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HOLYPORT RESIDENTS’ ASSOCIATION RESPONSE TO RBWM’S 

LOCAL PLAN ‘PREFERRED OPTIONS CONSULTATION’ 

For Areas 5C and 7A 

Index, Introduction and Conclusions 

Document Index 

Doc. Title File Name 

1 Index & Introduction together with Holyport Area Residents 

responses to an HRA survey, including HRA summary and 

comment. 

HRA1_RBWM_LP_Summary.pdf 

1a HRA Survey – Holyport Area Residents - Results HRA1a_RBWM_LP_Survey.pdf 

1b RBWM form for responses, completed to indicate Residents 

majority views. 

HRA1b_RBWM_LP_Form.pdf 

2 HRA comments against each of the RBWM paragraphs in their 

edge of Settlement Analysis for Area 7A. 

HRA2_RBWM_LP_7A.pdf 

3 HRA comments against each of the RBWM paragraphs in their 

edge of Settlement Analysis for Area 5C. 

HRA3_RBWM_LP_5C.pdf 

4 Additional Flood Photographs. HRA4_RBWM_LP_P.pdf 

5 Report on Traffic Pollution 

by Bray Parish Councillor Peter Janikoun. 

HRA5_RBWM_LP_TP.pdf 

6 Highway and Transport Representations - 

Commissioned by the Holyport Preservation Society. 

HPS_RBWM_LP_Highways and 

Transportation.pdf 

7 Assessment of Flood Risk – Holyport Area - 

Commissioned by the Holyport Preservation Society. 

HPS_RBWM_LP_Hydrology.pdf 

 

1.0 Introduction 

This and associated documents identified above have been drawn up by the Holyport Residents 

Association (HRA) with assistance from the Holyport Preservation Society (HPS).  The latter paid for 

the reports on Highways and Transportation and Assessment of Flood Risk. 

Document 1a gives the results of our survey and includes all of the comments that residents gave. 

Document 1b is the RBWM Response Form showing HRA responses to all questions. 

We consider that RBWM have acted wrongly in presenting all of the Green Belt areas to be voted for 

development by people who do not live in or near the areas concerned.  This concept is promoted by 

RBWM in Question 20 of the RBWM Consultation and may result in every one of the areas being 

voted for development, but with none of the votes being from people who live in or near these 

areas.  The HRA will not vote in favour of any areas for development, as we believe it is not right to 

encourage development in areas where we have no involvement. 
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In RBWM meetings with Parish Councils and Neighbourhood Planning organisations RBWM has 

made repeated statements that it is not good enough that residents just say that development is not 

wanted in Green Belt, reasons have to be given. 

This is undemocratic. Councillors have been voted into their positions by residents, and residents 

have given their mandate to those councillors.  Councillors are well aware from previous 

consultations of the view of their constituents.  Councillors have stated this in Council meetings and 

their majority support for the view that Green Belt land will not be built on has been recorded in the 

minutes. 

It is not for the residents to be obliged to give reasons why Green Belt land should not be built on.  It 

is for the RBWM planning professionals to act to satisfy the Policy provided to them by Councillors, 

the Policy that Councillors have already determined from their assessment of residents opinions.  

RBWM Councillors are elected to promote the will of local residents, not the will of Central 

Government. 

It is apparent that, having had one attempt at a Local Plan rejected by the Government’s Planning 

Inspectorate, RBWM Planners are perhaps doing more than necessary to ensure that the next one 

will be accepted. 

There are many anomalies in the past behaviour of both the Planning Inspectorate and Government.  

Inspectors acting on behalf of the Government rejected the Local Plan Strategy that was RBWM’s 

that had several years worth of projected housing supply, whilst in the case of Thundersley in Essex, 

Eric Pickles, the Minister responsible has stopped the plans for 165 homes that his Inspector had 

allowed, and further, that the High Court has supported the Minister’s decision, even though 

Thundersley has only 7/10ths of a year of housing availability projected in its Local Plan. 

Now in March 2014 we have an admission from Government that the Planning Inspectorate’s 

interpretation of government Policy has been wrong. The following text is from a letter of 3
rd

 March 

2014 from Nick Boles, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State (Planning) to Sir Michael Pitt the Chief 

Executive of the Government’s Planning Inspectorate. 

