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Dear Ms. Morris,

Planning Application Nos. 160765 and 160914

Site Location: North Wokingham Strategic Development Location

Proposal: Reserved Matters and Discharge of Conditions for Matthewsgreen Farm
Development Phase 2A

| am writing on behalf of the Emmbrook Residents Association in response to the above
applications. There is some overlap in the subjects addressed by these two applications,
such as construction details, parking, and layout to the extent that unconditional approval of
the design statement in the conditions application would give tacit approval to the plans it
contains which are also submitted separately in the reserved matters application. Under
these circumstances there seems little point in trying to identify to which application our
comments giving below refer, but to submit a combined response.

Development density — Paragraph 5.0.8 of the Design Statement states that the “gross
density” of the development is 22 dwellings per hectare; this highly misleading figure is
based on the gross area of this phase of the development. The same paragraph states that
“approximately fifty per cent of the Phase 2 site comprises open space with an area of
streamside recreational park in the northern section the site”. This open space, part of which
actually consists of flood plain and surface water attenuation ponds, is part of the open space
provision for the whole development site required by the Adopted Managing Development
Document Policy TB08. As such it cannot be considered as incidental open space, and
therefore cannot be included in the density calculation. This means that using the
developer’s own figures the actual density of the developed part of the site is nearer to 44
dwellings per hectare.

Noise — It can be seen from the Technical Note on Noise that the dwellings that will suffer
the worst levels of noise pollution, requiring higher sound reduction index (SRI) windows, are
those nearest the Twyford Road and the NDR. This again raises questions previously voiced



by the ERA concerning the current practice of placing the higher density development beside
such roads.

The technical Note states that the noise modelling is based on projected 2026 traffic figures,
and calls for both the blocks of flats and 13 of the houses to be fitted with higher SRI
windows, as well as noise barriers being used to protect some of the gardens. This gives an
indication just how noisy this site will be. It is not clear whether the projections include the
impact of the future widening of the M4 to four lanes. Although this may have little direct
impact on the noise levels here, the increase in traffic on the A329(M) that it will generate will
have. This is of particular importance as the A329(M) has a concrete surface and, as it is not
‘owned” by the Highways Agency, but by WBC, it is unlikely to see any improvements to
reduce noise in the foreseeable future.

Appearance and layout - Architecturally the proposal offers nothing innovative or interesting
in the design of the dwellings. It seems at odds with the design statement which refers to
this site having the “opportunity for a unique architectural style”, and fails to recognise the
significance of this site being the “gateway” into the development. It basically draws from
common designs that can be seen being built anywhere around the southeast just
rearranged to suit the site’s shape and topography. The layout has also resulted in the site
being dominated by roads and vehicle access ways in a manner that older style
developments are not. This is demonstrated by the length of road per dwelling, which has
been calculated from the drawings as 5.5m per dwelling. The equivalent typical figure for the
existing Joel Park development is around 6.3m per dwelling, a figure it achieves despite not
having any flats, compared with the 40% of flatted dwellings in the proposed development.
Even the housing on Matthewsgreen Road, which consists of a range of different types and
sizes, achieves 11.5m per dwelling although it occupies only one side of the road. The
developer’s architects have often stated that this older style of linear development is no
longer considered appropriate. However, they have also said that cul-de-sac development is
similarly considered unacceptable, although in this case the proposed development consists
of nothing else but cul-de-sacs.

Noting that the two 3-storey apartment blocks are considered to be “focal buildings” their
design is particularly disappointing, especially given their prominence and dominance at this
main development gateway.

Parking provision — It is noted that the Parking Provision Plan 1111.F2.403 shows that all
the garages have driveway parking for at least one vehicle in front of them. Also, of the
allocated parking there are 45 instances of tandem parking, with 39 of these also in front of
garages. Although the Design Statement states that the parking provision meets WBC'’s
requirements for quantity, this aspect of the affected parking spaces will severely limit their
usage as residents will be reluctant to block a vehicle in with another. This will lead to
inappropriate parking including the use of the visitor and unallocated spaces. For example,
this clearly will be the case for the 5 visitor parking spaces located immediately in front of
plots 20 to 24.

The provision of visitor car parking spaces is not evenly distributed throughout the site, with
none being provided for the middle two cul-de-sacs.

We also have particular concerns about the parking allocation for the two apartment blocks,
which is restricted to one parking space per property. Whilst we note overall parking space
numbers have been based on WBC calculations, the parking allocation for the apartment
blocks falls significantly below the average allocation (approx. 50%), despite half those
apartments being 2-bed properties. It is reasonable to conclude, noting the location of this
development, likely demographic, and proximity of public services, that the majority of these
properties will be occupied by owners with at least 2 cars. This is further exacerbated by the
existence of only 2 visitor spaces, in the vicinity of these properties, to cater for 31 properties
(24 apartments and plots 13-19). Taking account of all this it is reasonable to conclude that




parking provision will be insufficient by around 15 spaces. We consider WBC should be
using its discretion to consider all relevant local factors (including points mentioned here) in
determining suitability of parking provision for this application.

Refuse collection — Although the Design Statement claims in paragraph 4.2.4 that key
information has been supplied on refuse collection it is far from clear what is proposed here.
The only information supplied on the subject is that there is a bin collection point in the
northernmost cul-de-sac opposite plot 34 as shown on the Site Plan 1111.F2.400. This would
infer that this is the only refuse and recycling collection point for all of the 84 dwelling on the
development, a situation that clearly would be totally unacceptable for the residents,
particularly any who may have impaired mobility. The alternative is that the refuse vehicle will
have to stop at various unspecified points throughout the development to carry out the
collections, which would mean that the only egress to the development would be blocked for
some considerable time whilst this was carried out due to the limited widths of the roads and
access ways.

Flatted Developments — The design statement notes that the two apartment blocks have
small gardens with sitting space. Noting these so-called communal gardens are required to
serve 24 dwellings, half of which are 2-bed properties, we consider the provision is totally
inadequate. The areas are fragmented and can only be regarded as infill between the block
and the adjacent buildings and the site’s boundary with the NDR and roundabout. Also, the
2026 Noise Profile shows that in both cases the green space adjacent to the blocks will be
heavily polluted by noise from the roundabout and the NDR.

Conclusion

As explained above the true density of the developed part of the site is approximately 44
dwellings per hectare. This figure is far higher than the average density required by the Core
Strategy for the North Wokingham SDL, which is stated to be between 30 and 35 dwellings
per hectare in paragraph A7.38. The layout, which consists solely of cul-de-sacs, has also
resulted in an inefficient use of land. Similarly, the inclusion of so many tandem parking
spaces will lead to an inefficient use of them as residents try to avoid blocking one vehicle
with another. In view of the above, and the lack of provision of amenity space for the two
blocks of flats, the overall design and layout is unsatisfactory and results in a development
that is dominated by built form and hard landscaping and will be subjected to traffic noise
offering little amenity value to its residents. Due to these issues the development cannot be
considered to comply with the following —

National Planning Policy Framework Section 7 requiring good design with particular
reference to paragraphs 58, 63 and 64

Core Strategy Policy CP1 10)
Core Strategy Policy CP3 a, b, e and f

WBC Borough Design Guide — Section 4, Provision of Amenity Space

Yours sincerely,

/%g

Paul Gallagher
Chairman
Emmbrook Residents Association



