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1.  Duty to Co-operate 

1.1  RBWM recognises its obligation, under Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011, “to 
co-operate on strategic cross boundary matters”, in Section 1.6 of the Submission 
Version of the Borough Local Plan (BLP). 

1.2  It is reasonable to expect, in the relatively densely-populated part of South East 
England in which the Royal Borough is located, that the matters which RBWM would 
discuss energetically with its neighbouring local planning authorities would include: 

x Strategies for meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) both 
within RBWM and within the wider Strategic Housing Market Area (SHMA) 

x Strategic transportation 
x Employment patterns and geography 
x Green Belt  
x Infrastructure issues including flooding, sewerage capacity 

       

Lack of Evidence of DtC Activity 

1.3  The lack of minuted records of actual Duty to Co-operate (DtC) meetings in 
which RBWM has participated, throughout the plan-making period from 2009 to date, 
suggests that this is an activity in which RBWM has not engaged with any vigour, 
indeed from the records available it is not possible to find a convincing audit trail of a 
series of meetings (or agreed conclusions) with any local planning authority. 

1.4  Only one Memorandum of Understanding has been achieved by RBWM, with 
Wycombe District Council. 

1.5  Indeed, RBWM tacitly acknowledges its failings in respect of DtC in the 
introductory paragraphs 1.6.4 and 1.6.5 of the BLP, where it points out that DtC “is a 
continuous process” and that the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement “will be 
updated before it is submitted to the Secretary of State”, implying that despite the 
BLP Submission Version having been released for consultation, discussions with 
neighbours on policy matters are still ongoing. 

DtC and OAHN 

1.6  Paragraph 7.2.2 of the BLP describes the Strategic Housing Market Area 
(SHMA) in which RBWM is located, and indicates that this is the Eastern Housing 
Market Area (EHMA) which comprises Slough, South Buckinghamshire, and the 
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Royal Borough. The OAHN for the EHMA is assessed as being 2015 dwellings per 
annum, with 712 dwellings per annum to be provided within RBWM, giving a total of 
14,240 new dwellings (in RBWM) within the Plan period. 

1.7  Paragraph 7.2.5 of the BLP says that the Plan makes provision for “at least” 
14,240 new dwellings over the Plan period, that is “at least” 100% of its OAHN. While 
neighbouring authorities may well be relieved that RBWM is apparently not seeking 
to have any of its OAHN provided outside its boundaries, there is no evidence that 
RBWM has participated meaningfully in discussions about the wider ability of those 
authorities within the SHMA to meet their collective OAHN. In particular, we might 
have expected to see evidence of discussion with Slough (neighbours within EHMA) 
about how to meet that tightly-constrained Borough’s housing needs, and with 
Bracknell Forest whose emerging Comprehensive Local Plan makes a number of 
interesting proposals for housing land allocations. 

1.8  Indeed, at the time of writing (September 2017), Bracknell Forest’s website, at 
https://files.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sites/bracknell/documents/local-plan-duty-to-
cooperate.pdf?PFYoJNbWBp7xkCIH_7sv44T9v7XfCP3R does not list RBWM as 
having responded to its consultations on any matter, although it sought RBWM’s 
views on 11 separate issues relating to its Local Plan. 

DtC and Strategic Transportation 

1.9  The Royal Borough is well located in the South East of England with good 
communication links to Central London and to Heathrow Airport, as well as to Slough 
and Reading, two large towns to which many of RBWM’s workforce commute for 
employment. These linkages are described in section 3.2 of the BLP. A later section 
of the Plan (para 14.4.3) however describes the problems associated with these 
transport networks, which it says are “under pressure” and have adverse effects on 
local residents and businesses, including congestion on rail and road networks, poor 
air quality, traffic noise, and road safety risks. 

1.10  Evidence is not available, however, of co-ordinated and meaningful discussions 
with, for example, adjacent highway authorities (and in particular the large county 
authorities of Surrey and Buckinghamshire). It is therefore apparent that RBWM has 
concentrated on finding parcels of land to allocate for new housing in order to 
attempt to meet its OAHN, rather than carrying out a wider, cross-boundary analysis 
of transport issues and problems, and seeking, as part of the process of planning for 
the future, to actively take measures to ameliorate or indeed resolve the problems 
described in paragraph 14.4.3 of the Plan. Our submission, in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary, is that the proposed 14,240 new homes and 11,200 new 
jobs which the Plan intends to accommodate within the Borough boundaries by 2033, 
will simply make the problems worse, and reduce the quality of life for existing 
residents and people who choose to work in or visit the Royal Borough. 

