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#This document was copied from the PDF file made publicly available on 
18th May 2015 by Bray Parish Council’s Neighbourhood Planning Group 
known as BPNP Steering Group.  It has been commented upon by me, 
Andrew Cormie.  These comments are mine alone and are not to be 
considered as Holyport Residents Association comments.  It is available 
on the HRA website for viewing by any interested persons. 
 
It will be clear to all who have read the home page of the HRA website 
that I have had concerns from the commencement of the Localism Act 
that Neighbourhood Development Plans, having the right to include 
MORE development but NEVER LESS development than the Borough 
Local Development Plan, are vehicles to be feared or guarded against, 
rather than encouraged.  My concerns were always mainly to do with the 
likelihood that a Neighbourhood Development Plan would enable or 
attempt to enable Green Belt development.  My fears have so far not 
been proved wrong. 
 
For instance we have a discrepancy between the “Share your Views 
(SYV)” document and this Draft Plan.  On page 3 of the SYV is stated 
“This Plan therefore does not propose any further housing development 
within Bray Parish”. This has also been reported in the Maidenhead 
Advertiser of 21st May 2015.  Firstly, this does not align with the Vision 
Statement second sentence shown in the SYV and in the Draft Plan “We 
will respond to the housing needs of our communities with sympathetic 
development”.  Second, it conflicts with the SYV Objectives Number 7 
“To ensure that housing changes maintain, and where possible 
enhance, the quality and character of the Parish so that future 
generations can enjoy the same or a better living and working 
environment.” Further, this concept of allowing housing development is 
established by policies BNP – GB1, GB2, BE1, BE2, BE3, BE4, BE5, BE6, 
BE8, TI1, TI4 and there are others that allow Business Development. 
 
A further matter not mentioned in the SYV is on page 31 of the BPNDP.  
(Also on page 31 of this document) The last item - about a proposed link 
road - is a major proposal.  If this is not just a simple mistake, then it is 
an example of bad practice in endeavouring to get residents to agree to 
something without telling them of it. 
 
The policy associated with the above; (BNP-TI1) although seemingly 
innocuous, could be construed to support the text about the major 
change described as a “link road”.  No route is suggested for the 
aforementioned “link road” and it is clear that such a road would badly 
affect residents who had to be displaced for its construction or who live 
near its route. It would also increase both noise pollution and gaseous 
pollution. 
 
In another comment document, (AC_BPNDP_Policies.doc / pdf) also on 
the HRA website, I list the BPNDP Policies and advise whether there is a 
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difference between the Policy as shown in the SYV document and the 
Draft Plan; also showing the Policies as I would like to see them. 
 
I think that the BPNDP as it stands has too much unnecessary 
explanation and justification.  I would like to see all the policies stated at 
the beginning, each followed by any rules that devolve or depend from 
that policy.  This aligns with normal practice in such documents; policy 
is defined at the outset, and the means of ensuring that the policies are 
achieved follow on.  Each policy could also appear later in the text with 
a BRIEF explanation following it as to why it has been included.  Or for 
consultation purposes, the actual BPNDP could be presented as a 
stand-alone document, but with a separate guidance document for 
appraisal purposes only, explaining how the policies were arrived at. 
 
The HRA survey of residents for the RBWM Local Plan showed that 90% 
or so of residents did not want building on the Green Belt associated 
with the Holyport Area, these being Areas 7A and 5C.  The RBWM 
statement of 26th February 2015 in connection with the Local Plan rules 
out any development on all of the Bray Parish Green Belt, and this 
decision was supported by the three then and current RBWM Bray Ward 
Councillors.  The reporting RBWM Councillor for the Local Plan (not an 
RBWM Bray Ward Councillor) is also a Bray Parish Councillor. Two of 
the three RBWM Bray Ward Councillors are members of the Steering 
Committee for the Bray Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan and 
one of those is a Bray Parish Councillor.  As of the recent election, the 
third RBWM Bray Ward Councillor (the leader of the RBWM council) is 
now also a Bray Parish Councillor.  This being the case it is difficult to 
understand why the BPNDP as currently written still allows development 
on Bray Parish Greenbelt, especially on areas 7A and 5C. 
 
In this “comment document”; 
 
The Index and the table of Policy Locations are not included. 
 
Changes, additions and comments are shown in Red.  Deletions are 
struck through. 
 
Foot- notes included in the original document have been shown here 
italicised. 
 
Page breaks will be displaced and page numbers different, although the 
sequence of text is the same. However, Italicised foot-notes have been 
repositioned but may not be ideally placed. 
 
Policies have been shown in bold with their title underlined. 
 
Red text is proposed for inclusion. 
 
Red bold text appearing within or attached to text already bold is 
proposed for inclusion. 
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Red bold text prefixed # is comment to be considered. 
 
The word “should” has generally been replaced with “must”. 
 
The proper legal title for a Neighbourhood Plan is a “Neighbourhood 
Development Plan” and I consider that this plan should be properly 
titled as the Bray Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan (BPNDP). 
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I. Introduction 
 
A Neighbourhood Development Plan is a new type of planning document 
introduced by the Localism Act of 2011 to influence the use and development 
of land. Once in force a Neighbourhood Development Plan must be 
considered in determining planning applications in the Plan Area. The Bray 
Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan (‘the Plan’ or “the BPNDP”) has 
been compiled by local residents and the Bray Parish Council as the Bray 
Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (‘the Steering Group’). The Plan 
provides guidance for development and long-term sustainability of the Bray, 
Holyport, Fifield and Oakley Green settlements and surrounding Green Belt of 
the Parish for the next 15 years. The Plan may be updated from time to time, 
and will be formally reviewed every 5 years.  
 
Neighbourhood Development Plans are required to be in general conformity 
with the strategic policies of the Local Plan (‘Development Plan’) of the Local 
Planning Authority, the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (‘RBWM’ 
or ‘the Borough’) and the Government’s National Planning Policy Framework 
(‘NPPF’). The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead recognised the 
Bray Parish Council (‘BPC’) as providing leadership for the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan development process in 2012 and has supported all public 
surveys, consultations and plan preparations with continuing guidance. The 
Bray Parish Council has recognised the Steering Group as authorised to carry 
forward the work of neighbourhood planning within the Parish.  
 
The current Steering Group members are;  
 
Steve Adams, David Coppinger, William Emmett, Chris Graham, Martin Hall, 
Duncan Johnston, Jacqueline Mainprice, Derek Mellor, Roger Nilsson, Nick 
Pellew, Linda Shaw, Leo Walters.  
 
The Steering Group together with the members of the four Topic Groups have 
developed the content and policies contained in this plan.  
 
Sarah Ball together with Laura Rheiter and their team in RBWM Planning 
Dept. have provided invaluable advice and have been truly a central part of 
the team.  
 
We are indebted to John Hurley from The Department for Communities and 
Local Government (DCLG) for his advice and support.  
 
This team has worked to promote wide discussion of planning within the 
community and to engage with the community in developing the plan. They 
are the joint authors of this report. They are indebted to Kathleen Tyson who 
has edited and brought together the final draft.  
 
Over nearly four years of plan development there have been many local 
consultations and surveys, and over 60 public meetings of the Steering Group 
and more meetings of topic sub-groups. The Steering Group has met monthly, 
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welcoming both the public and press to its meetings. A dedicated website for 
the Neighbourhood Development Plan has been maintained at 
http://www.brayplan.com to provide Parish residents with detailed information 
about the planning process, Steering Group meetings and public 
consultations.  
 
Consultation with Parish residents started with three launch events in 
November and December 2011. A survey booklet was delivered to every 
household in the Parish in hard copy and provided online in early 2012. The 
survey was followed in October 2012 by a series of workshops in partnership 
with the Prince’s Foundation for Building Community to communicate the 
information gained from the survey to refine community policies, with a further 
event for public feedback in November 2012. Consultations in Fifield and 
Oakley Green were held in September 2013 on an issue specific to both those 
communities. A Survey was conducted in Fifield in October 2014 on a 
possible project.  
 
The Steering Group has drafted this Plan to respect the interests of those 
living in our community using the outcomes of all earlier surveys, 
consultations and workshops. Whilst this Plan does not recommend any land 
for development, it aims to supplement Borough and National planning 
policies to better influence the type, design, location and mix of new housing 
in the Parish, to promote improved use and development of non-residential 
lands, protect, conserve and enhance Conservation Areas and Flood Plain, 
and to contribute to better community amenities, quality of life, and 
sustainable economic development. The Plan addresses a number of policy 
areas including preservation of the Green Belt, housing, agricultural and 
commercial development, village centres, roads and public transport, and 
economic growth that are important to residents of the Parish.  
 
The purpose of the Plan is to:  
 
• Record the historical and current status and nature of the community and its 
environment;  
 
• Provide a framework to guide residents, RBWM planning authorities and 
developers on how the community of the Parish wishes to manage and 
control future development in the Plan Area over the next 15 years, including 
the preservation and improvement of facilities, services and environment; 
 
• Provide guidance aimed at improving community facilities and services 
within the Parish.  
 
Preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan will help Bray Parish cope with 
the challenges it faces now and in future. In particular the required rate of 
house building in the past has been relatively low but our assessment of 
current demographic change suggests there may be is increased demand for 
more new homes. By commenting on and / or supporting / criticising Through 
this Plan, as a statutory document, residents of the Bray Parish will have real 
influence on the location, nature and scope of new developments and the 
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sustainability of roads, transport facilities, community facilities and amenities 
that contribute to the quality of Parish life.  
 
This draft Neighbourhood Development Plan will be subject to 6 weeks of pre-
submission public consultation. The Steering Group will consider all 
responses to the consultation and apply any necessary revisions to the plan. 
After this consultation the Steering Group can send the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan to Bray Parish Council who have has the power to submit 
the Plan to RBWM for independent check by a Government Inspector to see 
that it is in general conformity with existing Policies and Legislation. If passed 
by the examiner, the Neighbourhood Development Plan will be put to local 
referendum so that the community of the Parish will have the final say in 
whether the Plan is given legal force. If more than 50 per cent of local people 
who vote in the referendum support the Plan, then RBWM must bring it into 
force.  
 
Once a Neighbourhood Development Plan is brought into legal force, it forms 
part of the statutory Development Plan for the Parish. Decisions by RBWM on 
whether or not to grant planning applications and determination of strategic 
policies in the Borough Local Plan must be consistent with the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan. Our policies as stated in this Plan will take priority over 
non-strategic policies in the RBWM Local Plan, giving our community a real 
and lasting tool to influence the future of our neighbourhood.  
 
#Add definitions of “strategic and non-strategic” 
 
The land use policies in the Neighbourhood Development Plan will have a 
statutory effect on planning decisions once voted into force, while other 
provisions will provide a non-statutory framework for influencing transport and 
economic policies for the Parish, RBWM and other government authorities.  
 
