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Please address correspondence to: - 
Cranford, Bradcutts Lane, Cookham Maidenhead, Berks SL6 9AA
17 October 2023

Planning Department

Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

Town Hall, St Ives Road

Maidenhead

Berks SL6 1RF
Dear Sirs,

23/02019/OUT and  23/02022/OUT Open Field North of Lower Mount Farm Long Lane Cookham Maidenhead
1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1
Cookham is a village of special significance.  Apart from its ancient history, its riverside location and its special relationship with Sir Stanley Spencer RA, its community has a particular interest in ensuring that it maintains its vitality while also protecting its heritage.  It is notable that it is the only community within the Royal Borough which has a Village Design Statement.  These applications relate to the largest residential development ever in the village, which will expand its population by nearly 8%, and it is important that the project creates an attractive environment for its residents, but also makes a positive contribution to Cookham. 
1.2
 The BLP site proforma  provides  specific stipulations for the development of this site. These applications fail to meet all of these requirements as detailed in our assessment of various aspects of the applications below.

1.3
A Site Masterplan Document (SMD) was also prepared by the developer. There was no published specification for this Masterplan process and although we attempted to contribute to the stakeholder sessions, we (and others) came away at the end of the process with a general dissatisfaction. In particular the lack of a plan actually showing proposed houses to scale made it impossible to assess the development properly. Our views were expressed to the members of the then Cabinet ahead of their meeting on 30 March 2023 (see Appendix A ) but they decided to adopt the SMD as presented.  Because of the inadequate process of preparing the Masterplan we consider very little, or any, weight should be given to it in an assessment of this proposal.
1.4
In addition to the BLP site proforma the Society’s views set out in this note take as their starting point the Borough Wide Design Guide (BWDG) of June 2020 and, in particular, Paragraph 1.2:

“The Council is committed to ensuring the design of development underpins the making of distinctive, sustainable and attractive places that will provide for better health and wellbeing and high-quality environments for all who live, work, play in and visit the Royal Borough”.

Our detailed evaluation of this project is set out below. In summary we believe that the proposal offers merely a mundane and inconvenient housing estate that fails to be distinctive and will not provide an attractive and  high-quality environment as it is required to be. It also fails to be as sustainable as it could be, and we believe should be.

1.5
We request that you  do not approve this application in its present form.
2.0       OVERALL LAYOUT AND DESIGN
2.1
In Cookham the main access road from Maidenhead (Cannondown Road/Maidenhead Road) has significant green verges and the houses in both Westwood Green and  Southwood Gardens are well set back from the road giving a  general “open” feel. We welcome the good set back this proposal has from Cannondown Road.
2.2
However, at the entrance, the single access road onto the site has two right angle bends very close to each other. This is unacceptable. The intention may be to slow traffic, but it produces a very tortuous arrival into the development with poor visibility of the road ahead. This is particularly unfortunate when there are so many properties in the vicinity of the two bends with tandem or triple parking spaces in line ahead resulting in much manoeuvring of vehicles on the road and parking on the road or  verges.

2.3
The layout of the site is inherently just a single spine road with twelve blocks of housing surrounded by streets. The illustrations provided show the overall effect as crowded and boring without focal points, views, or any specific character. No attempt is made to create a sense of place. It is a non-descript housing estate  which is not appropriate for the edge of a rural village such as Cookham. The design has not met the requirements of Item 9 of the Site Proforma, nor does it comply with para. 130(d) of the NPPF (Sept. 2023), which says that developments should: “establish…a strong sense of place, using the arrangements of streets, spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive places to live, work and visit;” (our emphasis).
2.4 
Drawing 27 indicates that front gardens on many roads will be as little as 2.0m deep and on one example they will be reduced to only 1.0m deep. As illustrated in perspectives PV2 and 4 this gives unacceptable lack of privacy to properties.
2.5.
Para. 130(c) of the NPPF makes the point that new development should be “…sympathetic to local character and history…”, but it is clear that the houses to be built have been chosen from the developer’s range of stock designs with little regard to the NPPF’s intentions.  Cookham’s Village Design Statement has much to offer in this respect and should be referred to.

2.6 
In view of our concerns regarding the overall design, we request that before any decision is taken regarding this site the scheme is referred to the Berkshire Design Review Panel for an independent assessment. 