 

DtC and Employment 

1.11  The pattern of employment and journeys to work in this part of South East 
England is understandably complex. Commuting of the Borough to London, Slough 

https://files.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sites/bracknell/documents/local-plan-duty-to-cooperate.pdf?PFYoJNbWBp7xkCIH_7sv44T9v7XfCP3R
https://files.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sites/bracknell/documents/local-plan-duty-to-cooperate.pdf?PFYoJNbWBp7xkCIH_7sv44T9v7XfCP3R
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and Reading is significant, and can cause congestion and inconvenience, especially 
when combined with periods of major tourism activity (Racing at Ascot and Windsor, 
school holidays at Legoland, etc). Understanding these movements and planning for 
these activities into the future should be a pre-requisite for any attempt at land use 
planning, in addition to some informed prediction as to how patterns might alter in the 
future. 

1.12  For example, will home working (and associated home delivery) change the 
patterns significantly, given that the Borough’s workforce is highly skilled (BLP Para 
3.5.1)? How will the Elizabeth Line, with its major changes to connectivity, affect the 
Borough? Will, as initially hoped, businesses (together with their employees) move 
out of crowded London into Berkshire, creating demand for employment sites close 
to railway stations, such as Maidenhead? Will the new rail opportunities have any 
impact on road traffic movements and congestion? Will commuters to London from 
outside the Borough (e.g. from South Buckinghamshire) drive their cars into 
Maidenhead, expecting to find a place to park them, and take the train to London, 
thus making a wholly negative contribution to the Borough’s economy. And what 
might be the impact, so far as jobs and movement are concerned, of the anticipated 
expansion of Heathrow Airport? 

1.13  The Plan does not commit itself to answers to these reasonable questions, nor 
indeed does it appear to have given them any great thought. While nostalgia for the 
days of regional planning is entirely counter-productive, it is almost certain that some 
kind of regional, sub-regional or simply cross-boundary planning would have 
attempted to tackle these issues and produced some alternative solutions, which a 
Borough Local Plan could reference and around which cogent policies could be built. 
Duty to Co-operate is now the expected starting point for such key discussions, but 
there is no evidence in the Plan that RBWM has entered into these, should they have 
taken place. 

DtC and Green Belt 

1.14  When the Borough’s last attempt at a Core Strategy was withdrawn in 2007 
following the publication of the examining Inspector’s Report, it was noted that one of 
the Inspector’s clear recommendations was that a review of the Green Belt should 
take place. One of the weaknesses of the current BLP is that such a review has not 
been carried out, and therefore that the reasoning underlying the choice of Green 
Belt sites for development is not clear. 

1.15  The question of whether, at a time when Government is making a priority of 
addressing the housing shortage, there is a case for re-evaluating the Green Belt 
(and especially the Metropolitan Green Belt around London) is a topic for high-level 
discussion and sensible consideration. 

1.16  Within the Royal Borough, however, the thinking around this topic has neither 
been calm nor consistent. During 2014 a series of reports, endorsed by the Council’s 
Local Plan Working Group and suggesting the release of over 20 Green Belt sites for 
development, was rejected by the Council, amid political statements endorsing the 
Borough’s commitment to protecting the Green Belt. The apparent u-turn within the 
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past 12 months, where 253 hectares of MGB are allocated to provide for 41% of the 
Borough’s housing need within the Plan period, is therefore difficult to comprehend. 

1.17  In the context of Duty to Co-operate, it would certainly be expected that RBWM 
would have taken a lead in explaining its new and different strategy, with regard to 
the Green Belt, to its neighbours, and to those authorities within its SHMA (which 
extends into Buckinghamshire), so that there could be a consistent and 
comprehensible (and indeed mutually defensible) approach across the area. There is 
no evidence of this having happened, and those (including CPRE) whose desires are 
very much to preserve the Green Belt as an essential contribution to life in this part of 
England, would argue strongly for a mature debate on the Green Belt (if such a 
debate is necessary), rather than what appears to be a single-handed and desperate 
land-grab within one unfortunate Borough, which might or might not set a precedent 
for other planning authorities in years to come. 