“Once a Neighbourhood Development Plan has demonstrated its general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan and is brought into 
force, the policies it contains take precedence over existing non-strategic 
policies in the Local Plan for that neighbourhood, where they are in conflict.” 
Paragraph 185, National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 
 
A. Vision Statement  
 
‘As a community, Bray Parish seeks to retain and protect the distinct 
character of our villages and hamlets, maintain the separation between 
them by preserving the Green Belt, and protect our fauna and flora for 
recreation and community wellbeing. We will respond to the housing 
needs of our communities with sympathetic development, enhance the 
village and rural economy, improve road safety and facilities for all 
users, and ensure that our parish remains a special place to live and a 
community that welcomes visitors.’ 
 
# How can the housing needs of our communities be differentiated from 
the housing needs of incomers?  If housing is built for people who live 
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here, there is no restriction on these same people soon selling to 
incomers. Then there could be further pressure from residents for 
houses for them and this process of residents getting homes and selling 
to incomers, with subsequent residents pressure for more homes, 
would gradually fill our area with homes for incomers, whilst always 
increasing profits for developers. 
 
The BPNP “Share Your Views” document through which residents are 
asked to comment states, and the 21st May 2015 issue of the 
Maidenhead Advertiser reports the statement; “This Plan therefore does 
not propose any further housing development within Bray Parish”, but 
here we have a contrary statement! 
 
This concept of allowing development is further established by policies 
BNP – GB1, GB2, BE1, BE2, BE3, BE4, BE5, BE6, BE8, TI1, TI4 and 
others allow Business Development.   
 
B. Map of the Plan Area  
 
The Parish of Bray in its entirety was designated by RBWM in December 
2012 as the Plan Area for Neighbourhood Planning purposes.  
 
Map of the Bray Parish Neighbourhood Plan Area  
 
# Map not included in this comment document  
 
C. Description of Bray Parish  
 
The Parish of Bray is within the unitary authority of the Royal Borough of 
Windsor and Maidenhead. It lies between Windsor and Maidenhead and is 
bordered to the north by the Thames River. The Parish is steeped in history, 
with links back to Roman times and many listed buildings. The villages and 
hamlets were originally scattered amongst the dense woodland of Windsor 
Forest, which still accounts for a sizeable portion of the southeast corner of 
the Parish.  
 
Key Facts:  
 
• The Parish is 2684 hectares (6632 acres) in area;  
 
• 94.8% of the of the Parish is Green Belt (see insert map on previous page);  
 
• There are 4,249 homes in the Parish and 6,493 residents on the electoral 
role as at 31/3/2014;  
 
• There are three Grade 1, nine Grade 11* and seventy one Grade 11 Listed 
Buildings in the Parish;  
 
• The outskirts of Windsor and Maidenhead extend into the Parish, including 
urban extension along A308, off Harvest Hill Rd, Aysgarth Park, Holyport 
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Road and all continual uninterrupted housing to the South and East of 
Holyport Road including the school and shops and as far South as homes on 
Reeve Rd, Trenchard Rd, Lindores Rd and the East side of Langworthy Lane;  
 
• The two principal villages of Bray and Holyport are both covered in part by 
Conservation Areas;  
 
• The only locations for retail premises in the Parish are the recognised 
settlement areas within the Green Belt covering parts of Bray, Holyport and 
Fifield;  
 
• Other villages and hamlets include: Bray Wick, Water Oakley, Oakley Green, 
Moneyrow Green, Stud Green, Foxley Green, Touchen End, Braywoodside 
and Hawthorn Hill;  
 
• Flood plain lies along the northern boundary with the Thames and some 
areas of high and medium risk along the Bourne stream to the west of 
Holyport and across Oakley Green from the streams and drainage channels 
coming from the Crown Estate Land to the south.  Flooding has occurred in 
Aysgarth Park, and on Area 7A, and the flood map shows flooding possible on 
part of Holyport Road near Aysgarth Park ;  
 
• Mineral extraction activities and processing together with areas of land fill 
are established within the Parish;  
 
• Leisure and sports facilities are offered at Bray Watersports Lake, Bray 
Marina, Windsor Marina, Eton Excelsior Rowing Club, Holyport Real Tennis 
Club, Maidenhead & Bray Sports Club, Braywood Cricket Club, Bird Hills Golf 
Centre and the Phoenix Gym at Water Oakley. In addition there are several 
playing fields and two tennis courts run by Bray Parish Council and Holyport 
War Memorial Hall;  
 
• The Waterside Inn and The Fat Duck are highly distinguished restaurants of 
world renown being two of the four Michelin 3 star restaurants in the UK. This 
year the Waterside Inn will celebrate having enjoyed continuous 3 star rating 
for 30 years - a unique achievement for a restaurant based in a village, 
anywhere in the world. In addition there are several other pubs and 
restaurants in the Parish. The Oakley Court Hotel, a number of B&B’s, and 
other hospitality businesses provide visitor accommodation;  
 
• A large part of the Parish consists of farm land, including Crown Land, with 
three operating farms and other rural businesses. There are also a number of 
riding and polo establishments and three garden centres;  
 
• The Parish has three infant or junior schools and Holyport College, a Free 
School, which opened in 2014;  
 
• The Parish holds two specialist medical centres, several nursing homes and 
one GP practice;  
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• There are three Memorial community Halls, 1 church, 1 chapel and several 
cemeteries, but no natural heart to Parish villages;  
 
• Warehousing, light industrial buildings and offices are in various locations at 
Priors Way, Tectonic Place, Weir Bank and New Lodge (change of use 
recently approved for housing).  
 
The area of Bray Parish is bordered by four major highways M4, A308M, 
A404M, A4 and has two main transit roads, the A308 and A330, passing 
through the Parish. As such the area is served by main roads with origins and 
destinations beyond the bounds of the Parish and even beyond the bounds of 
the Royal Borough. A relevant characteristic is that all the A and B roads are 
single lane in both directions. This feature creates significant problems of 
congestion, excessive use by heavy goods vehicles 'in transit' and associated 
issues of speed and safety. As Population growth, concentrated in areas 
immediately adjacent to the A roads, has made the problems worse, care 
must be taken that any future development will not contribute further to the 
traffic problem. 
 
D. Planning Constraints  
 
The Bray Parish Neighbourhood Plan will influence future development, but 
cannot determine all aspects of development that affect the Parish. Much that 
will affect us will remain beyond our control, or even the control of the Royal 
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead. To the extent that the views of the 
Parish may have weight in deciding these issues, we mention a few issues 
which are important to the Parish and which are currently under consideration 
by national or regional authorities.  
 
The NPPF sets out the government’s policy on planning, including the context 
in which the RBWM Local Plan must be prepared. At the heart of the current 
NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which requires 
RBWM to positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of the 
area. In particular, RBWM must increase the supply of new housing and 
affordable housing. 
 
# I consider that the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
does not apply to Parish Councils, as, although a “Neighbourhood 
Development Plan” is given the right by regulation to promote MORE 
development than the Borough Local Plan, there is no obligation on a 
Parish Council or on the population of any area to actually produce a 
Neighbourhood Development Plan.  Also, RBWM has advised in their 
document “Borough Local Plan – Second Preferred Options 
Consultation”, dated 26 Feb 2015 in paragraph 3.4  - “Of the 23 areas in 
the Green Belt on which views were invited in the (first) Preferred 
Options Consultation, allocations are only recommended within two 
areas: Land south of Stafferton Way Maidenhead and Land south of 
Ascot High Street. It is not recommended to allocate land for 
development within theother areas.” This being the case, and as 
Residents have said they do not want development on areas 7A or 5C 
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and the RBWM Local Plan excludes these areas from development, this 
Bray Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan must include a clear 
statement that under no circumstances will any consideration be given 
to proposals to develop Area 7A or Area 5C. This is supported by the 
results of the Holyport Residents Association survey for the RBWM 
Local Plan; see it as appended to the end of this comment document, 
and it is also available for download from the HRA website. 
 
Re-engineering the motorways that border and cross our Parish will would 
have a major impact on potential development and will would significantly 
improve the quality of life in the Parish. The roads in the Parish, in particular 
the A308, A330 and the Braywick roundabout are the responsibility of the 
Highways Agency and RBWM. These are not 'local' roads, as they currently 
carry a high volume of transit traffic which neither originates nor terminates in 
the Parish. Worsening congestion inevitably limits further housing 
development in the Parish.  
 
A new regional super hospital, popularly referred to as the Royal Thames 
Valley Hospital, would greatly impact the Parish if located in or near Bray 
Parish. While Parish residents strongly support the principle of a new regional 
super hospital, there is concern that the proposed site would aggravate traffic 
congestion and frustrate access to any existing or future Accident & 
Emergency facility. # This paragraph is out of date and un-necessary.  
RBWM had suggested that Area 5C could contain the Hospital, but have 
since stated that Area 5C will not be developed. Also in the HRA survey 
for the RBWM Local Plan, 88.3% of those who responded said that they 
did not want a hospital in Area 5C. 
 
The new Crossrail service will increase housing demand in central 
Maidenhead and in the Parish and will add to traffic congestion on local roads. 
Monitoring of traffic conditions and sources will be part of the framework for 
monitoring and reviewing the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
The Jubilee River has addressed the flooding issues in Maidenhead, Bray and 
Windsor but events over the winters of 2012/13/14 have shown that flooding 
is still a major concern for all those bordering the Thames and its tributaries. 
Several of these cross the Parish and still flood, adding to many low spots 
across the Parish that often hold water. Flood Management is the sole 
prerogative of the Environment Agency and is not controlled by the Parish or 
Borough Councils. Ground water levels are often at the surface in many 
locations in the Parish during the winter months and flooded sewer problems 
have occurred in several parts of the Parish.   
 
Flood Map for Bray Parish  
 
# Map not included in this comment document 
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E. Plan Objectives  
 
1. Protect existing Green Belt land and prevent urban sprawl by safeguarding 
the open and rural character of the countryside and preventing inappropriate 
use and development;  
 
2. Preserve and enhance existing gaps between settlements, and in particular 
the ‘Bray Green Gap’ between the towns of Windsor and Maidenhead, whose 
outskirts already extend into Bray Parish either side; # This must also 
include the preservation as agricultural land of Area 7A which is a Green 
Gap between Old Holyport on the one hand, and the Maidenhead areas 
of Aysgarth Park and the homes on the South East side of Holyport 
Road.   
 
3. Encourage the re-use of surplus agricultural and farm buildings, where 
redundant, for uses appropriate to the countryside; # Does “Appropriate to 
the Countryside” include housing? Please rephrase to clarify. 
 
4. Control land raising to ensure that it is only in the interests of agriculture or 
equestrianism and does not have an adverse impact on residents;  
 
5. Mitigate future gravel extraction impact by placing requirements for ground 
re-use and landscaping after works completion;  
 
6. To protect the Green Belt and our two Conservation Areas but allow minor 
changes #of what? in specific locations where there is strong support from 
residents; # Any change to be supported by a residents Consultation to 
be carried out as defined in Section VIII of this Plan (as amended herein) 
 
7. To ensure that housing changes maintain, and where possible enhance, 
the quality and character of the Parish so that future generations can enjoy 
the same or a better living and working environment;  
 
8. To facilitate the realisation of community benefits as part of any multi-family 
housing development proposal;  
 
9. To ensure that any new developments are appropriate to the character and 
style in the different parts of the Parish;  
 
10. To ensure that traffic and congestion across the Parish is not increased 
and, where possible, to improve the current traffic and congestion situation; 
 
 # As any increase in housing accommodation will increase traffic and 
congestion, the above statement is incompatible with any support for 
housing development. 
 