3.0 
SITE ACCESS
3.1
Effectively this proposal has a single access by T junction off Cannondown Road. We believe that this is inadequate and will at peak periods produce queues and frustration for residents of the development trying to get out and  result in conflict with other traffic using Cannondown Road. 
3.2
The single access to the development presents obvious problems, which the applicants seem determined to sweep under the carpet.  Most importantly, although emergency vehicles may be able to access via Arthur Close, if there is a problem at the entrance, the whole site becomes inaccessible to all other vehicles.  The obvious ways of providing some amelioration would be to have a full-scale access via Arthur Close and /or via Lesters Road.  Certainly, on the face of it there does not appear to be much technical difficulty with utilising Arthur Close.  Some adjustments need to be made to the road architecture and parking provision of Arthur Close, but these do not appear insuperable. It was noted at the SMD meetings that the developer appeared unwilling to engage meaningfully with the landowner at Lesters Road. Alternatively, perhaps there should be two accesses to Cannondown Road? 
3.3
Having two or three accesses would not only be of benefit to the residents but would also enable a better distribution of traffic onto the adjacent highway network.
3.4 
During the stakeholder sessions for the SMD we asked the developer to provide examples of other developments  which had worked successfully  with 200 houses accessing a road like Cannondown Road. No example was ever provided. Looking locally, both Westwood Green and Broom Hill have around 100 houses each  and exit onto less busy roads than Cannondown Road. From scaling up the number of houses involved on a site and the intensity of traffic on the road, the proposed single access  for this development would appear inadequate.  We would also like to draw your attention to the  relatively recent development of Brunel Gardens in Furze Platt.  This site with around 100 houses  had a good  existing access from St Peters Road but the developer had to purchase and demolish two houses in Malvern Road  to provide a second access to the site. We believe that, with a will, a second proper access could be provided for the site. 

4.0 
PARKING
4.1 
The number of allocated parking spaces (including garages ) slightly exceeds the requirements of the Borough’s parking strategy. There should however be greater provision for unallocated space for visitors, workmen and deliveries, as well as the occasional household with an unusually large number of cars. We would like to see a minimum of 20 additional places provided for these various users.
4.2
 Ideally all parking spaces should have unrestricted access. We accept however that occasional tandem parking ( particularly a single space on a driveway in front of a garage) may be acceptable. We do not accept that three parking spaces in line ahead is acceptable planning. The sheer inconvenience of having to move out two cars to get one out from the furthest back parking space is awful and definitely not good design. This is  especially true  for properties on the main access road close to the site entrance where queueing traffic can be anticipated at busy times.
4.3 
The plans provided do not give any dimensions of parking bays. It is generally accepted that the size of cars has significantly increased since 2004 and that the bay size established then is now too small. Please can the minimum size of parking bays for this development be defined  in accordance with up-to-date best practice.   
4.4 
Many of the parking spaces are provided between flank walls of houses.  In these cases, there should be sufficient overall width to fully open car doors so that the less mobile can readily get out of the car. In addition to the width required for parking and getting into and out of cars there should be sufficient width for a footpath to the rear garden for moving bins in and out and other general access. 

5.0
 FOUL DRAINAGE

5.1
In view of Item 8 of the Site Proforma we note with surprise that  Thames Water (TW) has made the following statement:-
Thames Water would advise that with regard to WASTE WATER NETWORK and SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS infrastructure capacity, we would not have any objection to the above planning application, based on the information provided.
5.2
We request that TW are asked to identify where they propose that sewage from this development will discharge into the existing sewerage system. If it is into the existing sewer at any point to the south of Cannondown Bridge, we would like to draw your attention to the reports of periodic escapes of raw sewage at the bridge. Until the cause of these discharges is identified and rectified, we request that this development with 200 extra houses is not allowed to connect south of the bridge. Additionally, we are aware that in heavy storms recently sewage has escaped in the area around the junction of Lightlands Lane and Maidenhead Road. This appears to indicate that the foul sewer system is inadequate in the area just upstream of the Lightlands Lane pumping station. Again, these defects need to be rectified before an additional 200 houses are allowed to be connected in.
5.3
We suggest that serious consideration is given to this development having a new pumping station discharging directly into the foul rising main between Lightlands Lane pumping station and Maidenhead that runs  on the other side of the railway. This could also facilitate a  connection from near the Gas Holder site in Whyteladyes Lane via Arthur Close to relieve the problematic sewer in that areas as well as bypassing the Cannondown Lane railway bridge.