DtC and Infrastructure 

1.18  Flooding has been a major problem in the Thames Valley in recent years. The 
making of the BLP should have provided an opportunity for RBWM to work with 
neighbours and statutory bodies on major initiatives to ameliorate the problem. Such 
cross-boundary activity is not evident from the Plan. 

1.19  The question of the capacity of local sewers and associated pumping and 
treatment works has been of great concern in some localities within the Borough, and 
the plan-making process might well have provided a cross-boundary opportunity for 
authorities to come together. However the BLP provides no evidence, in terms of 
robust future policy-making and planning, that the issue has been addressed. 

1.20  The Plan at paragraph 3.4.7 says that only 1% of the Borough’s population can 
access emergency hospital services within 30 minutes (unsurprisingly, as these are 
located in Buckinghamshire). In efforts to improve upon this situation, and given the 
admitted problems of traffic congestion, the BLP might have been expected to have 
given some thought, together with adjoining authorities, to the need for a better level 
of service for the first part of the 21st century. The BLP gives no sign, however, that 
there has been any engagement in this issue. 

 

1.21  Section 1.6 of the BLP correctly summarises the Council’s legal obligations 
under Section 110 of the Localism Act, 2011. We contend that the Council has failed 
to co-operate meaningfully and consistently with other Councils and strategic bodies 
throughout the plan-making period (from 2009 to date), on a wide range of important 
and strategic issues, as outlined above. We contend, therefore, that as this key task 
has not been carried out, the Borough Council has demonstrably failed to meet its 
legal obligations, and that the Borough Local Plan must be declared unsound. 
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2. Meeting Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

2.1  RBWM has decided that the BLP should include policies which will allocate 
sufficient land to meet 100% of its OAHN, i.e. to provide for 14, 240 new homes 
within the Plan period. 

2.2  We question why RBWM has felt the need to meet 100% of OAHN, which is 
largely achieved by making major allocations of what is now Green Belt land, when 
there has been clear adverse public (and political) response to proposals to develop 
on Green Belt at earlier stages of the Plan, and when Government advice is clear 
that 100% provision of OAHN is not under all circumstances necessary. 

2.3  Government Planning Practice Guidance (HELAA: Methodology Stage 5, para 
044) states: 

“Once need has been assessed, the local planning authority should prepare a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment to establish realistic assumptions 
about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land to meet the 
identified need for housing over the plan period, and in so doing take account of any 
constraints such as Green Belt, which indicate that development should be restricted 
and which may restrain the ability of an authority to meet its need.”  
 
2.4  48 allocations are made for new housing (or mixed housing / other uses) 
developments in BLP Policy HO1. Of these 48 sites throughout the Borough, 25 
(52%) are located totally or partially within the Green Belt, 22 (46%) are indicated to 
have noise problems, 18 (37%) are at risk of flooding, and 10 (21%) have problems 
relating to air quality.  

2.5  We question the logic and rigour of the process by which the Council has, given 
the clear Government advice in Planning Policy Guidance, chosen to take Green Belt 
land to provide more than half of its new housing sites, a total of approximately 253 
hectares of MGB. We agree with and support the Council’s Policy SP5 on 
Development in the Green Belt, and we wonder what are the “very special 
circumstances” which support the clear indication, in the BLP, that “inappropriate 
development” on 253 hectares of Green Belt will be supported, rather than, as would 
be expected from the clearly-worded Policy, opposed. 

2.6  Other constraints also seem to be no bar to the Council’s desire to allocate 
unsuitable land for development, with almost half of the newly allocated sites having 
noise problems, over one third being at risk of flooding, and over one fifth having 
problems of air quality. It may be argued that measures can be put in pace to 
mitigate such problems, but these will of necessity be expensive, add to the cost of 
development, and certainly reduce the Council’s ability to claim that up to one third of 
its new housing is “affordable”. 

2.7  Taking one of these stated problems, that of poor air quality, as an example, 
CPRE in Kent is supporting a coalition of residents’ groups who are taking legal 
action against the Canterbury Local plan on grounds that the council has not properly 
considered air quality. The Canterbury Local Plan 2011-2031 concedes, in language 
similar to that used by RBWM, that Canterbury suffers from significant peak hour 
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congestion especially on the inner ring road and inner radial routes. This contributes 
to the poor air quality, particularly in areas within the Air Quality Management Area.” 