11. Support expansion and maintenance of footpaths, cycle routes and 
bridleways as amenities to residents and visitors;  
 



Andrew Cormie’s comments on the BPNDP Draft of May 2015 

 Page 12 of  55 AC_BPNDP_Comment.doc 

12. Ensure planning policies and regulations generally support business and 
employment delivering a sustainable balance between supply of jobs and the 
local labour supply to minimise commuting into and out of the local area;  
 
13. Retain and support existing businesses important to Parish quality of life, 
such as shops, pubs, restaurants, offices, industrial premises, leisure clubs 
and facilities, and the rural economy;  
 
14. Support the increasing number of people working in home-based 
businesses both generally and by allowing the limited employment of staff at 
home to support and expand these businesses;  
 
II. Green Belt Policies 
 
Bray Parish is mostly rural, with 94.8% of its lands designated as Green Belt. 
Within its boundaries it also has areas of Crown Land, Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest, Conservation Areas and local wildlife settlements.  
 
The look and feel of the Parish are important to residents’ quality of life and 
enjoyment of the Parish lands and amenities. Ensuring that the quality of the 
countryside and our settlements are maintained is an important aim of Parish 
sustainability objectives. Residents wish to maintain and enhance the quality 
and character of the Parish to ensure that they and future generations can 
enjoy the living environment it offers.  
 
A. Green Belt Preservation and Enhancement  
 
Green Belt designation seeks to prevent inappropriate development of the 
countryside and makes sure that land continues to be available for agriculture 
and other acceptable rural uses. # A definition of what is “inappropriate” is 
required. Bray Parish residents generally support national planning policies 
and objectives on Green Belt and it is felt unnecessary to restate these. # I 
think that in a document such as this it is not appropriate to refer to 
what Bray Parish Residents may have said – the question of whether or 
not Bray Parish Residents will support this document will be answered 
by the official residents referendum. Residents have highlighted 
preservation of the openness of the countryside as the highest priority. The 
future protection of Green Belt in Bray Parish specifically, however, needs to 
be balanced with development of local enterprises, rural activities and housing 
availability, subject to strict controls outlined in this Plan.  
 
Green Belt objectives of particular relevance in Bray Parish include:  
 
• Protect existing Green Belt land and prevent urban sprawl by keeping Green 
Belt land permanently open;  
 
• Safeguard the open and rural character of the countryside by preventing 
inappropriate use and development;  
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• Preserve and enhance existing gaps between settlements, and in particular 
the ‘Bray Green Gap’ between the towns of Windsor and Maidenhead, whose 
outskirts already extend into Bray Parish either side; # This must also 
include the preservation as agricultural land of Area 7A which is a Green 
Gap between Old Holyport on the one hand, and the Maidenhead areas 
of Aysgarth Park and the homes on the South East side of Holyport 
Road.;  
 
• Encourage the re-use of surplus agricultural and farm buildings, where 
redundant, for uses appropriate to the countryside; # Does “Appropriate to 
the Countryside” include housing? Please clarify. 
 
• Protect farmland and encourage agriculture and rural enterprise consistent 
with the rural aspect of the area,;  
 
• Control land raising to ensure that it is only in the interests of agriculture or 
equestrianism and does not have an adverse impact on residents;  
 
• Mitigate future gravel extraction impact by placing requirements for ground 
re-use and landscaping after works completion;  
 
• Support expansion and maintenance of footpaths, cycle routes and 
bridleways as amenities to residents and visitors.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-GB1: Land use decisions should must 
be consistent with Green Belt preservation, safeguarding the open and 
rural character of the countryside. Inappropriate No development within 
the Green Belt will not be supported unless very special circumstances 
apply, to include evidence that the development offers significant 
benefits to the local community and is supported by more than 50% of 
the registered electors who live in the Parish ward affected by the 
development.  Consultation is to be carried out as defined in Section VIII 
of this Plan (as amended in the A Cormie comment document) 
 
# I consider that this policy must be as shown above. It is not 
appropriate in as important a matter as a New Housing Development, to 
frame the voting process in this manner so that it would be possible to 
ignore or exclude those who do not at first vote.  People may forget to 
vote, or be absent.  The words “who vote in the referendum” are not 
acceptable.  Also it is not acceptable that the developer is to obtain the 
consultation evidence.  The consultation has to be independently done 
under the control of Bray Parish Council, and those who do not initially 
vote must be consulted by door to door survey if necessary. It will be 
appropriate however, that the developer must pay the cost of the 
consultation. 
 
 and who vote in a survey. Such evidence is to be provided in a 
Statement of Community Consultation to be arranged and provided by 
the developer or other party proposing such development.  
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B. The ‘Bray Green Gap’  
 
The Bray Green Gap between Windsor and Maidenhead is important in terms 
of maintaining # “preserving” is better than “maintaining” the separate 
physical locations and identities of the towns of Windsor and Maidenhead and 
the rural identity of Bray Parish. The Bray Green Gap forms an important 
recreational, ecological and rural landscape corridor for residents of the 
Parish and an amenity for residents of the settlements either side. Bray Parish 
residents want to halt any further deterioration of the remaining Green Belt 
between the outskirts of Windsor and Maidenhead and enhance the rural 
character of this landscape. # The Bray Green Gap is certainly to be 
preserved, but the other Green Gap bounded by Aysgarth Park and 
Holyport Road (which are part of Maidenhead) and the Ascot Road and 
Old Holyport (Holyport) must also be preserved.    
 
Map showing the Bray Green Gap 
  
# Map not included in this comment document. 
 
A Landscape Character Assessment report published in 2004 provides 
background information about the landscape types in the Bray Green Gap, 
identified then as the open land north and south of Windsor Road. The area 
south of the road has remained largely undeveloped, and contains open, 
relatively level farmland and meadows. The area north of the road is the 
Thames Corridor and contains a mix of land uses including residential 
development at Water Oakley, a hotel, a caravan park and Bray Studios.  
 
The area provides long views east and west across the gap, and also 
southwards. The boundaries of the gap are formed by the developed edge of 
Dedworth, containing suburban housing, the river Thames to the north, open 
arable fields to the south and the furthest east developed area of Maidenhead 
to the west. There are a few footpaths crossing the area in north-south 
direction.  
 
The Landscape Character Assessment report identifies two landscape 
character types for the area. The Landscape Character Type (14) north of 
Windsor Road is Settled Developed Floodplain and south of Windsor Road it 
is Settled Farmed Sands and Clays (8). The landscape condition is declining 
to derelict (north of Windsor Road) and good to declining (south of Windsor 
Road). The strength of landscape character has been described as declining 
(north) and moderate (south).   
 
The declining condition and character of the landscape in the Bray Green Gap 
is a result of pressure for a mix of development uses which have the following 
potential landscape implications:  
 
• Loss of permanent pasture to other, more intensive land uses such as arable 
horticulture;  
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• Fragmentation of land holdings primarily for horticulture uses leading to loss 
of landscape structure;  
 
• Perception of decline/neglect around settlement fringes;  
 
• Degradation of boundary features with the loss of hedgerows, hedgerow 
trees, shelterbelts and linear woodlands;  
 
• Loss of quiet rural character and views;  
 
• Upgrading of minor roads and lanes associated with new development;  
 
• Loss of land to aggregate extraction with landfill after use.  
 
Proposals for housing development within the Bray Green Gap (as identified 
on the map above) will only be supported if they enhance the environment 
and landscape and do not impair the character of the Parish. Applications for 
land use within the Bray Green Gap should must be evaluated against the 
following requirements:  
 
• Development should must protect the distinct and disparate identities of 
existing settlements and conserve the road network between them;  
 
• Urban edge land use should must be strongly discouraged and current 
degraded urban border areas restored;  
 
• Traditional boundary features such as hedgerows should must be retained 
or restored;  
 
• Building, where appropriate, should must be designed to minimise visual 
intrusion in the surrounding areas.  
 
# I have to comment that there has to be a clear limit to the quantity of 
development that may be allowed in this Green Gap area. It seems to me 
that this section on the Bray Green Gap needs to be reworked as at 
present it purports to protect the Bray Green Gap whilst actually giving 
opportunities to developers to proceed with expectations of being 
allowed to develop. 
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-GB2: Proposals for housing 
development within the Bray Green Gap should  must demonstrate that 
they will not diminish the separation between existing settlements. They 
must  should also restore areas blighted by past degradation, and must 
should retain or restore boundary features.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-GB3: Any renovation or construction of 
buildings or infrastructure within the Bray Green Gap should must be 
designed to minimise visual intrusion in surrounding areas.  
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C. RBWM Consultation on 23 Green Belt sites  
 
At the beginning of 2013, RBWM initiated a substantial consultation exercise 
to invite comments on the suitability of 23 “Edge of Settlement” Green Belt 
sites across the Borough for development. (“Edge of Settlement” Green Belt 
areas are those that abut the edge of the settlement of Maidenhead; e.g. Area 
7A abuts the edge of the Maidenhead Settlement at its boundary with 
Holyport Road and Aysgarth Park, this boundary being the North and West 
edges of the Maidenhead Settlement in the area.  Also Area 5C abuts the 
West edge of the settlement of Maidenhead along the Ascot Road)This was 
as a result of a projected increase in the number of households to around 
12,000 between 2011 and 2029. As a result the primary selection criteria for 
these sites was ‘Edge of Settlement’ and the Bray Parish, falling, as it does 
between Maidenhead and Windsor, has 6 of these sites, 3 on each side. 
These are:  
 
a) Area 5C, the Triangle enclosed by M4, A308(M) and Ascot Road, 
Maidenhead.  
 
b) Area 5E, South of Harvest Hill Road, Maidenhead.  
 
c) Area 7A, between Ascot Road and Holyport Road, Holyport.  
 
d) Area 8A, North of A308, south of the Old Maidenhead Road, Windsor.  
 
e) Area 8B, South of A308, east of Oakley Green Road and north of Dedworth 
Road, Windsor.  
 
f) Area 8C, South of Dedworth Road, west of Broom Farm Estate, Windsor.  
 
# However, RBWM has advised in their document “Borough Local Plan – 
Second Preferred Options Consultation”, dated 26 Feb 2015 in 
paragraph 3.4  - “Of the 23 areas in the Green Belt on which views were 
invited in the (first) Preferred Options Consultation, allocations are only 
recommended within two areas: Land south of Stafferton Way 
Maidenhead and Land south of Ascot High Street. It is not 
recommended to allocate land for development within the other areas.” 
This being the case, as Residents have said they do not want 
development on areas 7A or 5C and the RBWM Local Plan excludes 
these areas from development, this Bray Parish Neighbourhood 
Development Plan must include a clear statement that under no 
circumstances will any consideration be given to proposals to develop 
Area 7A or Area 5C. 
 