6.0
SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE
6.1 
It is proposed to deal with surface water by infiltration from pond areas. This unfortunately makes unusable large parts of the green areas which were originally put forward for recreation. As an alternative we suggest that significant use is made of rainwater for toilet flushing. Not only would this reduce the size of the infiltration ponds required, but it would also significantly reduce residents’ water bills. To us this win/win technology should be used, and we would expect it would be a useful selling point for the houses.

7.0
TENURE
7.1 
The site proforma requires 40% affordable housing.  There should be no reduction of this stipulation. 

7.2
Cookham has lost a significant part of its stock of social rented housing through right to buy. At least a third of the affordable housing should be  allocated as social rented. A substantial number of the homes designed for wheelchair users and older people should be included in the social rented group as they are more likely to be re-allocated to residents with the special housing needs when tenancies change.
8.0
BUS SERVICE
8.1
Route 7 (Previously 37), which serves Cookham as part of a service between High Wycombe and Maidenhead, only runs hourly.  If the Borough’s aim of reducing car usage is to be realized, this should be increased to half-hourly, at least in the morning peak hour, especially to cater for the increase in pupils attending secondary schools in Maidenhead and Buckinghamshire. Item 6 of the Site Proforma specifically requires the site to be well served by public transport.  The extra cost of this should be a charge on the development.
8.2
The applicants’ drawing No. 23 shows the relocation of bus stops on Cannondown Road.  These should also be provided with shelters and laybys. Shelters should also be provided at the stops on Whyteladyes Road nearest to Arthur Close 
9.0
SPEED LIMIT
9.1
Drawing No 23  suggests the relocation of the speed limit on Cannondown Road to the southernmost of two new traffic islands.  This is insufficient.  The speed limit should be reduced from a point to the south-west of the Long Lane intersection.

10.0 
SUSTAINABILITY
10.1
We note that it is proposed to provide air source heat pumps for all properties but only a modest amount of  solar PV, just enough  to meet Part L 2021. We request that a much more ambitious use of solar PV should be adopted, and it should be installed to the maximum practical rather than just to reach Part L requirements. Not only would this reduce carbon emissions but with the current high costs of energy would, in our opinion, form a good additional selling point for the properties! Para 138 of the National Design Guide  indicates that well designed places should follow the energy hierarchy to include maximising the use of renewable energy  to include on-site generation. Batteries should also be provided.
10.2
We also note that the use of ground source heat pumps has been dismissed without significant consideration. This site is underlain by the chalk aquifer and adjacent to a group of water supply wells. It might therefore be expected that there is good movement of ground water under the site making it particularly attractive  for a ground source heat pump system. This opportunity should be fully investigated.

10.3
Noise from heat pumps should not be heard in adjacent properties.  This should be ensured through a planning condition.
11.0
LINKAGE TO THE VILLAGE
11.1
The degree to which the designers have organised the creation of a strong footway and cycleway network is appreciated.  However, this does not address the need to provide adequate connectivity to the rest of Cookham Rise.  None of the existing routes to the centre of the village is on a desire line and the existing connections, such as they are, are substandard.  It will be necessary to achieve significant enhancements if the Borough’s objective of encouraging walking and cycling is to be realised.
11.2
The 3 current routes are:-

1. No. 46.  Along the western side of the railway and Shergold Way/Peace Lane, from Whyteladys Lane to High Road.  The southern end of this path is extremely narrow and poorly lit.

2. Footpath 30 from a cul-de-sac at the eastern end of Broom Hill diagonally across the Alfred Major Recreation Ground to the houses on the south side of High Road and thence to the street.  This is not an all-weather path and mostly crosses open land.

3. Footpath 76, leaving FP30 at the south-eastern corner of the Primary School site and then running northwards alongside the school’s eastern boundary to High Road.
11.3.
Each of these routes requires improvement to an all-weather standard capable of accommodating both pedestrians and cyclists.
11.4.
Improved connection is also required between Hillcrest Avenue and High Road.  To provide a direct all-weather link between Hillcrest Avenue and FP30/76 at the south-eastern corner of the school site would have an adverse impact on the flexibility of the Recreation Ground, but a direct route across the park to FP30 behind the High Road houses would be very useful.
11.5
Clearly, these improvements would involve a discussion between the developers and Cookham Parish Council, but they would go a long way to improve the site’s connectivity and should be secured through a s.106 agreement. 