 – see https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=6c53f5be-eecc-4df9-883c-a5df308d2903 

2.8  Also in Kent, on the A2 at Pond Farm. Newington, a Gladman development was 
dismissed on appeal on several grounds, including inadequate attention to the 
effects of air quality in an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) - Appeal 
References APP/V2255/W/15/3067553 and APP/V2255/W/16/3148140. CPRE Kent 
supported the challenge on Air Quality using an expert witness. The appellants made 
a submission to the High Court to overturn the inspector’s decision, focussing on the 
air quality issue. The Secretary of State ( SoS), acting on behalf of the inspector has 
used CPRE’s Air Quality evidence to rebut the appellants’ arguments. The SoS 
submission is attached to our submission, for information, at Appendix 1. 

2.9  Our view is that to propose new housing developments in areas where air quality 
is, or is likely to be, sub-standard is irresponsible and reliance on the hope that 
someone will be able to resolve the problem is both unrealistic and morally wrong. If 
these locations are otherwise considered appropriate for development (a contention 
with which we do not necessarily agree), then allocations should be made only when 
the substantive air quality problem has been fully resolved.  

2.10  We believe that our stance is supported very much by DEFRA. Professor Stephen 
Peckham, Director, University of Kent Centre for Health Studies, in his evidence for 
CPRE  at the above mentioned appeals, quoted DEFRA guidance on Improving Air 
Quality in the UK  (DEFRA 2015), which is explicit in addressing the planning impact on 
air quality:   

The National Planning Policy Framework is clear that the planning system should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by preventing both new 
and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, 
or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of air pollution. New 
development should be appropriate for its location, taking proper account of the 
effects of pollution on people’s health. (Para 232)  

2.11  Similar arguments should apply to areas in risk of flooding, or suffering from 
noise nuisance, where the correct planning strategy should be one of prevention, 
rather than mitigation..  

2.12  We also question the process by which the total number of new houses to be 
provided, 14,240, has been calculated. We believe that some of the housing 
numbers given in the BLP Proformas (Appendix D, Housing Site Proformas) rely as 
much on guesswork as they do on knowledge or research. 

2.13  Taking just one example, Housing Site Allocation HA6 proposes approximately 
2000 houses on 53.18 hectares of Green Belt land at Maidenhead Golf Course. 
There is no indication in any publicly available document as to where the figure of 
“approximately 2000” has originated. There is no evidence of any masterplanning 
work to support this figure, nor of informed professional advice, nor even a Planning 
Brief. At face value, 2000 houses on 53.18 hectares of land would give a density of a 
little over 37 houses per hectare, which would be a medium to high density in this 

https://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=6c53f5be-eecc-4df9-883c-a5df308d2903


8 
 

part of the Royal Borough. The site, however, will not simply be devoted to 2000 
houses, but according to the Proforma, there will be primary and secondary schools, 
strategic public open space, formal play and playing pitch provision, a Local Centre 
including a multi-functional community hub, retained woodland, copse and 
hedgerows – which will have the effect of reducing the net area available for the 2000 
proposed houses significantly, this making the density of the actual housing areas 
greater. 

2.14  It is very likely, therefore, that the number of houses for site HA6 has been 
significantly over-estimated. If the same is true of other large allocated sites where 
“approximate” housing totals are suggested, then very little reliance can be placed on 
the Council’s claim to be meeting 100% of its OAHN via the allocations in the BLP. It 
seems likely, that if RBWM’s major priority is to meet 100% of OAHN at all costs, 
other additional land will still need to be allocated within the Plan period. It is 
therefore no surprise that RBWM has issued a further “call for sites” during the 
Regulation 19 consultation period. 

2.15  Paragraph 7.11.1 of the BLP announces that the Council considers that “the 
minimum net density of 30dph would be appropriate across the District”. This is a 
surprising statement given the very mixed character of the settlements in the Royal 
Borough. Although the “30 dph minimum” requirement is not directly enshrined in the 
Housing Density Policy HO5 on the same page of the document, the Policy, and 
accompanying wording, strongly suggest that lower densities will not normally be 
tolerated other than in exceptional circumstances.  