This approach runs counter to one of the primary issues of concern to our 
residents, relating to the ever increasing pressure to expand the towns of 
Windsor and Maidenhead into the Green Belt and the traffic congestion 
caused by traffic passing through the Parish.  # The foregoing is not 
relevant for the reason expressed by me immediately above. 
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At meetings conducted in January 2012 as part of the Neighbourhood Plan 
process, residents told us:  
 
• Preserve the ‘Green Gap’ between Windsor and Maidenhead - do not build 
on the edge of existing settlements  
 
• Build on previously developed land (brownfield sites) first, derelict and 
unattractive sites  
 
• Locate most new housing in the town centres  
 
• Do not build on the Green Belt unless there are significant community 
benefits and the majority of those living in the area have voted for it. # Yes, 
but note that as stated here this does not include the bad practice of 
ignoring those who do not at first vote.  
 
• Do not build on sites prone to flooding  
 
No one doubts the need for more housing, but in In our response to the 
Borough in February 2014 we seriously questioned the Edge of Settlement 
approach. This is expected to create more traffic growth and therefore be less 
sustainable than comparable town centre developments and the whole 
approach flies in the face of what residents have clearly and regularly stated – 
maintain a gap between rural and urban settlements.  
 
In addition the Parish faces major traffic increases as a result of Crossrail with 
services expected to commence in late 2018 or early 2019 and at peak times 
there will be potentially up to 6,000 people per hour trying to catch trains from 
Maidenhead station, with many of these coming by car.  
 
Housing developments to the South of the Borough (8,000 to 15,000 homes 
planned in North Bracknell) as well as a similar number in Wokingham will 
substantially increase transit traffic through the Parish into Maidenhead and 
thus the traffic congestion can only get substantially worse.  
 
On this basis our response to the Consultation concluded that there is a 
critical need for housing close to the Crossrail terminus in Maidenhead and as 
many homes as possible need to be constructed within walking distance of 
the station. Our full response is on the BPNP website – “Bray Parish 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Response to RBWM Preferred Options 
Consultation February 2014”. The conclusion drawn in this  our response is 
that none of the 6 sites listed earlier are suitable for housing development.  
 
# It should also be noted that the Holyport Residents Association 
performed a Residents Survey resulting in 96.9% of Residents who 
responded stating that they do not want any development on Area 7A, 
and 88.1% stating that they do not want it on Area 5C. (I appreciate that 
in this case I am relying on the response of only those who responded, 
thus seeming to agree with the concept.)  However I remain firm that in 
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the case of a need to get actual confirmation of Residents views for a 
definite Housing Proposal, the opinion of ALL affected Residents must 
be obtained (unless when asked directly, people actually refuse to say 
anything) 
 
The Borough intends to do a second round of consultation in June 2015. The 
preferred new approach is now to permit development on suitable land within 
urban areas, on previously developed land in the Green Belt and on 
greenfield land south of Ascot High Street – therefore excluding 21 of the 23 
areas within the Green Belt that were consulted upon as part of the first 
consultation (including the six sites in Bray Parish). There will still be pressure 
on the Parish to accept some additional housing on previously developed land 
in the Green Belt.  # As already stated above, RBWM has advised in their 
document “Borough Local Plan – Second Preferred Options 
Consultation”, dated 26 Feb 2015 in paragraph 3.4  - “Of the 23 areas in 
the Green Belt on which views were invited in the (first) Preferred 
Options Consultation, allocations are only recommended within two 
areas: Land south of Stafferton Way Maidenhead and Land south of 
Ascot High Street. It is not recommended to allocate land for 
development within the other areas.” This being the case, as Residents 
have said they do not want development on areas 7A or 5C and the 
RBWM Local Plan excludes these areas from development, this Bray 
Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan must include a clear 
statement that under no circumstances will any consideration be given 
to proposals to develop Area 7A or Area 5C. 
 
D. Fifield Survey  
 
A proposal was made in September 2014 by a local landowner to gift some 
land in Fifield village for the establishment of an Open Space and children’s’ 
playground. The proposal also included a small housing development on the 
same site which is located in the Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the establishment of an Open Space and a children’s’ playground had 
already received significant support from local residents in a survey carried 
out by Oakley Green, Fifield and District Community Association in 2008-09, 
the inclusion of housing in the latest proposal led the BPNP Steering Group to 
carry out, in October 2014, a new survey of the residents of Fifield who were 
most directly affected. Exactly 50% of residents who voted in this survey were 
supportive of the proposal.  It was bad practice to carry out the survey 
ignoring those who did not vote.  The opinions of all could have been 
obtained by a door to door survey carried out by BPC. 
 
On this basis, the Steering Group considered that the proposal did not satisfy 
the proposed requirement of Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP–BE1 and 
therefore the SG decided not to include this specific proposal in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. However further consideration should be given to 
providing an Open Space/children’s’ playground in Fifield/Oakley Green in the 
future, providing it complies with the Policy III-A-2 # What is Policy III-A-2? – 
is BNP-BE1 intended here? and is supported by more than 50% of the 
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registered electors who vote in a survey and who live in the Fifield and Oakley 
Green Ward affected by the development.  
 
# I question the need to include anything about this Fifield proposal.  In 
contrast, this document states nothing about the proposal by the land-
owner of Area 7A, in which he gave two options, each of which included 
gifting of land. He held two meetings with local residents, having had 
the assistance for these meetings of a company specialising in 
persuading residents to support development. One aspect of the 
persuasion process is to select residents thought likely to agree.  
However his meetings were attended by many residents who had not 
been invited and his plans came to nought.  THIS DEMONSTRATES 
WHY SURVEYS OF RESIDENTS OPINIONS FOR ANY DEVELOPMENT 
MUST BE DONE INDEPENDENTLY, BY THE BRAY PARISH COUNCIL, 
NOT BY DEVELOPERS.  Also, a developer hoping to build housing 
along the East side of Area 5C at the A330 held persuasive meetings 
with residents, again by invitation only to selected residents, but these 
have come to nought because RBWM has removed Area 5C from the 
possibility of development. This BPNDP must not reopen the possibility 
of either of these developments.  
 
III. The Built Environment 
 
A. Housing  
 
Overall objectives of this Plan for housing include:  
 
• To protect the Green Belt and our two Conservation Areas but allow minor 
changes in specific locations where there is strong support from residents # in 
accordance with Policy BNP-BE1 and BNP-GB1 (as revised herein) – I 
suggest that these two policies should be combined as one.;  
 
• To ensure that housing changes maintain, and where possible enhance, the 
quality and character of the Parish so that future generations can enjoy the 
same or a better living and working environment;  
 
• To facilitate the realisation of community benefits as part of any multi-family 
housing development proposal;  
 
• To ensure that any new developments are appropriate to the character and 
style in the different parts of the Parish.  
 
Land for future development in Bray Parish is extremely limited under 
established preservation policies. The Crown Estate, prior designation of 
Green Belt, the two Conservation Areas and the Flood Plain are over-arching 
limitations on where new housing can be sited. While residents are strongly in 
favour of protecting the Green Belt, the two Conservation Areas and the 
Recognised Settlements in the Green Belt within the Parish, nonetheless we 
have families who want their children to be housed nearby, older people who 
want to stay near their families and people working nearby that all want 
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suitable housing.  # Evidence of the previous underlined statement? The 
HRA survey for the Local Plan revealed very very few instances of this. 
The policies of this Plan attempt to balance the preservation of Green Belt, 
Conservation Areas and Recognised Settlements washed over by the Green 
Belt with the provision of additional suitable housing. The policies for 
evaluation of housing development proposals are stated below as the Plan 
BPNDP Housing Assessment Criteria.  
 
The NPPF recognises that future requirements for development may lead to 
an increased requirement for land. This land is to be sourced from brownfield 
sites, limited infilling, land re-use and areas outside the Green Belt.  
 
Residents of Bray Parish were surveyed in January 2012 on where future 
housing development might be supported within the Parish and the criteria 
important to permitting future developments. Preservation of Green Belt was 
expressed as extremely important. Residents understand that development 
may be allowed under existing infill rules within Recognised Settlement Areas 
or could be considered elsewhere if supported by exceptional circumstances 
such as strong community support and valuable community benefits. Re-use 
of previously developed sites was the highest ranked category of potential 
sites for future development supported in the survey, with support also 
expressed for re-development of derelict and unattractive sites subject to 
other conditions being met. 
 
# But I believe that not all residents understand that there is no legal 
requirement that a Neighbourhood Development Plan should actually be 
written. Residents were not consulted by Bray Parish Council before 
Bray Parish Council decided to proceed with Neighbourhood 
Development Planning, nor have I ever seen any evidence of BPC telling 
residents that Neighbourhood Development Planning is not a legal 
requirement. We could rely on the RBWM Borough Local Plan as was 
done satisfactorily in the past, and this would be especially welcome as 
RBWM have already designated Areas 7A and 5C as Green Belt not to be 
developed.  
 
The Plan BPNDP Housing Assessment Criteria, as set out in “B” below, 
support housing developments that comply with the normal RBWM planning 
policies. Priorities for development are described here to recognise that some 
plans for additional housing may be acceptable, particularly those including 
community or sustainable benefits, even where not all assessment criteria are 
met.  
 
Additions to the housing stock through refurbishments, redevelopments, 
including those involving change of use conversions (e.g., re-purposing 
offices or agricultural buildings to housing) and limited infill within Recognised 
Settlements, may be supported where proposals meet Plan the BPNDP 
Housing Assessment Criteria. Proposals for development on previously 
developed land or re-purposing long term vacant, derelict, or redundant 
agricultural buildings will be supported where the proposed development 
meets a genuine need for housing demonstrated by RBWM and the proposals 
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otherwise meet Plan the BPNDP Housing Assessment Criteria. The rules for 
conversion of redundant farm buildings are being continuously updated by the 
Department for Communities and Local Government.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE1: Proposals for development in the 
Green Belt will only be supported where they can be shown to deliver 
significant community benefits and are supported by more than 50% of 
the registered electors who live in the Parish Ward affected by the 
development.  and who vote in a survey.  Consultation is to be carried 
out as defined in Section VIII of this Plan (as amended in the A Cormie 
comment document) 
 
With 94.8% of Bray Parish being in the Green Belt, it cannot accommodate 
large scale developments. The community has been unequivocal about its 
desire to retain the character of the area and to protect our green and leafy 
environment. Where future housing development is contemplated, the 
provision of appropriate and necessary infrastructure and community 
amenities is also a priority.  
 
We wish, through this Plan, to have This Plan enables greater community 
involvement and influence on proposals for developing any larger sites (5 or 
more dwellings on sites larger than 0.25 hectares) (as recognised in NPPF 
paras 69 and 188).  
 
A Development Brief is a very useful tool to achieve this goal. Developers can 
are to set out their proposals for new development schemes in a Development 
Brief with sufficient detail to allow the local community to understand what is 
being proposed and to engage in a meaningful consultation process. It The 
Development Brief is part of the design process and should must be used  as 
part of an iterative process through which local views can be incorporated into 
the evolution of the design of the development. Any proposals should must 
take into account the issues that the local community are passionate or 
concerned about. These include:  
 
• Ensuring infrastructure is put in place to support the proposed development 
– especially roads, pedestrian and cycle routes, and parking provision.  
 
