Denne Neighbourhood Council

Comments on Berkeley Homes application

 for the West of Horsham development.

20th January 2010

1. Roads
1.1. Junction onto the A24

We have concerns that this junction might not be built at all.
On reading these documents we have become concerned about how the developer appears to view the A24 junction more as an aspiration than a central part of the development. These documents appear to be worded so as to remove any developer liability from ever actually completing this junction. The implications of this for Hills Farm Lane (which of course has a school, children's play park and playing fields all adjacent to the road) are terribly detrimental - traffic up by 73% by 2016. This issue needs addressing with utmost urgency.
 
What is the possibility of the junction not being built at all? If this should happen, there should be measures put into place to alleviate the stress that will be placed on Hills Farm Lane.

1.1.1. Left-in / left-out junction
This should be in place no later than 2013 (as per Environmental Statement – non-technical summary p.3). At this stage private vehicular access to Hills Farm Lane should cease. No further building should be allowed until the A24 junction is operational. 











             
1.1.2. A24 Grade-separated Junction   
We are concerned that there are apparently no plans in place for the A24 grade-separated junction linking the two development areas across the A24. What assurances are there for the delivery of this junction at an early stage of the development or at least by the completion of the northern phase?

We request clarification regarding how responsibility is shared for the timing & delivery of this junction.

1.1.3. Fire Station 
The fire station is scheduled to be completed between 2012 and 2014, meaning that fire appliances will  be using the route through the development and down Hills Farm Lane for every single call out for up to five years.

We question the wisdom of allowing a situation to develop where there could be permanent access through the new development and then down Hills Farm Lane. Traffic is supposed to be restricted to 20mph & roads are likely to be unsuitable for speeding emergency vehicles. As far as we where aware one of the reasons for moving the Fire Station to the new site was to position it near the A24, this will not be achieved if the A24 junction does not get built. What we will have is a Fire Station that is even less accessible for Horsham. 
1.2. Access to Hills Farm Lane

We feel that allowing people on the New Denne estate to use the access road into Hills Farm Lane creates a risk that they will assume they have the right to carry on using this route in perpetuity. We feel that this is totally unacceptable for those living in Hills Farm Lane.

We request information on how long a route can be used before it becomes right of way. One way to mitigate this risk may be to make it clear in the house purchase agreements that the access road into Hills Farm Lane is temporary and will not create a right of way.
 
In the Design Access Statement, page 3, point 4.4.2 it states that the access onto Hills Farm Lane is regarded as secondary access. Could there be clarification on this point that it is just for Bus and emergency access only?

The text in Environmental Statement book volume 1 section 3 map is misleading, it states vehicular access – this should say bus and emergency only, or temporary access only. (Ref. no 1709-sk-1604-4)

Should there be traffic calming in Hills Farm Lane and Blackbridge Lane? We have been expecting traffic calming in these roads for some time, but this issue now needs addressing, and we suggest that the local residents should have input into a sensible solution. Signage to discourage Heavy Goods vehicles will certainly help.

1.3. Northern Access to Hills Farm Lane

1.3.1. Positioning of the crossing
The position of this exit creates a rather useless section of land bordered by Boldings Brook, Hills Farm Lane & the bridge to Tanbridge School. 
Could this be used as a play area?
Alternatively could the exit be moved further north adjacent to the Tanbridge School  bridge? This would create a larger uninterrupted area for walkers along the riverside.

1.3.2. East of Boldings Brook - Pedestrian Route across North Access Road.
We have learned that this road will have to be raised considerably above the level of the existing surface in order to meet the level of Hills Farm Lane. Will there be any restrictions for pedestrians using the riverside walk and wishing to cross the access road north-south or south-north?














1.4. Windrum Close
We require clarification on the access of construction vehicles to the affordable housing by Windrum Close. Will these vehicles come through Windrum Close or will they gain access from the A24? (Refer to point 5.A paragraph 2)

2. Transport

2.1. Bus service
When is the dedicated bus service to start?

Are footways planned between Henderson Way and Granary Way to ensure existing
residents can easily access the new bus service?

