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30th June 2004


Dear Mr Allen


Proposed Student Village in Lower Marsh Lane

Views of the Spring Grove Residents


We are writing on behalf of the Spring Grove Residents' Association, in the Grove Area of Kingston Town, to summarise the views of the local residents both for and against the planning application to build a student village in Lower Marsh Lane.  

The views were obtained from two sources namely:


(i) the discussion at the AGM of the Residents' Association on April 29th, (attended by local residents, Councillor Roger Hayes, Edward Davey MP and Pro-Vice-Chancellor Ken Hopkins of Kingston University).


(ii) written replies on a form included in the latest 'Springboard', (a newsletter circulated every two months to all households in the area), in which the SGRA invited comments from the residents, either for or against the application, so that they could be included in this letter to the Council.


The flavour of the comments from the two sources was very similar.

Residents in favour of the application cited the following potential benefits:

· The development may be attractive and enhance the area.

· The university is beneficial to the local economy and community.

· Demand for Further Education will continue and should be supported.

· Key worker housing is important.


However these residents were concerned that if the application were granted it should include provision for adequate transport, onsite facilities, cash machines, shops and leisure facilities, and adequate measures by the university to deal with noise and disturbance.


Residents against the proposal raised many concerns:

· The likely increase in late night noise, rowdy behaviour and petty vandalism to cars, property and gardens by students:  residents are already disturbed night after night by students who live in and pass through the Spring Grove area.  This level of disturbance could double or treble if the student village were built

· The likely increase in litter and graffiti:  front gardens in the area are already used by students as a dumping ground for rubbish, take-aways etc.

· The impact of additional traffic on Lower Marsh Lane  (especially at the junction with Villiers Avenue), Villiers Road, Villiers Avenue, Grove Lane and Springfield Road

· The use of Metropolitan Open Land (part of the Hogsmill green corridor) for building

· More speeding cars in the area

· Increased pollution caused by the additional traffic

· Disruption during the construction period

· Poor public transport provision

· Increased pressure on parking in the area

· The size of Kingston University, and the balance between "town and gown" – especially in the Grove Area

· The lack of University control over student behaviour.  Several residents commented that to date the university had proved incapable of dealing with anti-social behaviour by students

Several residents felt that other sites are available in Kingston which would be less disruptive to the community.  


A vote was taken at the end of the session in order to give some weighting to the views expressed.  This indicated that 24 residents were against the application, 3 were in favour and 5 were undecided.  Of the written replies 32 were against and 1 in favour.  A full list of the written replies is attached.


We conclude that the majority view of this neighbourhood is a strong objection to the application primarily because of the noise and disturbance generated by students, the increased level of traffic and the loss of open land.  We trust that the Officers, Planning Committee and Council will take this into consideration when they make their decision.

Yours sincerely




Alan Leeds


Jackie Steinitz


Karol Smal

SGRA Chairman

SGRA
Secretary 

SGRA
Treasurer




	Spring Grove Residents Association


Comments on the Student Village (for and against) received from residents

following the June 2004 issue of Springboard 

	
	
	
	

	
	Street
	For/

Against
	Comments

	Against

	1
	Alfred
	Against
	We are completely against the development.  We are sick and fed up of the decline within the area: litter on the pavements, disturbances in the street, graffiti, vandalism and cars racing through the area at high speed.  This development will only add to the ongoing decline of what is potentially a nice residential area.

	2
	Alfred
	Against
	We feel that antisocial behaviour is on the increase, and the University authorities have very little control over student traffic/behaviour in the early hours of the morning.  We are dubious about long term plans for housing students in the area and how it will affect the atmosphere of the Spring Grove area.

	3
	Alfred
	Against
	

	4
	Alfred
	Against
	We are fed up with students coming past our house late at night being noisy and abusive.  The other night, (just one instance), we were woken up at 3.30 am on Thursday by a group of about 20 students all shouting and swearing at the top of their voices.  When my husband went out and told them to shut up he just got a load of abuse and threats back.  They then pushed a shopping trolley into a car further down the road (which was reported).  More often than not we are woken up in the early hours by students shouting to each other.