• That proposed designs for the development are of high quality, in keeping 
with the character of the area and will enhance both the natural and built 
environment.  
 
• Desired public amenities and open spaces are provided as appropriate as 
part of the development.  
 
• Proper consideration is given to the need to increase capacity for schools 
and/or health services.  
 
• Impact on trees, landscape and wildlife.  
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This policy The foregoing Policy BNP-BE1 will ensure that the community is 
involved at an early stage in the planning process and will also be of benefit to 
developers when subsequently submitting a planning application, to know that 
they have general community support for it.  
 
Although the focus of this policy  the following Policies BNP-BE2 and BNP-
BE3 is on larger development sites (i.e. 5 or more dwellings), it is good 
practice for community consultation to have a role in significant planning 
applications.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE2: Development Proposals which 
include 5 or more dwellings on sites larger than 0.25 hectares shall be 
required to submit a Development Brief as set out in Section VII of this 
Plan to RBWM, and actively to engage in consultation with the Parish 
Council and the community as part of the design process prior to any 
planning application being submitted.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE3: Planning applications for 
developments which require a Development Brief must be accompanied 
supported by a Statement of Community Consultation, obtained under 
Bray Parish Council control as set out in Section VIII of this Plan. (as 
amended in the A Cormie comment document) 
 
B. Plan BPNDP Housing Assessment Criteria  
 
AC PROPOSED POLICY -  This Bray Parish Neighbourhood 
Development Plan excludes from any possibility of development the 
areas identified in the RBWM First Preferred Options Consultation as 
Area 5C and Area 7A. 
 
# Reason for above policy - The RBWM’s conclusions on their First 
Preferred Options Consultation include that Areas 7A and 5C are Green 
Belt not for development, and this is supported by the HRA opinion 
survey for the RBWM Consultation, which found that 96.9% of Residents 
who responded said that they do not want any development on Area 7A, 
and 88.1% said they do not want it on Area 5C.  
 
The construction of new housing is considered inappropriate in the Green 
Belt. Very special circumstances must be established to justify any 
development in the Bray   
 
Green Gap or Conservation Areas.  No building is to take place within any 
Flood Plain in the Bray Parish, as it is impossible to prove in advance that 
such building and associated infrastructure would not adversely impact upon 
land drainage in adjacent areas. or within the Flood Plain. Other development 
in the Green Belt may be justified if it respects the openness of the Green Belt 
and does not conflict with the purposes of adjacent land uses. Such 
development in the Green Belt must demonstrate community benefits and 
gain approval of a majority of residents in accordance with Section VIII of this 
Plan.  
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Proposals for housing conversion or development should must be assessed 
based on whether they meet the following criteria:  
 
• There are strong Parish and community benefits;  
 
• Projects bring back into use previously developed sites, derelict or 
redundant farm buildings or long term vacant properties;  
 
• The proposal complements the style or character of the surrounding location 
and does not adversely impact the visual amenity or create noise for near 
neighbours;  
 
• The proposal makes use of land proximate to existing village centres with 
good public transport links;  
 
• The proposal is sustainable and minimises impact on the environment. 
Factors to be addressed in proposals include:  
 
o Minimising resource use by encouraging the reduction of car trips and 
increasing use of public transport,  
 
o Environmental benefit through preserving landscape character and 
functioning farm land,  
 
o Quality of Life benefit through promoting local employment close to housing 
and local amenities,  
 
o Quality of design benefit, through improved landscaping, pedestrian 
footpaths and quality architecture.  
 
• Multi-family development proposals should must include a broad mix of 
housing suited to a variety of needs, consistent with scale and density of 
adjoining housing and the local character of the neighbourhood.  
 
• The character and style of housing should must be consistent with RBWM 
Borough Plan Policies:  
 
o To allow a variety of types and sizes of houses but ensure a particular 
development is in keeping with the adjoining or nearby properties;  
 
o To ensure compatible scale and density and overall look and feel;  
 
o To establish minimum internal space guidelines for bedrooms and reception 
rooms;1  
 
o To take account of the changing demographic profile of the local Bray 
Parish population.  
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• Applications for refurbishment of vacant houses as shops or housing; or 
shops as shops, will be given favourable consideration, particularly where 
refurbishment will create some affordable housing or other sustainable 
community benefit.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE4: The Plan BPNDP Housing 
Assessment Criteria adopt and supplement the RBWM planning policies 
to provide the acceptable conditions for housing development in Bray 
Parish. They apply to refurbishments and redevelopments involving 
change of use or limited infill at existing Recognised Settlements.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE5: Proposals for housing 
development must demonstrate compliance with the Plan BPNDP 
Housing Assessment Criteria. must be presented with proposals for 
housing development. Proposals will be assessed on the degree to 
which the criteria are satisfied.  
 
C. Housing Layout Objectives  
 
Parish residents support the objective of sustainable housing development in 
rural areas (NPPF Para 55) through the protection and maintenance 
preservation of areas surrounding the proposed housing development. While 
the RBWM Planning Department will have primary responsibility for ensuring 
objectives are met, the Parish is concerned that future developments do not 
increase congestion in areas of the Parish already coping with heavy traffic, 
and that fences along properties do not obscure views or impede drivers’ 
vision at junctions. All proposals for development of more than 5 housing 
and/or business units should must include a traffic impact assessment. # It is 
clear that any increase in housing will increase traffic. 
 
The following objectives should must be considered for housing development 
proposals:   
 
1 There has been a trend for smaller rooms in houses and flats, with 
bedrooms in particular becoming unreasonably small. The Government 
initiated a consultation exercise on minimum space and access standards in 
August 2013 and several London Boroughs already have minimum space 
standards This Plan intends to adopt these and any other relevant National 
Standards, when published.  
 
• Ensure the visual amenity of neighbouring properties is not adversely 
impacted;  
 
• Ensure the building line is maintained;  
 
• Ensure the roof line and frontage does not encroach on neighbouring 
properties;  
 
• Maintain and protect opens spaces and any visual amenities within the built 
environment;  
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• Ensure any larger development of more than 10 5 homes includes some 
open spaces and encourages walking or cycling to community facilities or 
other local amenities;  
 
• Ensure that new fences don’t affect users of the public highway;  
 
• Encourage landowners or developers to provide land for community use as 
part of development proposals;  
 
• Ensure there is are sufficient minimum parking spaces or access for off-
street parking for any development;  
 
• Ensure that overall traffic levels are within acceptable levels for the existing 
roads or improvements to the roads are included as part of the development 
proposal;  
 
• Ensure that the infrastructure can support the proposed development.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE6: Proposals for housing 
development should must respect comply with the Housing Layout 
objectives, in particular preserving visual amenity, minimising any 
further contribution to traffic congestion and not obscuring drivers’ 
vision at junctions.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE7: Fences along the public highway 
should must not exceed 1.2m height. Owners replacing higher existing 
boundary structures should must be encouraged to comply with the 
1.2m limit.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE8: Proposals for development of 
more than 5 housing and/or business units must provide a traffic impact 
assessment and address eliminate negative factors relevant to the 
development plan.   
 
D. Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings  
 
The Plan Area Bray Parish includes two Conservation Areas, see map on 
page 6, and 83 Listed Buildings. Residents consider that maintaining the 
character of the Conservation Areas and of the buildings is important. This 
may include consideration as to modifying the Conservation Area Boundaries, 
and if so, residents are to be consulted as in Section VIII of this Plan. This 
Plan therefore favours reviewing the Conservation Area boundaries every 10 
years, and updating the boundaries or defining new Conservation Areas 
where necessary or desirable. Residents also wish to support owners of listed 
buildings in maintaining their properties.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE9: The Parish Council will support 
an owner’s proposal for change of use or further modifications of a 
Listed Building, in keeping with the character of the existing building, 
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where such use or modification will support the owner’s ability to 
maintain the Listed Building and render it more economic and hence 
sustainable.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE10: Change of use or modification of 
a Listed Building must not impair visual amenity or create noise 
nuisance for near neighbours.  
 
E. Other Developments  
 
The following is a list of residents’ general objectives for future non-residential 
building and infrastructure development:  
 
• Encourage more walking, cycling and public transport to community 
facilities, schools, shops and other similar classes of building with public 
transport aligned with community requirements;  
 
• Car use should must be discouraged in favour of alternatives (e.g., walking, 
cycling and public transport) and car sharing should must be promoted (e.g., 
through provision of dedicated car sharing parking spaces in public parking 
lots);  
 
• Access for cars and commercial vehicles to properties should must have 
minimum impact on other road users (e.g., off-road access and drop-off areas 
and on-site parking for staff or visitors should must be sufficient for any new 
development);  
 
• Shops and licensed premises should must keep fronts, signage and the 
surrounding environment tidy and repair/replace defective signs, frontage 
glass and lighting if broken or becoming unsightly;  
 
• Street furniture should must be kept to a minimum and suit the character of 
the local area;  
 
• Advertising hoardings should must have no adverse impact on surrounding 
housing glimpses of countryside or impair residents’ amenity (e.g. no strong 
lighting left on at night);  
 
• Sites for telecoms masts, telecoms equipment boxes, utility substations and 
other similar equipment should must be subject to Parish Council review and 
located in less obtrusive locations and/or appropriately disguised to diminish 
the effect on local area appearance.  
 
1. Non-Residential Re-Use and Development  
 
The community supports re-use or conversion of existing non residential 
buildings for business expansion or new business establishment, subject to 
consideration of transport and environmental implications, particularly where 
existing or new businesses will service visitors to the Parish (e.g. sale of local 
produce, hospitality and services to promote walking, riding, cycling, etc.).  



Andrew Cormie’s comments on the BPNDP Draft of May 2015 

 Page 27 of  55 AC_BPNDP_Comment.doc 

 
Local employment must be encouraged. A stock of simple buildings at 
affordable rents is vital to modest businesses that otherwise struggle to afford 
premises in urban centres. Local commercial premises provide the 
opportunity for new businesses to establish themselves and so promote 
economic development and contribute to local quality of life.  
 
Many visitors come to the Parish to enjoy the countryside and rural activities, 
but services for walkers, bicyclists and riders are currently limited. This Plan 
supports establishment of local produce sales outlets, catering and 
recreational businesses to improve the experience visitors have when 
enjoying the countryside.  
 
It is important to maintain the separation of settlements, which is a 
fundamental objective of the Green Belt, but to allow greater flexibility for rural 
settlements to develop and provide for their local population. Strict confines 
for settlements have to be balanced against the risk of over-intensive land use 
within confines (‘village cramming’). Intensification of dwellings increases as 
the land available for further development declines, and there is the risk that 
employment, retail and community developments are sacrificed to more 
valuable residential use. The use of all previously developed land for 
residential development is encouraged.  
 
Landfill and land raising are discouraged as diminishing the natural beauty of 
the countryside where such activity will lead to significant change in the lie of 
the land. Gravel extraction should must be permitted strictly on condition that 
the land is restored to its original state afterwards.  
 