The requirement for bus stops to be no further than 400m away from any point seems inadequate. To encourage bus use, there should be more frequent stops.

We find the bus route puzzling. Buses seem to stop either at the Bus Station or the Train Station, with no link between the two. Is this so? Would it not be sensible to complete the route? 
Is the route intended to run both clockwise and anti-clockwise?





2.2. Cycle paths
The Design and Access Statement emphasises the need for cycle paths that will allow access onto and out of the site.  (page 144 point 7.8) Could care be taken to ensure that these paths join up with existing paths and those that are planned in the future.
We are asking the developer to be flexible, as there is talk about developing a cycle path around Horsham.
3. Parking

3.1. Allocation
The comparative study for parking requirements is based on the Denne area. We feel that this is an unfair comparison, as a large part of the Denne area is close to the town centre, reducing the need for car use to reach both shops & the railway station.


3.2. Parking along the waterfront
It would be preferable to disallow parking along the waterfront.


3.3. Allotment parking
Where is the allotment parking? There is no indication on the plans, although we are delighted to read that the allocation for parking spaces will be increased from 6 to 12.


3.4. Visitor parking
Where is the visitor parking? We do feel that there is a reluctance to allow for visitor parking. This is short sighted, as experience has taught us that this is often a cause for trouble. Most people have visitors and so please make ample allowance for this.


3.5. Cycle parking
Where is the cycle parking? As this is a sustainable development and there is a great emphasis placed on encouraging the residents to cycle, there should be more cycle parking as well as cycle stores in public places. This also calls for more cycle parking and stores in the town centre. We notice that Berkeley’s is only providing parking as to the requirement set by the County Council in the Transport Assessment page 19 point 2.8.14. This is clearly not in line with the spirit of the development.


3.6. Parking for the Terrace Housing residents and their guests
There seems to be inadequate space for provision for parking, especially for 3 cars allocated to each 4-bedroom terrace houses. Are there plans to provide parking under houses? (see Transport Assessment P54)


3.7. Hills Farm Lane 








 
 Are there plans for any parking restrictions to prevent overflow parking from the development?






                                                       

4. Public Amenities

4.1. The Fire Station and commercial buildings
As the Fire Station is the responsibility of the WSCC, we at Denne Neighbourhood Council request a meeting with WSCC and the Fire Service to discuss this building.

What style will be adopted for the building?  The positioning of the Fire Station in such a key place merits that it is treated as an important landmark building that will set the tone for the development.

Will these buildings be built to BREEM code 6?

What micro and small scale combined heat and power could be used for these buildings.?

Could there be provision for underground parking in these buildings.?

We would like more information on the community projects that can be run from here.
4.2. Community centre
It will be of most benefit to the community if this building is operational at an early stage of the development. We feel 6 years is too long a time in the life of a community before its social needs are met. 

Where is the land promised for the Youth Centre? In the Horsham Development Framework it states that “Youth meeting facilities should be kept away from residents”. We feel that this is an important issue and land should be ring fenced for later development.










The route within the development to the Community centre and sports fields is too long and not obvious. Denne has all along emphasised that the Community centre should be the heart of the development. In this plan it looks like an add-on. There is no natural flow from the north of the development to this facility. We feel that with this layout, these plans do not adhere to the sustainability principles as set out in the Masterplan. According to the Masterplan, the shop for the development will be in the Community centre. It however it is easier for the residents to get in their cars and drive to the shop in Broadbridge Heath.

In the Design and Access Statement summary on page 144 under the points that Berkeley’s regard as important for a cohesive and sustainable community, provision for community facilities are not even mentioned.

We remember the aspiration in the Masterplan to create community facilities that will be a lively focus for the development. Unfortunately this vision has been lost. The vision was that this building would be the crux of a sustainable community, where everybody goes for social and sports needs, as well as fulfilling the need for a corner shop and café.




4.3. Population size 
The predicted population increase depending on building sizes ranges from 2,332 to 3,305. This is a huge range and has implication for pressures on facilities - can this be predicted more narrowly?