	5
	Bellevue
	Against
	Increased noise and disturbance particularly at night.  Traffic

	6
	Bloomfield
	Against
	Main objections are:  additional traffic in Grove lane, impact on residents' parking, increase in late night noise and rowdy unsociable behaviour by many extra students.  Better to use other sites that are cheaper and less disruptive

	7
	Geneva
	Against
	

	8
	Geneva
	Against
	

	9
	Geneva


	Against


	I'm very concerned about the impact of the extra traffic generated by students from both the new village and Clayhill on the Villers Street roundabout.

	10
	Geneva
	Against
	Lack of doctors, dentists, local buses and shops.  Density high enough in this area.  Parking.  Students cause more than enough bother.

	11
	Glenthorne
	Against
	Lower Marsh lane quite dangerous already.  This application would make it much more so, and peoples lives would change for the worse - be in no doubt about it!

	12
	Grove
	Against
	We are woken up at about 2.30 am on a regular basis when students are walking back to Clay Hill after being turned out of Oceana and the Works.  We also have car aerials broken. Also wing mirrors smashed.  We do not want any more people walking through in the middle of the night.

	13
	Grove
	Against
	Inappropriate use of MOL.  Loss of open space and wildlife habitat.  Threefold increase in students using Grove Land and buses and cars unacceptable. Likely threefold increase in anti-social behaviour, 'rowdyism', noise and vandalism would be intolerable.

	14
	Grove
	Against
	Already attended several public meetings on this and our objection remains – there are already too many students living and passing through this area, and Lower Marsh Lane will become very congested with the traffic from 860 people.  Kingston University needs to expand elsewhere.  This area already has its quota.

	15
	Grove
	Against
	

	16
	Grove
	Against
	Grove Lane is already the route to Clay Hill halls of residence.  Therefore we often have to put up with a lot of noise (shouting and swearing) and drunken behaviour late at not, particularly when the nightclubs are open until 2am.  For those of us sleeping at the front of our houses it is a serious nuisance.  (Holiday times are always much quieter).  We really would not like the possibility of another 800 people using Grove Lane as a route to and from university/the town.   However we wouldn't object to key workers being housed on the site.  We are sure that they would be too busy, more responsible and more considerate towards local residents i.e. would not walk down the road at 2.30 am, shouting, singing and swearing at the tops of their voices.

	17
	Grove
	Against
	I object to the amount of half eaten take-aways and boxes I have to frequently pick up from the front garden after noisy nights from passing students.  I really don't want more.

	18
	Grove
	Against
	I am concerned about the loss of Metropolitan Open Land - why designate land in this way if no notice is taken of it when a planning applications comes in?  I am also very concerned about the impact of the influx of such a large number of students would have.  I already suffer from the impact of anti-social behaviour perpetrated by students from Clay Hill.  All the university's promises about controlling such behaviour are just hot air.  They have proved incapable of dealing with these problems over the last 15 years.  Why should it be any different now?  We can have key worker housing without a student village, and in any case, which key workers would want to be amongst 800 students

	19
	Grove
	Against
	All student accommodation should be confined to the Seething Wells site in Surbiton where it causes less disruption.  There is plenty of room at the old waterworks site and no need to destroy the Grove area further.