QUOTE 

Dear Sir Michael Pitt, 

Inspectors' Reports on Local Plans 

I was very troubled by the media coverage of the recent Inspector's report on the examination into 

the Reigate and Banstead Local Plan. On reading the report, I was disturbed by the Inspector's use of 

language, which invited misinterpretation of government policy and misunderstanding about the 

local authority's role in drawing up all of the policies in the draft plan.  I am writing to restate very 

clearly the Government's view of Green Belt policy and Local Plan examinations. 

Fundamental to the National Planning Policy Framework and to this Government's planning reforms 

is the idea that local authorities, and the communities who elect them, are in charge of planning for 

their own areas. That is why we abolished the top down regional strategies, why we have 

emphasised the primacy of the Local Plan and why we gave communities the powers to create 

neighbourhood plans. 

Alongside these reforms we were always very clear that we would maintain key protections for the 

countryside and, in particular, for the Green Belt. The National Planning Policy Framework met this 

commitment in full. The Framework makes clear that a Green Belt boundary may be altered only in 

exceptional circumstances and reiterates the importance and permanence of the Green Belt. The 

special role of Green Belt is also recognised in the framing of the presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, which sets out that authorities should meet objectively assessed needs 

unless specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restricted.  Crucially, 

Green Belt is identified as one such policy. 
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It has always been the case that a local authority could adjust a Green Belt boundary through a 

review of the Local Plan. It must however always be transparently clear that it is the local authority 

itself which has chosen that path - and it is important that this is reflected in the drafting of 

Inspectors' reports. The Secretary of State will consider exercising his statutory powers of 

intervention in Local Plans before they are adopted where a planning inspector has recommended a 

Green Belt review that is not supported by the local planning authority. 

I would be grateful if you could circulate a copy of this letter to all inspectors and ensure that they 

understand the need to choose their words carefully and reflect government policy very clearly in all 

future reports.  I am also placing a copy of this letter in the public domain. 

Nick Boles MP 

UNQUOTE 

The above letter is very welcome as it makes clear that the Government’s Planning Inspectorate has 

no authority to recommend changes to Green Belt boundaries.  At a public meeting with RBWM Cllr 

Saunders on 19
th

 February 2014, Cllr Saunders stressed how the need to consider developing on 

Green Belt is essential because the Inspector had rejected the previous Core Strategy for the Local 

Plan because it gave insufficient consideration to development of Green Belt. 

Having reviewed the Inspectors report on the RBWM’s 2009 attempt, when the Strategy was 

rejected due to insufficient consideration being given to building on Green Belt, we conclude that 

the Inspector in that case should also have been rebuked by Nick Boles.  If Nick Boles had corrected 

the Planning Inspectorate before the RBWM Strategy was considered, RBWM would not be in the 

position of having to demonstrate a consideration of Green Belt, nor would we residents have to be 

fighting against it. 

Relevant questions are - Is RBWM too much influenced by Central Government?  Who is driving the 

current RBWM Local Plan, the people through their elected Councillors, or Central Government 

through the bureaucracy within RBWM?  Or do RBWM’s Planning Councillor and his team of 

planners have a fundamental misunderstanding of what is required of them and need to reassess 

their approach in light of the letter dated 3
rd

 March 2014 from Nick Boles to Sir Michael Pitt?  HRA 

suggests they do. 

 

2.0 Comment on Residents Response to HRA Survey 

In order to gauge the opinion of residents in the Holyport area and establish a mandate for our 

submission, the HRA conducted a residents’ survey of our area. 

The survey was conducted both online through Polldaddy and by 1650 paper copies delivered to all 

homes around the Holyport area.  An additional 50 forms were left in the Holyport Sub-Post Office 

for use of those who requested them. 

Due to space restriction on the paper form, the questions were not presented identically in each 

method, but the report shows a combined result.  Some apparent percentage anomalies are due to 

questions not being mutually exclusive. e.g. in Q9, 32 supported a hospital, but in Q11, 39 supported 

a hospital.  Some residents gave conflicting views in other topics, and this also causes minor 

percentage anomalies. 