In Volume 1 4.4 the document even refers to1100 units. This is all very confusing.

4.4. Play areas
Belinda Walters mentioned some time ago about electrical "pod" type stations at the children’s play area in either Kirdford or West Chiltington. Could this be provided at the NEAPS and MUGAs?

At least one of the play areas should be operational as soon as possible. The social benefits to the community can outweigh the inconvenience for all involved in making this happen.

4.5. Doctor’s surgery
There seems to be an acceptance that the residents of the Berkeleys’ estate will use the Doctors’ surgery in Broadbridge Heath. Will there be provision for this in Broadbridge Heath? This should be available at a very early stage of construction.

4.6. Allotments
When will the allotments become available? The residents of the new development should be given priority for the first few years. This will include the houses that have access through Windrum Close. 


4.7. Communications

4.7.1. Television
What provision is there for improved television reception? 
Horsham has notoriously poor reception & the new development could become visually unattractive with a plethora of dishes and masts.






4.7.2. Internet 
The Horsham exchange needs updating to improve the speed of internet connections to meet modern requirements.


5. Flooding













5.1. Extent
What constitutes a flood? We read in the document that officially there has not been a flood in Horsham for 60 years but Hills Farm Lane has been under water on several occasions. Does water have to penetrate houses before a flood is classed as a flood, or does it count when people cannot come out of their front door, as has been the case in some parts of Horsham in the last few of years?                                                                                                                                                             Is the building specification for habitable floors to be above 600mm being achieved in these plans? 
In the planning has proper consideration been given for the effects of flooding upstream from this development? Has consideration been given to the effect of the new access roads onto Hills Farm Lane? The solid raised embankments will create dams restricting the area available for overflow water in the event of Boldings Brook flooding.











5.2.  Run off
We have concerns that the run off will enter the river rather than the sewers. If this is the case it could contribute considerably to the flood risk and adequate drainage should be provided throughout the development. 
Is there sufficient drainage in the plan to cope with the run off from the A24 bund to avoid problems for the housing adjacent to the road?

5.3. Balancing Ponds
We request reassurance about the capacity of the proposed flood prevention measures in view of the increase in impermeable surface area between the A24 & Boldings Brook (quoted as 75%) 
After the snow melt 16th January 2010 there was flooding on both sides of Boldings Brook from the Tanbridge House School footbridge as far as the Arun confluence. (Photographs available if required). 











5.4. Safety provision
We would like assurance that the flood prevention measures will be in place before building begins.
How much extra capacity has been allowed for any un-planned additional hard-standing areas in the development? e.g. Residents building conservatories or additional parking areas.
We understand that the Environmental Agency does not take responsibility for clearing fallen trees that have stood on private land. Our concern is that land may be kept in private hands unnecessarily, including by Berkeley Homes, which could jeopardise the clearance of trees by the Environmental Agency. This is clearly a flooding issue.





5.5. Existing Foot and Cycle Bridge over Boldings Brook to Tanbridge House School
During flooding the land either side of this bridge is often impassable especially to the west of Boldings Brook. Could some provision be made for grading to be improved so access remains open? Not Berkeleys responsibility but could 106 money be used?











5.6. Permeable
The use of the word 'permeable' in the report is confusing. It is used both to describe the quality of a paving surface to allow water through the surface, as well as to describe the flow people & traffic through the estate. Could this matter please be addressed to eliminate any misunderstanding?

6. Construction


6.1. Windrum Close inspection
We are concerned that the inspection of Windrum Close to determine the volume of traffic that uses the road and the cars parked at the side of the road has only taken place during the daytime. We request that additional inspections are done during the evenings, in the early mornings when residents may not have left home but construction work had already begun, and also on Saturdays when residential parking & site traffic would coincide. During the evenings and early mornings we understand that the sides of the road are full of parked cars whereas during the day the roadsides are comparatively empty. 

If Windrum Close is to be used by construction vehicles, there is a concern that the working hours will cause disruption to the Close.  During some of these hours the close is parked up quite heavily which will prevent construction vehicles access to the sight. See Environmental Statement (volume1.4.5.7).
 