Riding establishments are to be encouraged where they can make use of the 
bridleway network (which will be maintained and improved), but some other 
equestrian users (e.g., polo) are viewed by the Parish community as self-
contained   
 
and making little contribution to the rural way of life. Existing facilities for polo 
are considered adequate.  
 
The effect of new development on traffic movements is of great concern in the 
Parish, and all proposals for development must include a detailed assessment 
of impact on road traffic and description of any mitigating factors such as 
footpaths or cycle routes to facilitate residents’ access to the public transport 
network.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE11: The Plan supports sustainable 
growth of all types of business in rural areas and promotes 
diversification of agricultural businesses (NPPF Para. 28). Justifiable 
developments may include:  
 
• Buildings supporting agriculture and forestry uses of the land;  
 
• Facilities for expanding outdoor sports and recreation;  
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• Cemeteries;  
 
• Limited infilling in Recognised Settlements, providing all buildings are 
of acceptable height (maximum 15 metres) and of a suitable style;  
 
• Limited infilling, partial or complete replacement, or redevelopment of 
previously developed sites or permanent buildings, whether redundant 
or in use.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE12: Proposals to develop or extend 
large equestrian and polo establishments for example for exercise 
facilities, will be supported if they provide suitable access to the 
relevant associated infrastructure. such as exercise facilities.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE13: This Plan supports (i) the 
extension or alteration of an existing non-residential building, provided 
that the extension does not result in any increase in the ridge height; 
nor an increase in the building footprint of more than 50% or 50 square 
metres, whichever is the larger; and (ii) the construction in domestic 
gardens of separate non-residential buildings (such as offices, garages, 
sheds or summerhouses) which have a footprint of less than 30 square 
metres and are less than 2 metres high to the gutters.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE14: Street furniture, advertising 
hoardings and utility infrastructure should must be unobtrusive and 
appropriate to the local setting.   
 
2. Mineral Extraction  
 
Mineral extraction activities in the Parish are long-standing and accepted, but 
the residents consider it important that they have a say over the nature and 
scale of mineral developments in Bray Parish. Any proposals for new 
extraction activities or the expansion of existing activities should must be 
subject to local consultation on the impact on the local environment during 
and after extraction, and provide for restoration of the sites after extraction to 
a condition that is satisfactory to the Parish. It may influence Parish opinion if 
sites of extraction will support improved public access following restoration.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE15: Proposals for minerals 
extraction will usually be restricted to areas identified at County level 
and contained within the RBWM Local Plan with these sites being 
chosen using the County level assessment criteria as to their suitability. 
Proposals must include plans for restoration back to agriculture or other 
acceptable uses which will include public access, fishing and non-
water-based leisure activity and should must ensure that there will be no 
unacceptable change to the volume, pattern and nature of road traffic 
during the operation to the detriment of the local environment, 
infrastructure and quality of life.  
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3. Land Shaping  
 
Parish residents support the introduction of strict controls on land shaping 
(either by excavation or deposition) by farmers and landowners. Decisions on 
land shaping pursuant to this Plan will be made at the Parish level in 
preference to the issue of permits at the national level by the Environment 
Agency to limit adverse impact on the local environment, particularly that 
caused by the lorry movements associated with such works.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-BE16: Applications for land shaping 
must positively demonstrate that the depositing of waste materials is 
only in the interests of agriculture or equestrianism. Such applications 
will only be supported if it can be shown that it will in no way affect the 
quality of life for any immediate residents by reason of noise, dust or 
loss of views from their properties. Operators will be liable for any 
damage caused to the surrounding roads and verges as a result of 
increased heavy traffic movements.   
 
IV. Transport& Infrastructure 
 
Local and RBWM surveys undertaken in 2011/2 indicated that transport 
together with related infrastructure and services were deemed by residents of 
Bray Parish as more important in terms of planning policies than housing, 
countryside, employment, and education, and only marginally lower priority 
than preservation of the Green Belt. The Plan therefore considers the 
objectives of improving transport infrastructure and provision of public 
transport within the Parish as key priorities.  
 
The Parish of Bray has a strong economy based around hospitality, 
agriculture, recreation and IT-related businesses with only very few retail 
outlets. The Plan recognises the need to ensure access to all the above 
businesses to allow them to flourish.  
 
Residents deem the local road network adequate in off-peak periods, with the 
exception of some speeding issues in Holyport and problems near the Priors 
Way / Maidenhead Industrial Park Trade Area and mineral excavation sites 
where the size of the vehicles is often a source of pressure on the road 
network. Sections of the A330 and most of the B roads in the Parish are not 
wide enough to cater for HGV traffic and the re-routing of unnecessary HGV 
traffic, as discussed below, would improve traffic conditions on these local 
roads.  # Trade Area description re-stated to be the same as stated later. 
 
Parking and pedestrian access for local retail and hospitality businesses is 
inadequate and should must be promoted where practical in road planning 
and proposals for re-development or new development, whether residential or 
non-residential.  
 
Attracting trade and business investment to the area, with the creation of 
associated jobs, would be easier with better public transport, parking provision 
and reduced road congestion.  
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Improvements to rail services in the region will bring more people to the 
Borough and to the Parish to work and live, and should must be 
supplemented with appropriate transport planning in the Parish.  
 
A. Road Traffic Provision and Improvements  
 
The use and congestion of roads within the parish is determined by the 
growth in both local and neighbouring populations, higher rates of vehicle 
ownership and use, and the proximity or 'route association' with key local 
growth towns such as Reading, Slough and Bracknell. Proximity to the M4, 
A404M and A308M motorways also contribute to the increased traffic on the A 
and B roads passing through the Parish. This increased traffic is traffic whose 
journeys do not originate or terminate in the Parish, often called transit traffic, 
and are described in this Plan as “passing through”   
 
or “crossing” the Parish. There has been no new road development in the 
Parish for the last 35 years and any future development needs to be balanced 
against preservation of the rural nature of the Parish and the predominant 
agricultural and equine land use in the rural economy. This is likely to cause 
distinct transportation challenges.  
 
Map showing main roads through and around the Plan Area 
 
#Map not included in this comment document 
 
At present the narrow, single-carriageway main roads are often congested, 
with traffic being particularly heavy during peak commuting hours around 
schools during drop-off and pick-up times, especially when stationary, 
oversize delivery vehicles block routes. Topography and the close proximity of 
housing to the roads, specifically the A308 Windsor Road, preclude road 
widening and right turn lanes in much of the Parish. Congestion on main 
roads has been worsened by adjacent cul-de-sac housing developments, 
particularly along the A308. Pollution is often higher than would be the case 
otherwise as exhaust fumes of slow-moving or stationary vehicles are more 
prominent in the area.  
 
Residents are concerned that road congestion will worsen in years to come as 
a result of initiatives outside the Parish boundaries. Crossrail access at 
Maidenhead is likely to lead to more through traffic as more commuters will 
cross the Parish heading for the station. The Town Centre Regeneration 
Project and similar recreational and retail developments in Windsor and 
Maidenhead is likely to increase night visitor traffic and shopping traffic 
through the Parish. The Priors Way / Maidenhead Industrial Trade Area may 
promote more commercial and industrial traffic on Parish roads, particularly 
oversized vehicles that are a principal factor in area congestion.  
 
There are no convenient and immediate solutions to the traffic congestion 
issues in the Parish, but there are measures that can be taken to reduce 
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congestion and public policies can improve longer-term road conditions. The 
following is the objective of this section of the Plan:  
 
• To ensure that traffic and congestion across the Parish is not increased and, 
where possible, to improve the current traffic and congestion situation.  
 
This The Plan also supports the following additional initiatives which would 
address some of the issues faced in the Parish with respect to traffic.  
 
• This The Plan favours road restrictions to discourage commercial vehicles 
from transiting through the Parish on A and B roads.  
 
• This The Plan favours limiting the size of delivery vehicles stopping on B 
roads. Weight A weight restrictions already applies y on the Bailey bridge 
South of Bray Village, and this ese should must not be changed by any 
reconstruction.  
 
• The Plan favours a 40 mph speed limit Parish-wide, with 30 mph zones in 
residential neighbourhoods and on stretches of A308 and Holyport Road. The 
limited existing 20 mph restrictions in the Parish, notably at Bray Village and 
in school zones, will be maintained.  
 
• The Plan supports the planning and construction of a new M4 motorway 
junction approximately mid-way between the existing M4 J8/9 and J10 with 
associated new North and South feeder roads.  This would encourage M4 
traffic originating or terminating in these catchment areas, (in particular the 
Bracknell / Binfield areas), to avoid J 8/9 and the Bray Parish Area as a 
whole. link road to the south of the M4 This would to alleviate passing through 
traffic problems in the Bray Parish Area. on the A330. The planned-for 
increase in traffic on the 'widened' M4 together with the substantial population 
increase resulting from housing development in the Royal Borough and in the 
adjacent areas North of Bracknell / Binfield are the main contributors to the 
need for such roads issues, as well as commercial traffic passing through the 
Parish. A southbound link road would complement the busy A404(M) thus 
linking the M40 to the A4 and M4 and through towards the M3. The Plan 
supports the concept expressed by the Thames Valley Berkshire Local 
Enterprise Partnership in so far as which has identified the need for a North-
South link between the M40/M4 corridor and the M4/M3 would improve traffic 
flow.  The new motorway junction and associated feeder roads we suggest 
here would assist in this regard.. area as a strategic priority to promote 
economic development in the region. Similarly the Plan sees this link as a 
main priority in securing a solution to the increasing Parish traffic problem and 
the method for improving intra Borough traffic flow. The link through the M4 
should serve the A404M to encourage through traffic usage. It is noted that 
there are only two southerly exits on the  
 
 # There is no place in Bray Parish to put a link road from M4 J8/9 that 
would not cause great disruption to existing homes, and / or would 
cause extreme noise pollution and further gaseous pollution, especially 
if the said link road were to become a link to the M3. 
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M4 between Junction 4b (M25) and Junction 10 (A329M). The Plan supports 
the Highways Agency M4 SMART scheme currently under consultation, but 
calls for extensive noise barriers along the M4 on both sides all the way 
through Bray Parish.  
 
# For an example of such sound barriers see the photograph included at 
the end of this document, which shows a sound barrier in Holland near 
Amsterdam. 
 
• The Parish Council should continue to contribute to Highways Agency, 
regional and RBWM planning, and the M4 SMART Scheme in particular, to 
ensure future highways and road developments fulfil the objectives of 
alleviating traffic and other road congestion in the Parish  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-TI1: As an objective of the Plan is the 
free flow of safe traffic throughout the Parish, any developments that 
have an impact on traffic movements in the Parish must provide an 
access road infrastructure to the satisfaction of Bray Parish Council and 
that is appropriate for all forms of transport allowing for regulatory 
requirements and forecasted predicted increases in such movements.  
This policy does not advocate the building of any new major roads or 
modifications to the M4 8/9 junction. 
 
The Plan supports specific traffic management changes aimed at improving 
traffic flow at the key junctions in the Parish, and specifically junctions of the 
A308 with Priors Way, Upper Bray Road, and Monkey Island Lane/Fifield 
Road. These include:  
 
• Right turn restrictions may be appropriate on some roads to improve flow 
rates; Where traffic turning right is causing delays, traffic lights may be 
appropriate.   
 