2.16  Given the understandable propensity of developers to treat any stated 
minimum criterion for development as a challenge to maximise, the Council’s BLP 
statements on density appear to offer a further means of increasing housing numbers 
at all costs, when those wishing to preserve local character will have a major battle 
on their hands in order to prove exceptional circumstances. We are concerned about 
this apparent downgrading of the importance of local character, and about the impact 
of the density requirement on those seeking to write sensible local policies in 
Neighbourhood Plans, when the application of the Housing Density section of the 
BLP will very much reduce any chance of flexibility. 

2.17  The Council has celebrated its intention to require a minimum of 30% 
affordable housing (Policy HO3. We believe that on the basis of (a) reality and (b) the 
actual Policies within the Plan, that the achievement of a 30% affordable provision 
will not be possible. 

2.18  Given that the Policy only relates to sites proposing more than 10 new 
dwellings (or an equivalent floor area), it follows that it will not relate to smaller sites 
nor to the majority of defined “windfall” sites. The reasons for not requiring affordable 
housing on smaller sites, or indeed for the 30% ambition, are not clear from any 
evidence in the Plan. 

2.19  A report into research by CPRE, and quoted in “The Times” of 19th September, 
2017, indicates that there is a shortfall in the provision of affordable homes despite 
targets being set in Local Plans. The report says that “developers use “viability 
studies” under planning laws to pressure local authorities into cutting the requirement 
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for affordable houses”. This is well known to planners working in local authorities, 
and the pressure by developers to argue for a lesser affordable provision is likely to 
be greater within authorities (such as RBWM) where the developer is also to be 
required to pay for mitigation measures against such things as flooding, noise 
pollution, air quality, etc (see above).  

2.20  It is a very likely scenario, therefore, that on a large number of the allocated 
housing sites will not, for reasons of “viability”, be approached. Indeed paragraph 1d 
of Policy HO3 provides the “get-out clause”, whereby developers can cite “the costs 
relating to the development; in particular the financial viability of developing the site” 
as a factor in their “negotiations” with the planning authority. 

2.21  Despite the Council’s apparent desire to achieve 30% affordable housing on 
new developments, this may not be achieved even on Council-owned land. Using   
Maidenhead Golf Course as an example, the prospect of achieving 600 affordable 
homes on that site is greatly diminished by the lack of mention anywhere in the site’s 
“Requirements” in the Allocation Proforma, of affordable housing, and the failure of 
the Council to indicate anywhere in the Plan that it intends to use its clout as 
landowner / development partner to ensure that the affordable housing target is 
achieved.  

2.22  Given the high cost and value of property in the Royal Borough (BLP paragraph 
3.4.5), it is disappointing that the Plan makes no real attempt to tackle the issue of 
providing housing for those on the lowest incomes who desire (or need, for work 
purposes) to live in the Borough, and that there is no mention of homes for key 
workers, such as nurses, teachers, firefighters, etc. 

 

2.23  We conclude that the Council’s housing land allocation strategy does not bear 
close examination; that it relies on release of Green Belt land contrary to its own 
policy, that its numbers are unrealistically inflated, that its expectations for housing 
density will cause harm to the character of many parts of the Borough, and that its 
target for provision of affordable housing is poorly thought through and impossible to 
achieve. 

 

 

3. Green Belt 

3.1  CPRE supports the existence and purpose of the Metropolitan Green Belt, and 
also supports the “very special circumstances” Policy in most local Development 
Plans (including RBWM Policy SP5) which only permits development in very 
exceptional circumstances. These local Policies support national planning guidance 
concerning Green Belts 

3.2  We have demonstrated in the sections above that RBWM’s lip-service towards 
its own Green Belt policy extends as far as proposing the use of 253 hectares of 
Green Belt land to build 5820 new dwellings between now and 2033. This proposed 
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surrender of Green Belt is unprecedented and is not justified in the Plan by cogent 
argument, careful research, or even public opinion.  

3.3  At the time of the failed RBWM Core Strategy in 2007, there was a very clear 
recommendation, from the Inspector, that if the Royal Borough were to feel the need 
to look towards the Green Belt in its search for housing sites, this work should be 
done via a Green Belt Review – an analysis of the whole of the Borough’s Green Belt, 
looking strategically at its use, character, environmental quality, heritage importance, 
etc. This indeed is work in which CPRE Berkshire, and no doubt many other local 
organisations, might have been interested in participating. However there has been 
no Green Belt review. 

