hall 

The Queen's Walk 

London SE1 2AA 

 

Dear Ms Jones, 

 

Response to Community Involvement Planning Questions 
 

Thank you for inviting the King’s Cross Development Forum (KXDF) to respond to your 

Committee’s review of Community Involvement Planning.  We welcome this London Assembly 

initiative and are delighted to be able to respond on behalf of the KXDF and its member 

organisations.  We regret that our response has been delayed because of the difficulty of 

contacting all our member organisations over the summer period but trust that you will be able to 

note our comments in your published briefing material. 

 

As a local umbrella group the KXDF has achieved, since its inception in 2002, recognition and 

some success in articulating the views of a wide community that surrounds the 67 acre King’s 

Cross. 

 

Achievements of community involvement 

 

There are many examples of successful community interactions with small and large scale plans 

and we are encouraged by your proposals to seek greater involvement by neighbourhood groups.  

A few examples spring to mind: 

 Saving St. Pancras station, with the help of Sir John Betjeman 

 The Regent Quarter on the east side of King’s Cross Station, which without 

community involvement would have lost its unique character 

 Tolmer’s Square, to the west of Euston, was saved by an active community 

campaign 

 Some CAACs have proven to be a very effective force with their Local Councils’ 

Planning Departments, developers and the community  

 Maiden Lane estate, to the North of King’s Cross, where the Residents’ Association 

plays an important role in representing the interests and concerns of that 

community. 

 

Limitations of community involvement 

 

We recognise the tendency for neighbourhood groups to become active only when there is a 

perceived threat to their neighbourhood; while this is understandable, legitimate and from time to 

time necessary, it is usually in response to a planning process that already has momentum.   
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We also recognise the multiplicity and diversity of ‘neighbourhood’ groups, depending on their 

location, interests and the current local development situation, their transient nature and their 

often ‘nimby’ or personal objectives. As in the rest of the country, in London such groups tend to 

be interested in plans only within ‘their own village’. 

 

We note that developers and local planners are often seen to be reluctant to involve local 

communities at an early stage because of the extra effort and cost that this often involves. We 

therefore welcome your proposals for communities to be informed at the earliest stages and 

particularly to provide input prior to formulation of plans. 

 

Proposals for neighbourhood groups 

 

We feel that some form of definition, scope and criterion for what constitutes a ‘neighbourhood 

group’ should be made clear through your proposals, to ensure genuinely representative 

community involvement. A short un-bureaucratic form stating: objectives, group constitution 

and numbers, or perhaps endorsement from local councillors at the Ward level, should suffice for 

legitimation.  

 

From time to time there should be some simple check that the aims and objectives of any group 

are still valid, that they remain representative of their community, and that the group feels, and in 

fact has been, effective in influencing the strategy, planning and projects in its area of interest.  

 

In response to your specific questions: 

 

1. How will [could?] neighbourhood planning work in London? What new approaches 

are needed to reflect London’s unique situation? 

 

We are asking for greater clarity of the ‘Planning Process’, the points of interaction, and 

improved feedback.   

 

It must be made much clearer what local people and neighbourhood groups can actually affect. 

We believe this will require a major simplification of policy documents, strategy statements, 

local plans and proposed programmes and projects. The linkage between these documents must 

be self-evident to new users and easy to track and must highlight the points of public interaction. 

We believe that much of the planning process mystique could be removed through the use of 

‘gateways’ and ‘traffic-lights’ to explain the progress at each stage. 

 

Regarding the points of interaction, it is important to know the stages in the planning process 

when neighbourhoods can, and should, make representations.  

 

2. What impact will the proposals have on local involvement planning? 

  

Unless the process is clarified and simplified as proposed above we feel that, under the proposed 

more devolved system, it may more difficult to get anything new or innovative approved, 

because without the clear matching of authority with liability for decisions it could be difficult to 

prevent the planning process degenerating into legal disputes. 

 

3. To what extend will local people be able to realise their development priorities through 

neighbourhood plans? 
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The creation of neighbourhood plans takes concentrated time and effort by some dedicated and 

professionally qualified people.  We are concerned that putting the onus on neighbourhoods to 

create plans will diminish the role of the local Planning Departments; also we are concerned that 

few people have the motivation or knowledge to comment effectively on their local plans, 

thinking through the many interactions and anomalies that these may constrain. 