12.0
FOOD PRODUCTION

12.1
 Item 2 of the Site Proforma specifically requires the development to be capable of supporting food production. This can obviously not be met in any meaningful way with the size of individual gardens as shown on the application. We suggest that a group of allotments should be included in the site layout. These would also form a useful focus for community interaction. Not every household will want one, but we suggest a minimum of 20 full size allotments should be provided.

13.0
AREA TRAFFIC OVERLOAD

13.1 
We have grave concerns regarding the combined effects of development of this site and others in Cookham,  Maidenhead and Bourne End on traffic in the area and we ask for the cumulative effects of these to be fully re-assessed for pinch points such as the Pound and Cookham Bridge.
13.0
 SUMMARY
13.1
We have detailed specific concerns about many aspects of these applications, all of which need to be addressed in order to produce a satisfactory scheme.  The realisation of the BLP requirement for 200 dwellings on this site was hard to envisage prior to the submission of a full suite of drawings and it is now apparent that it is not capable of fulfilment.  This resultant scheme is uninspiring and crowded giving a general feeling of spaces being designed down to the minimum. This is not appropriate for a rural site on the outskirts of a historical village.  It is clear that the BLP proposal for 200 dwellings was overly optimistic.

13.2
Taken together these two applications form the largest and most important planning proposal that Cookham will face for many years.  The scheme will have a major impact upon the village, and it is vitally important that what results is of the highest quality.  The present proposals do not achieve this and should be rejected.  Cookham deserves better.
Yours faithfully,

R D Scarff, Chairman, Planning Sub-committee, The Cookham Society

Cc Cookham Parish Council and Ward Councillors
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LAND WEST OF CANNONDOWN ROAD, COOKHAM

Stakeholder Master Plan Document

Cabinet – 30th March 2023
We believe the Stakeholder Master Plan Document (SMD) in its present form is inadequate for the reasons set below and should not be approved by the Cabinet as an important material consideration for development management purposes.  Accordingly, we invite you to reject the officers’ recommendation and to refer the matter back to the Planning Department.

REASONS
1. There is no Land Budget set out in the SMD.  Therefore, it is not possible to tell whether sufficient land will be available to fulfil the stated need for 200 dwellings required from the site in the Borough Local Plan (BLP).

2. On Page 17 of the document there is a note that the Planning Department required the removal of the schedule of accommodation from the SMD. Consequently, no information is provided to support the amount of land the dwellings will require; indicate the number of future residents; or confirm the number of vehicles likely to be involved.  Since there is no schedule of accommodation, it is not possible for decision makers to know whether the Royal Borough’s general requirement for houses with gardens will be met on this site.

3. The SMD only shows the general location of housing.  Because it does not show the position and types of housing, it is not possible to judge the character of the residential areas.  The requirements for well-designed places are clearly set out on page 8 of the National Design Guide, including the characteristic that new development should have an identity that is “…attractive and distinctive”.  But the SMD signally fails to do this.  In effect, all that has been provided is a layout for roads and open space.

4. We fully support the provision of open space, but the SMD provides no information as to how it will be maintained.  Will this be a future charge on either the Royal Borough or the residents?

5. The SMD gives no indication as to how residents’ parking will be accommodated.  It is of great concern to us that the attractive landscaping will be compromised by vehicles parked on it because inadequate attention has been paid to it at this early stage.

6. It seems that because the Planning Department did not want to have a schedule of accommodation no attempt has been made to assess the level of traffic likely to be generated, which would validate the proposed access arrangements at Cannondown Road.  This assessment should take account of other impending local developments, including Spencer’s Farm, as well as developments over the river in Bourne End.  In addition, since it is unlikely that Cookham Rise Primary School could accommodate all the expected children from this development and as no other primary schools are within sensible walking distance, any traffic assessment must include a substantial number of additional school trips.  We are not satisfied that the proposed junction arrangements are adequate.

7. Concerns have been raised locally about the amount of consultation that has been carried out.  We have noted the extensive inter-action with local stakeholders but, despite the four-week period that was supposedly allocated for public consultation last autumn, the promotional process was insufficiently robust to engage the public in Cookham, as was indicated by the low level of responses referred to by the Planning Policy Manager in his email to the Parish Council on 14th March.  

R.D. Scarff

Chairman of the Planning and Environment Sub-committee
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The Cookham Society has over 600 full members
and a further 600 online Facebook followers. 
It aims, for the benefit of the public, to protect, preserve and create
features of general public amenity within the Parish of Cookham, Berkshire.

Registered Charity No.257224
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