• A mini roundabout or traffic lights at the offset junction of A308/Monkey 
Island Lane/Fifield Road; 
 
Traffic lights at the junction of Holyport Road with the A308 and at the Upper 
Bray Road junction with the A308.  
 
In the longer term residents of the Parish would support limiting this plan 
requires limitations on the size and weight of commercial vehicles passing 
though the Parish on the A330 and on Holyport Road.  
 
Traffic flow on roads and through junctions should be improved by selective 
introduction of right turn lanes, mini roundabouts and other improvements 
such as traffic lights where practical. Peak hours right turn restrictions may be 
appropriate on some roads to improve flow rates. Size restrictions should be 
evaluated for HGV/delivery vehicles stopping on Parish roads.  
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# I see peak hour right turn restrictions as just moving traffic on 
elsewhere, or sending them around the next roundabout, or even doing 
U-turns in the road. 
 
The expansion of school traffic flows in the Parish needs to be raised with the 
Highways Agency, RBWM and other local authorities. Road development 
must be addressed as a requirement arising from increased should there be 
any housing construction in the Parish and in neighbouring settlements. Many 
residents of the Parish and non-residents drive their children to schools in the 
Parish and across the Parish to schools in adjacent areas, contributing greatly 
to congestion on the roads at peak hours. Driving is often perceived to be 
safer than walking, so that a balanced policy to reducing schools-related road 
traffic will also promote a safer pedestrian environment. Safety for school 
children also requires vigilance enforcing speed restrictions, respect for 
pedestrian priority at road junctions, and the provision of appropriate 
pedestrian crossings and cycle routes. School transport policies are central to 
this.  
 
Residents believe traffic flows can be better managed on roads around 
Holyport Church of England School, Braywood School, Oldfield School (to be 
relocated in 2015), Holyport College and the Free School at Braywick Park on 
Hibbert Road. The creation of safe drop-off and pick-up zones near schools is 
a high priority. The increase in school traffic flows in and through the Parish 
needs to be raised with the Highways Department and local authorities as an 
issue arising from increased housing construction in the Parish and adjacent 
school catchment areas.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-TI2: Development must provide safe 
drop-off and pick-up zones which do not impede through traffic on 
roads at proposed school sites.  
 
B. Public Transportation  
 
The villages and settlements in the Parish have only limited access to public 
transport. Rail stations are located 2 to 4 miles either side of the Parish in 
Windsor and Maidenhead, so that residents from within the Parish and visitors 
to the Parish must plan for additional road transport to supplement rail 
journeys. Investment in rail improvements including Crossrail to Canary Wharf 
and Heathrow together with First Great Western services to Reading and 
Paddington are very welcome, as would be any planned improvements to the 
South West Trains services from Windsor. Residents are concerned, 
however, that i Improved rail services have not been supplemented by local 
planning to address the increase in road congestion near stations or through 
Bray Parish likely to result from more passenger journeys or to address 
improvements to public transport linkages by bus.  
 
The uncoordinated public transport infrastructure makes integrated and 
efficient travel using public transport very difficult for residents of Bray Parish 
and visitors to the Parish alike. Bus routes in Maidenhead and Windsor do not 
currently include stops at rail stations. Bus services should include 
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Maidenhead and Windsor Riverside Stations in their operating pattern. Rural 
bus services should link to the high frequency Slough-based bus services in 
the Dedworth area at the eastern edge of the Parish.  
 
One bus company, Courtney Buses, operating for only 12 hours daily from 
Monday to Saturday and just over 8 hours on Sundays, serves Bray Village, 
Holyport, Fifield and Dedworth. Service frequency is hourly for the most part. 
The hourly service is  viewed as inadequate for reliable planning of journeys. 
The lack of late evening or night services discourages local participation in the 
night economy or use of public transport to reach regional retail, recreational, 
medical and sporting venues. The bus schedule and stops for Courtney Bus 
service can be viewed at: http://www.courtneybuses.com  
 
It serves little purpose for Crossrail to transport passengers in 48 minutes 
from Maidenhead to Canary Wharf, or First Great Western to have an elapsed 
time from Maidenhead to Paddington of circa 25 minutes or 18 minutes to the 
Reading hub, if passengers must plan for much longer journeys to access the 
rail stations from the distant parts of the Parish due to infrequent bus service, 
unpredictable road congestion and unreliable parking availability. Achieving 
the projected UK economic benefit from Crossrail of £42M annually, will 
require dependable passenger access to services and termini. Stations will 
require more parking, bike sheds and public transport connections.  
 
A coordinated public transport policy would promote faster and more frequent 
buses serving Bray Parish, with express operations on the link between 
Maidenhead and Windsor during the peak hours using the A308. Better bus 
service would increase passenger usage, limit public subsidy, as well as 
reducing pressure on car parking in Windsor and Maidenhead. Higher 
frequency bus services, better provision of bus shelters on bus routes, better 
access with pedestrian crossings at bus stops on A roads and fare incentives 
would encourage wider and more frequent use of buses in preference to cars. 
Later bus services would promote the night economy, which is of considerable 
importance to the hospitality enterprises in Bray Parish and also to Parish 
residents wanting to visit venues in neighbouring settlements and beyond.  
 
The frequency and duration of the bus services that transit the Parish should 
be improved. Buses should operate half-hourly during daylight hours, with 
express services in the peak hours for links to Maidenhead and Windsor. 
Hours of service should extend to 17 hours a day to support the night 
economy in the Parish and adjoining settlements. Fare incentive schemes 
should reward more regular use of buses in preference to cars.  
 
C. Pollution - Transport Related  
 
Although Bray Parish is predominantly Green Belt, air pollution continues to 
be a problem especially around the M4 flyover on the A308 at the junctions of 
the Upper Bray Road and Holyport Road where congestion is frequent. Other 
areas frequently impacted by congestion are also at risk. The junction of 
B3204/Upper Bray Road and the A308/Holyport Road now exceeds the 
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National Air Quality Objectives (NAQO) target by 40% at times and with a 
forecasted large increase in M4 usage then this could worsen.   
 
Better pollution and sound barrier screening of the M4, which is responsible 
for 50 per cent of the pollution, should must be a priority, particularly with the 
planned increase to 4 lanes in both directions by the use of the hard shoulder 
under the Highways Agency Managed Motorway system. A co-ordinated 
traffic light system at the junctions of Holyport Road and Upper Bray Road 
with theA308 would possibly Reduction of right turning traffic to/from the 
Upper Bray Road would contribute to lower exhaust from stationary traffic.  
 
Increased pressure on Parish roads is anticipated from the Priors 
Way/Maidenhead Industrial Trade Area and public and private bus stops 
associated with relocated and new schools in area. Commuter traffic and 
housing density around Aysgarth Park/ Bray Court/ Earlsfield add to the 
challenge.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-TI3: Planning decisions should must 
take account of the impact on air quality in the parish, supporting 
proposals which will result in the improvement of Air Quality 
Management Areas (AQMAs) or minimise reliance upon less sustainable 
forms of transport.  
 
D. Parking  
 
Parish residents support free-to-resident or low cost car parking in the Parish 
to support local retail and hospitality sectors Local retail and hospitality 
sectors are to be prohibited from charging for car parking.. Residents and 
visitors alike should must have access to parking facilities in the Borough, with 
support expressed for the planned expansion of the car parking facilities at 
Stafferton Way to ease pressures anticipated from increased demand for 
access to Maidenhead Station as a result of Crossrail and First Great Western 
Hub developments.  
 
Parish residents have recognised the need to discourage the use of the car 
Use of cars is discouraged but feel that unless the necessary investment by in 
rural public transport is forthcoming, the rural population will continue to 
depend on the private car, particularly given the low number of retail outlets 
and services in Parish settlements. Parking should must be addressed in all 
development proposals, both residential and non-residential, to prevent an 
increase in parking problems in the future  
 
Residential parking should must be extended and should must be part of the 
evaluation of new housing development proposals. This Plan supports all new 
housing providing at least 2 off street car parking spaces for each additional 
housing unit.  
 
Bray Village attracts many visitors to its world famous restaurants but lacks 
adequate provision for short term and street parking. There is limited scope 
for supplementing visitor parking without compromising designated Green Belt 
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lands. Misuse of Village Hall parking and road parking near hospitality outlets 
should must be discouraged. Residents of the village may support charging 
visitors for parking and local businesses may object. Alternatively, the area to 
the south of the Bailey Bridge   
 
currently being excavated could be acquired for parking overspill, possibly 
with funding from the hospitality venues. Alternative schemes to increase 
parking should must be considered.  
 
Pavement parking should must be discouraged on A roads to prevent any 
contribution to road congestion or detriment to road safety.  
 
All new driveways and parking areas are not to inhibit natural water drainage. 
 
The Parish Council will monitor the adequacy of car parking facilities in the 
Parish for commuters, customers of retail, hospitality and recreational 
businesses, school drop off and pick up traffic.  
 
E. Footpaths, Bridleways and Cycle Routes  
 
This Plan supports creating safe and attractive alternatives to motorised 
transport and encouraging recreational use of Parish cycle routes, bridleways 
and footpaths. Where possible p Pedestrians, horse riders and cyclists should 
must be kept off the margins of local roads by being provided with pavements, 
cycle routes and bridleways in a sensible network. There is currently an 
extensive network of footpaths and bridleways but in many cases these do not 
join up and it is necessary to use the roads to move between them. Access to 
the river is a paramount priority in provision and maintenance of public rights 
of way for residents and visitors.  
 
In line with the Parish Paths Initiative, the 'Milestones Approach' and the 
Public Rights of Way activity, the Parish seeks to ensure that landowners 
appreciate and cooperate on improvements in any identified areas. Where 
relevant, development in the Parish should must seek Section 
106/Community Infrastructure levies2 or similar monies for the recreational 
rights of way to be constructed or improved simultaneously with development. 
  
2 A Section 106 agreement, also known as a planning obligation, is an 
agreement between a local authority and a developer that the developer will 
provide contributions to offset negative impacts caused by construction and 
development. Contributions can include affordable homes, open space, public 
transport infrastructure and/or services, footpaths and cycle routes, and 
community facilities (e.g., health, leisure and education facilities). Expect that 
this will become Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in 2015/16.  
 
Where possible, a All A roads should must have a footpath suitable for 
pedestrian/cycle dual usage in rural areas on at least one side. A similar 
policy should must be adopted for some sections of the four B roads in the 
Parish where supported by demand and not constrained by road width.  
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Monkey Island Lane should be evaluated as a potential cycle path to shorten 
bicycle journey times from Maidenhead to Windsor and to protect cyclists from 
having to use   
 
 
the busy A308. The Bray Lake area merits special attention with Section 106 
money to be used for developing the footpaths and cycle routes and Monkey 
Island Lane.  
 