The final results are summarised in our Document 1a, which also includes the comments that were 

provided by respondents.  Should RBWM wish to see the spreadsheet itself and/or the paper 

responses and Polldaddy results this can be arranged. 

For the purposes of this report the survey was closed at the end of 10th March 2014.  Any further 

responses will be analysed after 21st March by which date this submission has to be made. 
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Responses were received from 513 people, 226 being online and 287 by paper. 

At our last check there were 2840 persons on the voters roll for the area so this is 18.1% of the 

Holyport area population. 

As the normal response rate to consultations is less than 4% this gives a measure of how seriously 

people are taking this.  

A summary of responses follows, using the question numbers on the results sheet; 

Q5 A question asked on the online survey but not on the paper survey was; 

Do you want to personally answer the RBWM Consultation or have the HRA make a single 

submission taking into account the views provided by you and other residents? 

83.6% (of 226) replied that they wanted the HRA to answer for them. 

Q6 89.9% said that they do not support development on undeveloped Green belt land. 

Q7 Within areas of recognised settlement within Green Belt – such as Holyport, 206 (40.2%) do 

not support any development, but 294 (57.3%) support domestic extensions, 262 (51.1%) 

support garages, 239 (46.6%) annexes and 176 (34.3%) small developments. 

Q8 497 persons (96.9%) do not want housing on Area 7A. 

Q9 452 persons (88.1%) do not want housing on Area 5C.  

32 persons (6.2%) support the hospital proposals of Dr Phillip Lee for Area 5C. 

25 persons (4.9%) support some housing on Area 5C in exchange for public open space. 

Q10 Of the 16 who supported housing on Area 7A, 11 people said that some housing may provide 

some accessible public space. 

Q11 Of the 39 (7.6%) who said that they want a hospital on Area 5C, 31 also said they did not want 

housing there. 

Q12 This question gave various choices of reasons for not building on Area 7A.  In decreasing % 

order the most popular were; 

90.1% said Local roads do not cope well with current traffic, cannot cope with more, and no 

possibility of road widening. 

86.5% Land is Green Belt. 

85.2% Schools and GP surgeries could not cope. 

84.8% Holyport Conservation Area would be spoilt. 

81.7% concerned that it would close a gap that gives the area a feel of separation from 

Maidenhead. 

Q13 This question gave various choices of reasons for not building on Area 5C.  In decreasing % 

order the most popular were; 

79.7% Land is Green Belt. 

79.5% said Local roads do not cope well with current traffic, cannot cope with more, and no 

possibility of road widening. 

77% Schools and GP surgeries could not cope. 

69.4% Area has zones of high pollution; more cars would make this worse. 

Q14 This question gave various choices for other uses for Area 7A. In decreasing order, the most 
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popular were; 

63.7% Farming 

52.8% Nature Reserve 

50.5% Public Open Space. 

37.8% Leave as undeveloped Green Belt 

28.8% Leisure Pursuits / Playing Fields 

24.2% Allotments 

Q15 This question gave various choices for other uses for Area 5C. In decreasing order, the most 

popular were; 

54.2% Nature Reserve 

53.2% Farming 

36.1% Leave as undeveloped Green Belt 

29.4% Allotments 

29.3% Public Open Space. 

26.9% Leisure Pursuits / Playing Fields 

Q16 As RBWM’s Consultation Question 20 asks residents to say which areas they would like to 

have developed, even though residents not living in an area can vote for development in that 

area, HRA have highlighted that we consider this to be bad practice, and therefore the results 

of RBWM’s consultation question 20 cannot be relied on by RBWM.  We asked Holyport 

residents how they would answer.  This question was only asked in the online survey (226 

respondents) 

77.4% said they would not vote for any areas to be developed. 

16.4% said they would vote for areas other than 7A or 5C 

5.8 % said they would vote for development on Area 5C 

0.4% said they would vote for development on Area 7A 

Q17 RBWM’s Question 21 asks whether residents would prefer housing or a Hospital in Area 5C, 

but does not give the option of having neither.  HRA again thinks that this is bad practice and 

therefore the results of Question 21 cannot be used by RBWM. HRA gave the three options; 

88.3% said leave it as Green Belt 

11.9 % said Hospital. 

2.3% said houses. 