6.2. Code of conduct for Berkeley’s during construction

6.2.1. Pile Driving
There should be a stipulation that there will be no pile driving at night. We also feel that the builders should be mindful of Tanbridge House School and the learning needs of the children there. Noise levels should be kept at minimum


6.2.2. Cleanliness
Public roads should be kept clean of mud, or cleaned at the end of the day.


6.2.3. Hoardings
As the hoardings will be up along the A24 for a good few years we would request that these be decorated with country scenes or something tasteful and not a be dull colour. Twelve years is a long time and we would not want Horsham to look all boarded up for that length of time.

6.2.4. Inspections
"Environmental Statement" page 13, states that there needs to be adoption of best practice to mitigate sediment build up in the rivers during construction. We want assurances that this work will be carried out and that the appropriate inspections will be done.

7. Environment

7.1. Odour issue
Has this issue been fully resolved? There was an odour issue on the night of the 2nd of January 2010. This makes us mistrust Southern Water’s ability to control the problem. What assurances have we got that they will not bring in more sewerage cake from other Counties in future? 

We have now become aware of Southern Water’s objections to the plans and would like to be kept up to date with the latest developments.

7.2. Sustainability
There is no mention of green roofs, could these be included where possible.
 



In "Energy and Renewable Statement" page 22, it states that a possible Biomass Energy Centre could be sited at the Community Centre and Fire Station. We would like to understand this technology to make an informed judgement on the viability of such an energy plant in these locations and specifically in the Community Centre.

Once again in the summery on page 144 of the Design and Access Statement under point 3, we feel that one point has been omitted and request the addition of “The provision of local facilities to minimise the need for travel”. This will be good reminder of the importance of community.

There is no mention of green roofs, could these be included where possible.

Could there be clarity about what kind of technology will be used in the different housing to comply with sustainable requirements. We would like more detail.
7.3. Wildlife

7.3.1. Birds
Will there be provision of nesting boxes for bats and birds on trees? The document states that the feeling is that the area is rural enough to support nesting, but once building starts natural nest could be disturbed, and the sight will lose its rural aspect

7.3.2. Deer
There is no mention of deer in the report. The local people of Horsham often talk about deer roaming this area.


7.4. Loss of Habitat
In the Environmental Statement volume 1 10.3.2 there is reference to the huge loss of hedgerow habitats. We find this regrettable and will urge the developer to take great care to conserve as much of the natural habitat and hedgerows as possible.
8.  House Design
8.1. Opportunity for modern design.
We would dearly like the developer to take this opportunity to bring some modern design into Horsham.


8.2. Adaptability
Will all or a percentage of the homes be adaptable to wheel chair use and the needs of ageing occupants?

8.3. Horsham Design Statement
Has Berkeley’s referred to the Horsham Design Statement in planning this development.


8.4. Bin storage
Are Berkeley's aware of the new requirements for each residence to accommodate three large bins for refuse collection?


8.5. Washing lines
There is no mention of washing lines in the document. We feel that under sustainability, this should be a requirement. Provision should also be made for the hanging out of washing within the blocks of flats.
9. Street Design


9.1. Pavements and paths
Is there a requirement for all pavements to be permeable.? Please no gravel, this goes everywhere and needs consent replenishing.

Pavements and paths should be friendly toward all users such as people wearing high heels or those that need to use walking sticks.

Consideration should be given to lighting. If the public are expected to use paths for walking into town, they should be able to walk back at night or in the winter, when it is dark by 4 o'clock.

9.2. Lighting
Lighting for paths should be low level and movement sensitive, reducing running cost and light pollution.
Cycle paths should also be lit.
When will lighting for residential roads be in place? (see Environment Statement vol. 1, p17 which seems to relate to the construction phase)
9.3. Footbridge over A24










Will access be maintained over the existing bridge at all times during the build of the new bridge?


