Dear Sir/Madam
Application: 2006/3387/P – Kings Cross Station Alterations - Objection
1. These proposals are totally unacceptable.  The new ‘blister’ entrance on the West side and the loss of permeability on the East side re-orientates the entire human and commercial landscape of this challenging area without any assessment of the consequences for the community and regeneration and a dubious safety case.

2. The closure of the East side of the station at its South East corner (junction of York Way and Pentonville Road) and North-East corner (junction of York Way and Wharfdale Road) presents severe problems.  There are engineering and people flow reasons why the entrances might need to be redesigned but no good reasons for closure.  Nor has the impact of these closures on the community been assessed.  The safety case of loss of vehicular access to platforms and evacuation routes to the North is suspect.  This inadequate assessment makes this application deficient.  It should have been rejected a second time by officers.  The application contravenes a number of Council policies and other design guidelines detailed below.
3. This application has caused great feeling amongst the local population –140 people have signed a petition against it on the 10 Downing Street website and Emily Thornberry MP has written to Council Officiers to object. Network Rail have not consulted adequately with the community.

4. http://petitions.pm.gov.uk/kingscrossaccess/
5. Relating to the pedestrian and vehicle entrance closures:

6. This is an anti pedestrian move, compromising pedestrian safety by forcing a long walk along narrow badly lit uncovered pavements or forcing the multiple crossing of a very busy trunk road.  This has a significant impact for people with mobility impairments and for parents with children either being carried or in push chairs.

7. There has been little or no engagement with the community by network rail – in meetings they have expressed surprise at the feeling on the issue and have ignored it

8. Network rail will make large amounts of money form the new platform.  Some of this should be shared with the community and used to fund a new access route from the north east corner that predicts and reflects the substantial increases in people flows that will be caused by future redevelopment to the North.  The spacious Wharfdale Road entrance could accommodate huge numbers of people in the future – it is substantially larger that the existing entrances at the South end.  By removing this access Network Rail is stunting the future potential of the Northern Area and should fund itself the continuation of this entrance route at the current capacity from its future profits.
9. If there were to be a major incident at the South side of the station (such as a repeat of the tragic fire or a bomb incident) the lack of a northern evacuation route severely compromises safety.  It is not clear that this has been brought to the attention of the police – planning officers should demand copies of the safety correspondence to see that this point has been made explicit – given the low priority treatment Network Rail has given to consideration of Northern exits it is unlikely that this was drawn specifically to Police and Fire attention.  How for instance can an ambulance or fire engine be driven onto the platforms if the goods ramp entrance is closed and other entrances are barricaded with ticket barriers?  This will presumably be the only major station in London where this is the case.
10. Re-oreintation of people flows has a huge effect on local people and businesses damaging local communities and regeneration of businesses

11. Alternate engineering solutions have not been explored.  Residents would favour a bridge running from Wharfdale road across the north end of the platforms ultimately terminating on the new boulevard.  This should feed into the station at on or two strategic points with unmanned ticket barriers.  The people flow issues are over stated – feeding a few hundred people or thousand a day over this bridge would be insignificant compares to the main flows.  A simple subway at the Wharfdale Road end depositing people onto current Platform one would be simple to construct while putting in foundations for the new platform.
12. This should be constructed before demolition work begins on the new platform and old entrance.
13. Many other mainline stations in London maintain traditional access routes to local streets and amenities for small numbers of people when compared to the main flow of the public transport interchange.  By restricting access to the west side, they Network Rail are creating a very long impermeable perimeter around the eastern side of the station. This is unlike every other major station in London which has entrances on both sides - London Bridge, Liverpool St, Euston, Victoria, Waterloo, Paddington, Charing Cross, Moorgate etc.
14. The report on movement submitted with the planning application makes only one passing reference to the York Way exit, saying that it was considered but disregarded as the number of passengers using this exit was small. This is not an acceptable explanation - the number of people using it may be small compared with the total flows through the station, but it is still a significant number (I've frequently seen large numbers of people walking out of KX and up York Way after a train arrives).
15. There's no clear justification for removing the entrance - no statement of how much an additional entrance would cost (I doubt it would begin to threaten the viability of the whole development). It's more likely to be an attempt to increase rental values in the main concourse and reduce staffing costs, at the expense of the communities to the east of the station. This is unacceptable and I hope our councillors at Camden will require this to be changed.

16. Policy SKC1 of the Camden Unitary Development Plan states that: 'The Council seeks the Sustainable Development of the Kings Cross Opportunity Area, which achieves its full potential ... to achieve economic, social and physical integration with surrounding communities.'

17. This statement is irreconcilable with restricting access to the west side of the station. It is a divisive piece of design, which improves accessibility to the proposed new development to the north, but inconveniences many communities to the east along York Way, Copenhagen St, Pentonville Rd and also to the south-east along Kings Cross Road and Grays Inn Road.

18. Policy SD1 Quality of Life of the Camden UDP (Part C) states that: 'The Council will require development of buildings and spaces that the public may use, including changes of use and alterations where practicable and reasonable, to be designed to improve access and use for all.' (Closing the entrances to the south and east of the station are irreconcilable with this policy.)

19. Policy B1 of the UDP states that: 'Development should ... respect its site and setting (and) be safe and accessible to all.'

20. CABE (Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment) produced a helpful summary of design policy. The most general point, in Planning Policy Statement 1 is 'Design which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of the area of an area should not be accepted.

Yours faithfully

William Perrin
Flat 3
4 Rufford Street
N1 0AP

William@cankfarm.com