 

From the survey results it is clear that HRA’s primary duty in representing the views of Holyport 

residents has to be to argue against any development on Areas 7A and 5C. 

A very small percentage of respondents are willing to have some houses in exchange for public land. 

Although true that a small percentage of those responding are in favour of a hospital on Area 5C, the 

HRA has concern that due to lack of information from RBWM, people wishing to have a hospital do 

not appreciate how much traffic disruption would result from this.   

We therefore consider that the RBWM was wrong to ask the question as to whether or not people 
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would like a hospital on Area 5C without having first published forecasts of the traffic increases that 

would result should such a hospital be built.  Neither did RBWM do anything to make known the 

likely difficulties faced by patients, or by hospital staff in emergency situations, when the traffic is in 

its peak periods. 

We consider that all results from question 21 should be scrapped, as answers in favour of a hospital 

have been given without publication of RBWM due consideration, assessment and advice as to the 

consequences of a hospital on Area 5C.  

The following is an abstract from Andrew Cormie’s letter of 31st January 2013 to Theresa May, our 

local MP, who supported MP Dr Phillip Lee of Bracknell’s proposals for a hospital in Maidenhead; 

“M4 Junction 8/9 is an extremely bad location for the proposed hospital because traffic on the road 

network local to J8/9 is already far too congested especially at peak times. 

 

Traffic volume in this area is already so great that there is no way that the area can sustain the 

further increases in traffic which would result from the hospital. It seems very unlikely that 

emergency vehicles could urgently emerge from or gain access to this proposed hospital with any 

certainty. 

 

Lee's report states that he envisages handling 729,448 patients per year and that some 6,526 staff 

will be required. The amount of extra housing required for the staff and their families and the 

further pressure that the staff transport and their family transport will apply to local roads is a 

further problem. This will also impose extra housing requirements, whilst RBWM is already 

struggling to meet Central Government's current housing requirements. 

 

The traffic from vehicles bringing visitors to the 1015 patients will add to the traffic for staff. Further, 

as 1015 multiplied by 365 days per year equals 370,475, it appears that Lee intends to deal with 

358,973 out-patients per annum, (729,448 minus 370,475), an average of 983 per day, and their 

transport would add further chaos to the situation. 

 

We read in the Maidenhead Advertiser that 2,820 car park spaces would be required. This appears 

to be far from sufficient as I see also that the staff number will be 6,526.” 

A further concern is that Area 5C, having been a quarry  in the late 60s and early 70s and having had 

gravel removed down to depths of over 8m, was then restored to a lower level than the original, 

using builders skip waste capped with soil.  

Builders skip waste could have been anything from wood, plastic, soil, paper, paint cans, brick 

rubble etc and as old asbestos was being actively removed from anywhere that it was installed it 

seems likely that asbestos may also be present. 

So, if development of houses or hospital were ever to be agreed for this site, it would require the 

removal of the waste and importation of suitable hardcore, and/or major piling work. 

These concerning factors about traffic and the state of the land in Area 5 should be explained to the 

public before asking them whether or not a hospital should be built on Area 5C. 

 

3.0 HRA Main Response 

The format of the HRA main response to the RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis (See Documents 2 

and 3)  is a listing of the RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis (EoS) paragraphs in italicised underlined 

text with the HRA comments below them in bold, and this begins immediately below with 

comments on the introductory section of the EoS paragraph 2.1. 
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2.1 This section sets out the approach taken in assessing land on the edge of settlements. The 

methodology ensures that areas are comprehensively assessed in a structured, transparent and 

consistent manner taking account of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and local 

characteristics. 

HRA will show herein that the work has been done neither consistently nor transparently. 

2.9 The NPPF advises that two of the main purposes of the Green Belt is to 'assist in safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment' and 'to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another' 

(paragraph 80). 

Therefore this Stage 2 assessment looks at the broad area's contribution to gaps between settlements 

and the strength of new boundaries from further encroachment. It should be noted that the study only 

considered the strength of potential new boundaries, not those already abutting the existing 

settlement. 

Development of the areas 5A, 5C, 5D, 5E and 7A would be counter to the purpose of the Green Belt 

as stated by the NPPF to “assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment” and to 

“prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another” 

2.14 The NPPF states that wildlife protection should be 'commensurate with their status and give 

appropriate weight to their importance and the contribution that they make to wider ecological 

networks'. Therefore the assessment looks at local nature designations and ancient woodland. 