3.4  Had such a review taken place, it could well have brought forward the idea, now 
current in many parts of England, that it is preferable and more sustainable, where 
need is proven, to create new settlements with their own tailor-made infrastructure, 
rather than to continue to extend existing settlements out of all proportion to the 
available services, exacerbating rather than eliminating infrastructure difficulties. 
Garden settlements are now in the planning stage not too far distant from the Royal 
Borough, at Didcot, Aylesbury, Bicester, and Harlow / Gilston. Whether or not 
appropriate land exists within the Royal Borough is not known as the idea has not 
been tested, and indeed there is no evidence that the idea has been put before 
Councillors (let alone the public) as an idea for consideration. 

3.5  Further, we have argued in previous sections that if the interests of good 
planning were to be properly observed, such a Green Belt review should have taken 
place in partnership across a wider group of planning authorities, in order to ensure a 
consistency of approach, and in the hope of establishing common themes and 
initiatives. 

3.6  The Rt. Hon. Sajid Javid, MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government,  launching the recent Housing White Paper in Parliament on 7th 
February 2017, made the following statement:  

“In 2015 we promised the British people that the green belt was safe in our hands. 
And that is still the case. This white paper does not remove any of its protections.” 

3.7  We wonder whether this statement was heard by the Royal Borough of Windsor 
and Maidenhead and if so, why they have proceeded with their unjustifiable and 
unsupportable proposal to release 253 hectares of Metropolitan Green Belt for 
housing development. 

 

3.8  We conclude that the Council’s ambivalent approach towards the Green Belt 
defies logic and runs contrary to established local and national policy, where the 
convenience of finding plots of land for a target of 14,240 houses has outweighed 
consideration of local environment and quality of life; this is within an area celebrated 
for the crucial contribution of tourism to the local and national economy (BLP paras 
3.5.4 to 3.5.7). 
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4. Infrastructure 

4.1  The normal expectation of a Borough-wide Local Plan is that, along with 
imaginative and far-seeing proposals for new developments and facilities, there will 
be an analysis of existing infrastructure, including its strengths and weaknesses, 
leading to bold proposals to tackle the infrastructural weaknesses and to provide bold 
solutions, which will also comfortably cater for the new development which is 
anticipated. 

4.2  With regard to transport infrastructure, the BLP concedes at an early stage 
(Paragraph 14.4.3) that “Transport networks in the Borough are under pressure”, 
giving rise to issues of congestion on strategic and local networks, in urban areas, 
and associated with tourist attractions and major events. These are linked with 
problems of poor air quality, traffic noise, road safety risks, and carbon emissions. 
We have demonstrated above that the problems of traffic noise and poor air quality, 
rather than being overcome in the Plan, are being brought forward to the newly 
allocated housing sites. 
4.3  Any discussion of infrastructure within the BLP requires reference to the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) which was provided as part of the Regulation 19 
supporting documents. The previous IDP was acknowledged as being long out of 
date, and until Reg 19, there was no other information provided by RBWM on the 
important issue of infrastructure. It is therefore impossible for us not to conclude that 
the BLP was prepared without being informed by up to date evidence on 
infrastructure. 

4.4  Paragraph 1.5.6 of the IDP remarks that “It is important to note that the IDP is a 
mechanism for identifying the future infrastructure requirements of development 
proposed as a result of the BLP. It does not address existing deficiencies in 
infrastructure provision which should be the subject of specific institutional responses 
as appropriate” It is not possible to relate this statement to what should be an 
overarching vision about infrastructure needs in the Borough. Para 2.3.6 of the IDP 
worryingly adds: “A number of infrastructure partners and service providers are still to 
provide information requested…” 
 
4.5  The conclusion must be drawn that the IDP may (or may not) identify some 
infrastructure needs within the Borough, but it does not set out how they will be 
delivered or funded (other than by broad statements of intent). This conclusion is 
supported by Paragraph 2.4.4 which states: “The Infrastructure Reference Group will 
produce an Infrastructure Investment plan which will set out the details of how the 
identified infrastructure requirements for the BLP will be funded.”  And, as we have 
demonstrated above, there is no evidence that RBWM has participated in any 
discussion of infrastructure needs across the Borough boundaries, as required by 
Duty to Co-operate. 
 
4.6  Paragraph 14.6.1 of the BLP explains that the Council’s transport policy “is 
currently set out in the Local Transport Plan”. This document is dated July 2012 and 
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it is difficult to understand how this outdated document can have influenced the 
current version of the BLP, or vice versa. It may therefore be concluded that any 
strategic thinking behind the land allocations in the Plan was not influenced by 
contemporary thinking or policy on transport planning – although joined-up thinking 
along these lines was a persuasive argument for the creation of Unitary Authorities – 
such as Windsor and Maidenhead. 
 