9.4. Cycle paths
Thought should be given to linking Cycle paths with existing and planned paths.

9.5. Dog bins
There should be more provision for dog bins. We are expecting more walkers, consequently there should be greater provision for waste.
10. Landscaping

10.1. Trees
We presume that Berkeley’s will be responsible for the planting of the avenues, are we correct in this assumption? When will the planting commence?

Long term management: In the Design Access Statement, page 103. The document talks about the need for long term management of the natural planting. Are we correct in presuming that this responsibility will be taken up by HDC?

On page 148 there is talk about a Management company that will maintain the trees, but there is no mention on how this company will be funded. This requires clarification.
10.2. Planting
What about some meadow planting, and not just garden planting? Planting should be of the native species to encourage indigenous wildlife.

10.3. Riverside 
We request additional planting to mitigate the impact of the development and preserve the rural ambience of the riverside walk & privacy of residents, as per recommended Environmental Statement volume 1.11.2.

11. Maintenance

11.1. Ongoing maintenance during and post construction
There should be clarity on the following issues.
Who will be responsible for the long-term maintenance of:
11.1.1. The suds?

11.1.2. River clearance?

11.1.3. The new ponds by the river on the Northern side of the development?
11.1.4. The buffer zone land adjacent to A24 & other boundaries?
11.1.5. Green network connectivity (see Design and Access statement 5.12 p73) 
12. Financial Concerns

12.1. 106 money
What is the 106 money contribution from Berkeley's? We find the document unclear on this issue.

12.2. Spinnaker Tower
We were concerned to learn of Berkeley's involvement and subsequent withdrawal from their community commitment to build the Spinnaker Tower in Portsmouth, having achieved the build of their residential properties. We would like assurances that HDC have included into the contract with Berkeley's a cast iron commitment to safeguard the build of the roads and Community centre, in case of withdrawal from contract, bankruptcy or delays. 

We realise that there are often two sides to each story, but unfortunately Berkeley's involvement in this project does not show them in the best light. They as a company must have learnt some good lessons from this experience, and we hope this will be to our benefit.

12.3. Affordable housing
We greatly regret the reduction in affordable housing and were surprised to find that the document does not square with the reduction in affordable housing. (Environmental Statement Volume 1.11.3 (11.2.10))
The same can be said about the developers  emphasis on smaller housing units, where in the Environmental Statement Volume 1.18.9 (18.4.29) the need for larger affordable housing is highlighted. 
 

12.4. Junction onto the A 24
Planners at HDC say this is a cost issue and that the developer insists they must sell sufficient units before they are prepared to finance the junction construction. This simply represents a transfer of risk away from the developer, who after all stands to gain hugely financially from the development, and onto the people of Hills Farm Lane in the form of more congestion, increased pollution and more dangerous roads. It could also be pointed out that in a depressed housing market last year Berkeley made pre-tax profits of £120 million and holds some £300 million in net cash. There may therefore be a distinction to be made here between can’t do and don’t want to. 

13. Public Relations

13.1. Windrum Close
The residents of Windrum Close did not receive invitations to the Public exhibition and so they feel that they have been excluded from the consultation. Subsequently we have found out that even though the Developer offered to issue invitations to residents they where told by HDC that they need not issue invitations. With the eye on the future, there might have been a better turnout of residents and more useful comments, had invitations been given. Berkeley’s were disappointed by the small turnout.  

14. Timing and Phasing


14.1. Construction time
How can Countryside plan to complete a site with just under 1,000 residences in 7 years, but Berkeley’s require 12 years for a site with just over 1,000 residences?

14.2. Phasing.
We are very concerned about the phasing of the development & the time lag in providing essential infrastructure & amenities.
14.2.1. Roads
We feel that the A24 access should be brought forward to an earlier stage of build. It is currently planned to be complete by 2017 or after the 600th residence. We are very concerned about the effect on Hills Farm Lane of this additional traffic & also in the event that there may be a delay or building work may stop due to unforeseen circumstances.
14.2.2. Flooding
We would like assurance that the flood prevention measures will be in place before building begins.
14.2.3.  Amenities
We request that the Community Centre, the NEAPS & other facilities be in place as soon as houses are ready for occupation in each phase? 