	20
	Grove
	Against
	(1) Noise at night time, which even when you call the police is not dealt with.  (2) Petty vandalism to car, property and garden - which again has been reported to the police and nothing can be done about it.  (3) The amount of litter/rubbish dropped in our garden.  (4)  Increase in traffic and student buses making the road very dangerous for children - 20pmh speed limit is ignored and not enforced

	21
	Grove Close
	Against
	Kingston has become overdeveloped in recent years and at least part of the Borough should be retained as purely open and recreational land.  Also a development of student accommodation of this size will be a nightmare for those close by (I know from experience)

	22
	Herbert
	Against
	Impact on surrounding area would make everyday life of non-student households unbearable as (1) Insufficient parking will have a knock-on impact on surrounding roads, exacerbating the already potentially fatal traffic flow problems in Villiers Ave (2) Increased traffic will have a detrimental effect on the already poor quality of the area (3)  the anti-social noise pollution often associated with students (4) There are already 2 halls of residence within 1 mile of the proposed development.  The impact of such a large influx of often loud and inconsiderate young people would have a detrimental effect on property prices (4) the introduction of Top up fees may reduce demand.  (5) Would you like to live next door to 716 students?

	23
	Lingfield
	Against
	The new proposals are somewhat of an improvement.  However it appears that the developers are including facilities such as a health clinic, youth centre and sports pitches simply to make the student village more palatable to local planners.

	24
	Lingfield
	Against
	Village will be too large and disruptive to adjacent community.  Better to disperse students around the town to minimise the disruptive effect.

	25
	Lingfield
	Against
	(1) Additional traffic on Lower Marsh Lane, the junction with Villiers Avenue, Villiers Road and Grove Lane. (2) Disruption during the construction period (3) Poor public transport provision (4) Impact on residents' parking (5) increase in late night noise/rowdy behaviour by students

	26
	Lingfield
	Against
	

	27
	Portland
	Against
	Poor public transport provision.  Villiers Rd/Avenue already too busy with traffic.  Alternative sites not considered.  Too many students in one location.  Students detract from/do not contribute to local community

	28
	Portland
	Against
	Rowdy behavior at going to site at night.  Youth club on site same problem. Traffic on and into Villiers Rd and Lower Marsh Lane

	29
	Portland
	Against
	Additional traffic.  Fail to see how 860 people with all the extra congestion can improve the site.  It is at present a beautiful wild life area, a haven for birds and used by many cyclists on the way to work daily including myself.  Development does not enhance the area - it is purely to do with economics.

	30
	Portland
	Against
	As a thoroughfare for students into Kingston Town centre Portland Rd will be subjected to further late night/early morning student rowdiness.  The car traffic of the area around the proposed development cannot be sustained by existing infrastructure of roads.  

	31
	Portland
	Against
	Living, as I do, in Portland Road directly opposite Middle Mill Student accommodation, I feel enough students already cause noise and disturbance in our street at night. From when the bar shuts at the Knights Park centre through the night until 2 or3 in the morning we have students yelling, playing with supermarket trollies, Driving into Middle Mill or having lifts from others whereby they shout and talk with no regard at all for those who are sleeping ( many such cars have radios blaring out into the night). On the gate leading into Mill Street there is a notice reminding students of the fact that they have neighbours, no such notice at the Portland Road end!! I would not wish the proposed Student Village on anyone, we have enough students in Kingston already!!! I may add, when the students are not here we have no trouble at all in our street! We are a small borough, smallest in London, we just cannot accommodate an ever growing monster that is Kingston University!!!

	32
	?
	Against
	Potential increase of noise and rowdy behaviour of students.  University students have already taken over far too much of Kingston already.  Their general behaviour is appalling.  I write as a resident of 82 years.  Student village is a clear no.



	For

	
	Bloomfield
	For
	Will anyone in the village be able to tolerate the smells from the sewage works?   Bus transportation should be provided to reduce the volume of traffic in nearby roads and student parking should be provided within the village through the same system of parking permits used on other campuses.  Cash machines, supermarkets and other shops and leisure facilities should be provided in the village.  Community police officers should develop good relations with the villagers.

	Suggestion

	
	Website


	
	The problem of extra traffic from the new student village could be dealt with very easily by not allowing the students to bring their cars to the university. Apparently there are some new leases of flats in North Kingston that ban car ownership. That just leaves the buses - and the drivers need to be told to observe the 20 mph speed limit.