4.7  The development of strategic land use allocations in the BLP has clearly been 
unable to be influenced by strategic transport (in particular highways) advice. This 
means that opportunities to make use of the Plan to improve existing known 
problems, and to create a much improved network to service the new houses and 
jobs, cannot be and are not linked to BLP policies as firm proposals. The result will 
inevitably be a future patchwork of unrelated works, financed where achievable by 
individual developments.  
 
4.8  The Plan makes reference at Paragraph 14.4.3 to the problems caused to 
communications by “major events”, including Ascot Week, horse racing at Windsor, 
and Legoland during any sunny school holiday. Local communities have an 
expectation that these problems – major congestion, delays to business and urgent 
transport – might be resolved or certainly mitigated by robust policies in the Plan. 
However these are not tackled; this is a missed opportunity, and is a further example 
of the Plan’s failure to contribute positively towards enhancing the quality of life in the 
Royal Borough. 
 
4.9  Outside of transport, many other infrastructure issues are of concern to local 
communities within the Royal Borough. These include education and the need for 
new schools, flooding and flood alleviation, sewerage capacity, and hospitals and 
health 
 
4.10  We might reasonably expect RBWM to tackle these issues in the Local Plan, on 
the basis that if there are problems now, these will be exacerbated by 2033 given the 
extent of development proposed. We would expect there to be clear and robust 
policies which not only recognise the problems, but make clear, implementable and 
costed proposals to resolve them. 
 
4.11  Looking first at education, the BLP (paragraph 3.4.8) says that “more (primary 
school places) are likely to be needed in the early part of the plan period”.  It goes on 
to say (paragraph 3.4.9) that “significant numbers of new secondary school places 
will be required from 2017 onwards”. New primary and secondary schools are 
proposed to be provided, for example, on the Maidenhead Golf Course site, although 
the timescale for this is not clear and there must be doubt as to whether those 
schools are intended to meet the current stated needs. Likewise it is not clear 
whether the new schools proposed are intended to replace existing schools which 
may be closed,  or whether they are designed to meet anticipated needs both of the 
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existing population and of the 14,420 proposed new households. We are 
disappointed that the BLP does not give us confidence that it has capably estimated 
future education needs for the Plan period and beyond, and that appropriate 
allocations have been made, where necessary, in the Plan. Once again, is not a 
difficult task for a task in a Unitary Authority. 
 
4.12  The Royal Borough has suffered from severe flooding in recent years, and 
accepts that the likelihood of flooding will increase in coming years. We have 
questioned the wisdom of allocating a total of 18 sites which are known to present 
flooding problems for new housing. These allocations, even if the flood risks are 
mitigated, will do nothing to reduce the potential for disastrous flooding, and we 
criticise the Council for not attempting, as part of the Plan to seek and provide – in 
partnership with others as necessary – more robust and lasting solutions. 
 
4.13  Some doubt has been expressed in some parts of the Royal Borough over 
whether adequate capacity exists with regard to the proper disposal of sewage. The 
Plan (paragraphs 14.18.5 to 14.18.11) carefully avoids comment on this but suggests 
that discussion with “the major statutory undertaker” has informed preparation of the 
Plan and that if the undertaker needs to increase capacity, this should be done. We 
do not believe that the Council has investigated this issue robustly nor actively 
considered whether or not there is adequate sewerage / drainage infrastructure in 
parts of the Borough to support the proposed new development. 
 
4.14  In the CPRE publication “Landlines: why we need a strategic approach to land” 
(March 2017), Andrew Westcott, Head of Policy and Public Affairs at the Institution of 
Civil Engineers, heads his article “A vision for infrastructure” with the clear statement: 
“It is vital that infrastructure planning is integrated with land use”. This statement 
defines in eleven words what RBWM are not able to demonstrate in their BLP. 
 
 
4.15  We therefore conclude that infrastructure issues have not been considered 
important or taken seriously in the preparation of this Plan, and that comment and 
analysis of infrastructure at the present or into the future has either been based on 
very outdated information, or has been sought as an afterthought to decisions which 
had already been undertaken on land allocations. 
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