Migrating geese feed on Area 7A twice per year.  Any development there will cause harm to the 

migrating geese population.  We have seen no evidence of any RBWM organised assessment of what 

wildlife is present in Areas 7A and 5C. 

______________________________________________________ 

The remainder of our comments on the EoS are shown in our Documents 2 and 3. 

The Traffic Pollution Report (Doc. 5) and the Traffic and Hydrology experts’ reports (Docs. 6 & 7) are 

commended for your close attention. 

As separately advised to RBWM, the contributions from Thames Water and the Environment Area 

were requested for the Hydrology Report.  Nothing has been supplied by these bodies, although we 

believe they will eventually provide them.  When they do, and if their comments are useful, the 

Hydrology report may be augmented and resubmitted to RBWM. 

 

4.0 Conclusions 

The NPPF recognises that 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. 

 

Regarding both Areas 5C and 7A, their non-development would comply with purposes 1 to 4.  Their 

development would be contrary to these purposes. 
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The existing traffic difficulties for the A330, A308, A308(M) and M4 Junction 8/9 would be worsened 

by any development of Areas 5C and 7A. 

Air quality is already bad at the A308, Holyport Road, Upper Bray Road junction, and is likely to 

become worse as the M4 traffic density increases by up to 33.3% with the addition of two more 

lanes.  The traffic increases referred to below will also worsen the air quality. 

Bracknell Forest Borough Council has an intention to build 4900 houses North of Bracknell (Warfield 

and Binfield), and this would result in increased traffic on the A330 to and from M4 Junction 8/9, 

travelling past the only access to Area 5C, and on the Holyport Road where an access to Area 7A 

would likely have to be made.  

The proposals of Doctor Phillip Lee MP of Bracknell, and Theresa May MP, to have a new 

hospital near M4 Junction 8/9 would also increase traffic, but we believe that RBWM will recognise 

the problems associated with such a hospital, and will not agree to its construction. 

In increase in traffic is expected due to rail passengers using cross-rail. 

There is great concern over flood risks for both sites and also re the capability of existing sewerage, 

even with improvements, to additionally serve these new areas.  

The specialist reports commissioned by the Holyport Preservation Society and also included with the 

HRA submission amply demonstrate and substantiate these concerns. 

Regarding Area 7A, we claim that special circumstances apply, resulting in it being a gap between 

settlements that meets the “Settlement Gap” criteria RBWM have applied elsewhere in deciding 

that an area cannot be developed.  Further, RBWM have not performed the fine-grain analysis that 

their “Green Belt Purpose Analysis” requires.   We think that when this is done it will confirm that 

development is undeliverable for Area 7A. 

The London Green Belt Council agrees with us about settlement gap status and their support is 

shown in the early part of our Document 2. 

We have also discussed the concept of Area 7A being in a Settlement Gap with the CPRE (Campaign 

to Protect Rural England).  The local branch indicated their support for this concept and they 

referred us to the Governments Written Ministerial Statement in July 2013 stating that that the 

single issue of housing demand does not in itself justify building on the Green Belt.  CPRE confirmed 

they had welcomed this statement and called on Ministers to take urgent further action to 

safeguard the Green Belt, including: 

•  Making a clear statement that suitable brownfield sites in urban areas should be used 

before greenfield land in the Green Belt for new development; 

• Introducing measures to help local authorities to work together to safeguard the Green Belt 

and direct development to areas in need of regeneration; and 

• Providing clear guidance on the requirement for supplying five years’ worth of sites for new 

housing in local plans, to reduce the scope for developers to promote Green Belt or 

greenfield land when better brownfield sites are available.  

Regarding Area 5C, the fact of it having been a gravel quarry and being backfilled with waste whose 

identity probably cannot be substantiated, makes development of this site a risky venture.  When 

the fine grain analysis is dome by RBWM, we think that this will confirm that Area 5C is 

undeliverable. 

In conclusion, the HRA considers that this submission, with associated documents as shown in the 

index, will convince RBWM that their Local Plan must designate Areas 7A and 5C as being Green Belt 

land in perpetuity. 