 

Therefore we believe it is better to use the resources and skills vested in the local Planning 

Teams to nurture and inform communities about the planning process and plans as they arise 

(please also see points 1 and 4). 

 

4. How will neighbourhood planning relate to Borough-wide and London-wide levels of 

planning? What support is needed for local communities to understand and take into 

account wider planning framework? 

 

A major, continuous programme of training, development and support will be needed to generate 

and maintain interest at local level. Even then, when a controversial or innovative project is 

proposed, it is likely that local opposition will sometimes overwhelm the core of expertise within 

the community, if this group is too small or too detached from that community. 

 

In today’s current financially-constrained environment such training, development and support 

may not be feasible.  Should this be the case we would stress the need for local Planning Officers 

to be prepared to discuss the plans, at each ‘point of interaction’ stage, in open meetings, thereby 

explaining the plans, receiving comments from the community and providing feedback to the 

community. This will require a fundamental change in Planning Officers’ terms of reference.  

 

5. What do you do in your area/group/organisation to get involved in the planning system? 

 

A. The King’s Cross Development Forum (KXDF) is specifically constituted to try 

and inform and reflect the views of all those interested in the development of the 

strategically important King’s Cross Central site.  

 

B. It monitors all proposals, attends all strategy, planning and implementation 

meetings to which it is invited and provides advanced warning (to its 30 approx 

member organisations) of forthcoming proposals and decisions which affect the 

King’s Cross area.  

 

6. What do you see as the main problems for local communities to engage with the planning 

system currently? 

 

A. There is a failure of officials to recognise that many potential responders are only 

occasionally involved in the planning process and cannot be expected to understand 

the sequence of events or the time or method by which their opinion can best be 

registered. 

 

B. There is a lack of efficient processes by which policy makers and implementation 

organisations warn interested organisations and individuals that decisions are to be 

made and where material can be accessed, so that responses can be on time and be 

relevant.  

 

Please see our comments in point 1 above about the need for clarity of the planning process.  

 



 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 Page 4 of 5 

response to community involvement planning questions 3 october 2011 

7. What are the main obstacles and barrier to community-led plan making in your area? 

  

A. Different people are interested or concerned, depending on whether the issue is 

strategic, project, local, or regional. It is difficult to match the information and the 

opinion gathering process to each situation and potential population. 

 

B. There is often a lack of interest in anything but the most local and immediate 

issues.  

 

C. People have experienced lack of official feedback to comments in the past, and 

have developed the view that no notice is being taken of their, and other local, 

opinions. This leads to cynicism and non-participation. 

 

D. The difficulty of being sure that opinions gathered genuinely reflects those of the 

general (mainly supine) populations and not just of those people who have strong 

opinions or a specific personal agenda. 

 

8. What would you like to see change in the way local communities can influence planning policy 

and planning decisions in London? 

 

Constraints, Policies, Plans and Implementation Programmes must be simply explained, so that 

their linkage can be understood by non-specialist occasional participants in the planning process.  

 

9. Do you think the proposals for neighbourhood planning can achieve a positive change and 

lead to better involvement of the public in London? What else is needed? 

 

In general we welcome and fully support London Assembly’s new thinking on the planning 

process. If implemented well, and without extra bureaucracy, we believe there will be positive 

change and better informed communities.   

 

However: 

 

A. Considerable effort must be put into information, education and communication.  

More feed back must be given to the people who bother to respond. This will 

require a change of culture for Government, London Assembly and Local 

Authorities, as well as for potential and actual developers and architects. 

 

B. There must be much more emphasis on access to policies and plans at an early 

stage of their development, as well as clarity of the planning process. 

 

C. Resources will have to be deployed to help with the education and support of all 

parties including Planning Officers and Council Members that are expected to 

administer the local effort.   

 

D. It will be important to avoid bias during community consultation. 

 

E. Consideration should be given to harnessing the skills and resources within 

Universities and their Schools of Architecture and Planning, where expertise may 

be available to support local groups. 

 



 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 Page 5 of 5 

response to community involvement planning questions 3 october 2011 

We would be glad to take these points further if the Planning and Housing Committee feels that 

this would aid their decision making process.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

H. B. Lake 

 

H. B. Lake 

Chair 

King’s Cross Development Forum 

http://kxdf.wordpress.com 


