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RBWM Preferred Options Consultation

Response by the Holyport Preservation Society

We attach the following documents:

1. (HPS_RBWM_LP_Cover letter and Appendices.pdf) Comments on the Green Belt Purpose Analysis,
including an overview by the London Green Belt Council, which suggests that Holyport’s status has
not been correctly assessed: 

“Holyport is a settlement in the Green Belt which needs to retain its identity and the
narrow piece of land keeping it separate therefore is of the highest importance.”

2. (HPS-RBWM Preferred Option_EoSA.pdf) HPS comments regarding ‘RBWM Preferred Options 
Document Edge of  Settlement Analysis December 2013 Pages 91 to 94 Concerning Site 7A Between 
Ascot Road and Holyport Road.’

3. (HPS_RBWM_Highways and Transportation.pdf) A report by Dermot McCaffery MIHE MIRSO
Highways and Transportation Consultant as to why sites 5C and 7A are not suitable for development:

“It is therefore my view that as a Highways and Transportation Consultant, I consider
that development in either Area 5C or 7A is unsustainable.”

4. (HPS_RBWM_Hydrology.pdf) A report by Dr Harvey J.E. Rodda BSc (Hons) PhD MCIWEM
Director of  Hydrology at Hydro-GIS Ltd. as to why sites 5C and 7A are not suitable for development: 

“Overall the risk of flooding at both sites is considered as high and therefore the sites
should be rejected as potential development areas.”

On the basis of  these reports, we wholeheartedly agree with the recommendations of  the Bray Parish
Neighbourhood Plan, which supports developments in Maidenhead itself  where demand will be greatest,
given the accessibility to the railway station – a crucial factor with the imminent arrival of  Crossrail.

Yours faithfully

David Howells (Chairman)

Andy Spence (Secretary)
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RBWM PREFERRED OPTIONS CONSULTATION DOCUMENT 2013 
AND APPENDICES

COMMENTS FROM THE HOLYPORT PRESERVATION SOCIETY RE: SITE 7A AREA BETWEEN
HOLYPORT ROAD AND ASCOT ROAD – GREEN BELT PURPOSE ANALYSIS NOVEMBER 2013

The Green Belt serves five purposes:

1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of  large built-up areas;

2. To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

3. To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

4. To preserve the setting and special character of  history towns;

5. To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging recycling of  derelict and other urban land. 

Our comments are as follows:

i) We understand that protecting Gaps between or to Settlements included in the Green Belt was not one
of  the criteria used by RBWM to inform the process of  Stage 1 in the Edge of  Settlement Analysis because
it was not one of  the five purposes the Green Belt serves.

We would suggest that this should have informed the process, as the Green Belt site 7A fulfils Green Belt
purposes 1, 3 and 5. By not taking these purposes into account, Holyport “washed over” by the Green Belt
is put at an unnecessary disadvantage in preventing urban sprawl and encroachment from Maidenhead
into Holyport. 

ii) Holyport is both a Conservation Area and a Recognised Settlement, and although the Conservation Area
is shown on Map 7, neither is included on any of  the Maps 2, 3, 4 and 5 in the Edge of  Settlement Analysis,
which, if  included, would have illustrated the above. 

iii) We, the Holyport Preservation Society, together with the Holyport Residents Association, have sought the
advice of  the London Green Belt Council, and their opinion is this: “The Analysis of Green Belt and
Countryside Character appears to be at fault. Holyport is described as an excluded settlement.
It appears, however, to be “washed” over by the Green Belt. But, regardless of whether Holyport
is excluded or “washed” over, it is a settlement in the Green Belt that needs to retain its identity,
and the narrow piece of land keeping it separate therefore is of the highest importance (ie site 7A).”



They add that “ ‘washed’ over settlements like Holyport are, nevertheless, settlements whose
separation from other settlements must be preserved. For that reason, a site like 7A, which, if
built up, would connect Holyport to “Greater Maidenhead”, is of critical importance.”

We appreciate that, as stated in the Green Belt Purpose Analysis document, there is no consistent model
for undertaking a Green Belt analysis. We also see that paragraph 3.6 of  the Green Belt Purpose Analysis
document makes clear that: ”Consideration of  affects on such smaller settlements is more appropriately
considered through a finer grain character assessment and/or a site assessment exercise.”

We cannot understand why the Green Belt purposes 1, 3 and 5 were not tabled first, before this fine grain
analysis was undertaken, and before going out to the public. 

HPS/MARCH 2014