Pedestrian crossings should must be considered for introduction on the 
A308/A330 and the Holyport Road to ensure safe crossing for all pedestrians. 
Pedestrian crossings on these roads would have several major benefits for 
the community:  
 
• Improve access to local retail outlets and play areas currently perceived as 
too dangerous for pedestrian access;  
 
• Improve commuter and retail access to bus services and so promote use of 
public transport as an alternative to cars;  
 
• Ease the exit of cars joining the A308/A330 from cul-de-sacs along these 
routes;  
 
• Act as a deterrent to excess speed by traffic passing though the Parish.  
 
Signage should must be posted on rural B roads to create an awareness of 
horses. Local equestrians should must be discouraged from riding along A 
roads. S106 funds should must  be used to improve footpaths, modernise 
stiles/gates, and improve bridleways.  
 
Cycle routes should must  be provided on the riverside to divert cyclists from 
roads, and more cycle routes along roads should must be provided where 
feasible.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-TI4: Proposals for new developments 
should must  include appropriate provision for footpaths, bridleways 
and cycle routes through agreements for Section 106 or the new 
Community Infrastructure Levy (from 2015/6) funds to be dedicated to 
local improvements.  
 
F. Sustainability  
 
A successful transport policy can only be sustained by the recommended road 
infrastructure improvement being implemented by the respective agencies. 
Sustainability is also dependent on the goodwill of residents recognising the 
need for a reduction in non-essential personal car use.  
 
Improved public transport frequency will sustain better use of the local 
facilities and retail outlets in the Borough thereby improving the local 
economy. In turn the subsidy of public transport will be saved. Expanding 
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population in the Parish, Borough and the neighbouring areas will assist in 
sustaining all initiatives.   
 
V. Economy 
 
A. Background  
 
The Plan Area contains an eclectic mix of businesses from home-workers to 
world-renowned Michelin starred restaurants and large established 
companies. Agricultural and equestrian businesses hold much of the land in 
the region. Retail businesses are represented in Holyport and the Windsor 
Road. Gourmet restaurants are a feature, particularly within Bray Village and 
there are many very good gastro pubs across the rest of the Parish, several 
Hotels & B&B’s, as well as Care Homes and Clinics. Leisure facilities are 
offered at Bray Lake and support boating on the Thames. Tennis and polo 
establishments also attract leisure visitors to the Parish.  
 
Parish residents are keen to This Plan promotes and supports the economic 
and leisure enterprises within the Plan Area. Residents, daily commuters to 
Windsor and Maidenhead, and tourists visiting Windsor and Legoland all offer 
business opportunities which should are likely to contribute to local 
employment for local residents.  
 
The Parish has a number of Green Belt sites that have been proposed by 
developers for residential development and have been rejected by many local 
residents. As an alternative some form of leisure facilities may be more 
acceptable on these sites. Leisure facilities may wish to relocate out of the 
centre of Maidenhead to improve facilities and some of these could be located 
in the Parish. The acceptability of moving such facilities would have to be 
supported by a survey of users and local residents.  
 
The overall objectives for economic development in the Parish are:  
 
• Ensure a sustainable balance between supply of jobs and the local labour 
supply to minimise commuting into and out of the local area;  
 
• Ensure planning policies and regulations generally support business and 
employment;  
 
• Retain and support existing businesses important to Parish quality of life, 
such as shops, pubs, restaurants, offices, industrial premises, leisure clubs 
and facilities, and the rural economy  
 
• Promote new low cost flexible premises, and in particular make better use of 
redundant farm buildings, to support existing and new local businesses;  
• Support the increasing number of people working in home-based businesses 
both generally and by allowing the limited employment of staff at home to 
support and expand these businesses.  
 
B. Farming and the rural economy  
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There are 3 major landowners each owning several farms in the Parish, with 
over 800 hectares of productive, mainly arable, farm land. There are a 
number of other smaller farms and many of these have already diversified and 
let units to businesses. Many fields are let as pasture for horses. There are a 
number of stables and a vet.  
 
This The Plan supports the following objectives for farms and rural 
businesses:  
 
• Promote a viable and sustainable farming and rural economy in Bray Parish;  
 
• Promote the diversification of rural businesses;  
 
• Encourage new businesses to provide a wider range of local produce, 
services and leisure facilities, to provide local employment and attract visitors 
to the Parish;  
 
• Maintain and enhance the local environment of rural and agricultural lands.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E1: Applications to convert genuinely 
redundant agricultural buildings on working farms into suitable offices 
or light industrial workshops or warehouses will be supported along 
with other rural recreational and leisure activities except where such 
developments would result in significant adverse environmental or 
highway problems, or where general access to the facility is limited, or 
where there would be a significant adverse impact on neighbours 
through noise, light pollution, increased traffic levels, increased flood 
risk or inadequate provision of parking.  
 
Note that 'Adverse’ means that the problem could not be adequately 
overcome without spending in excess of the Section 106 / Community 
Infrastructure Levy for the development. The Parish Council is 
encouraged to will work with proposal developers and planning 
authorities to attempt to overcome these potential adverse impacts 
through the appropriation of Section 106 funds or Community 
Infrastructure Levy, where appropriate, or to design off-highway access 
via driveway or lane to provide parking facilities appropriate to the 
proposed use, staff numbers and expected visitors.   
 
# Include the note within the policy 
 
C. Retail, hospitality and leisure services  
 
Existing businesses in the Parish provide a diverse range of retail offerings 
and services. There are two main areas of shops in Holyport and along the 
A308 Windsor Road in the Plan Area. There are 2 well established garden 
centres on the eastern end of the Parish that have well frequented cafés and 
several other nurseries. Elsewhere there is a farm produce shop on the A308 
and a bee keeping shop, set back on the Oakley Green Road, and two 
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kennels. Bray Village is home to the internationally renowned Waterside Inn 
and Fat Duck and 3 other gastro pubs. Holyport has 4 Pubs, Oakley Green 3 
and Fifield 1. There are two substantial hotels at Oakley Court and Monkey 
Island and several scattered B & B’s. There are two large care homes and a 
rehabilitation clinic. Motorists are served by 2 petrol stations and other car 
service, maintenance, repair and sales businesses.  
 
Parish residents are keen to This Plan supports the existing retail, hospitality 
and other service businesses in Bray Parish and seeks to attract appropriately 
scaled new businesses to provide a wider range of retail goods, services and 
employment. In particular, Fifield residents are keen to have a small-scale 
shop that meets local needs. An appropriate small scale with regards to retail 
activities is defined for this Plan as being no more than a gross internal area 
(GIA) of 200sqm with some minor variation being considered within the 
context of other shops in the vicinity. A garden centre will not be viewed as a 
shop for the purposes of this test. Larger scale retail developments are not 
considered appropriate within the Parish due to inconsistency with the rural 
character of our settlements.  
 
Businesses should must provide off-highway general access to their site via a 
private driveway or lane, if appropriate, and provide for drop-off and pick-up 
by delivery vehicles and staff and visitor parking facilities. These facilities 
must be of appropriate scale to the expected business traffic volumes, staffing 
and vehicle types.  
 
Many retail shops, services and hospitality businesses are deemed to provide 
community contributions of benefit to all or part of the local community. This 
might be a place for clubs and societies to meet, a place for local people to 
socialise, a place to buy food locally, a place that could provide inside or 
outside catering or a bar for community events, etc. Residents wish to 
encourage and promote these local businesses so that they can continue to 
enjoy the benefits of having convenient shops, pubs and venues that make 
their communities more attractive to residents and more sustainable 
communities.   
 
In general residents would wish to This Plan discourages visual clutter along 
public routes in the Parish, but balanced against this is the need to encourage 
custom to local businesses. While signage on public land will not be 
permitted, unobtrusive signage on private lands is considered appropriate. 
Direction arrows to local venues will be considered on their merits to 
encourage custom to local shops and hospitality venues.  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E2: Proposals to create appropriate 
small-scale retail, hospitality or service premises will be supported 
except where such developments would result in significant adverse 
environmental or highway problems or where general access would be 
limited or where there would be a significant adverse impact on 
neighbours as a result of noise, light pollution, increased traffic levels, 
increased flood risk or inadequate provision of parking.  
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Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E3: Proposals for improvements to 
existing retail and hospitality businesses, including pubs, will be 
supported. Proposals that would result in the loss of these premises or 
limit their community contribution will be resisted. Proposals that would 
help secure their future and community contribution will be supported.  
 
D. Offices, warehouses, commercial, industrial and home-based 
businesses  
 
There are a number of large established companies in Priors Way, Tectonic 
Place and along the A308 Windsor Road. At the other end of the spectrum 
there are a number of small home-based businesses scattered across the 
Parish. Home-based employment and home-based businesses are likely to 
become more popular as better broadband services are provided to the 
Parish.  
 
The This Plan supports these objectives to support this wide diversity of 
businesses:  
 
• Maintain and promote a variety of types and sizes of premises in existing 
business areas to satisfy the range of requirements of local businesses, 
including small and newly established firms in Bray Parish;  
 
• Maintain and encourage a balance of employers to give an appropriate 
range of opportunities for the local workforce;  
 
• Support the increasing number of self-employed workers and people 
working in home-based businesses and encourage improvements to the 
broadband supply across the Parish.  
 
As described above, all offices, warehouses, commercial, industrial and 
home-based businesses should must  provide appropriate off-highway 
access, pick-up/delivery area, and staff and visitor parking appropriate to the 
expected scale of the business and staff levels.  
 
The number of additional staff that would be allowed in a home-based 
business will depend on location of the home office. Off road parking will be 
needed for each additional staff member who is anticipated to commute to the 
office by car. Additional off road parking should must be provided for any 
regular clients or visitors to the business who stay for longer than 1 hour.3  
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E4: Proposals to improve or create 
suitable office, commercial, warehouse or industrial premises will be 
supported in existing designated business areas, except where such 
developments would result in significant adverse environmental or 
highway problems or where general access would be limited or where 
there would be a significant adverse impact on neighbours as a result of 
noise, light pollution, increased traffic levels, increased flood risk or 
inadequate provision of parking.  
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Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E5: Developments which promote 
wider availability of broadband services in the Parish will be supported.  
 
E. Leisure  
 
Bray Parish has a wide range of leisure facilities, enjoyed by its residents as 
well as many visitors from outside the Parish. Water activities are well 
represented with two marinas, a rowing Club, and windsurfing, sailing and 
related activities at Bray Lake. Cricket is played at Holyport and Braywood. 
Holyport also has one public tennis court and a real tennis court. Horse riding 
and related activities are conducted right across the Parish with polo clubs 
and a number of stables. With significant traffic on our main roads, more 
bridleways are needed. Cycling is also popular, with several of our roads used 
for cycling events on a regular basis. There are a reasonable number of 
footpaths, including the Thames Path along the river. These provide an 
alternative link between the settlements, the river or Windsor Forest on our 
South east boundary, and are used by many dog owners, walkers and some 
horse riders.  
 
Parish residents have expressed This Plan promotes the following objectives 
for leisure businesses:   
 
�Maintain and improve the leisure provision within Bray Parish of both 
outdoor and indoor facilities by supporting leisure businesses;  
 
�Promote and support sensible use of land for leisure, sport and other 
recreational uses where practical, enabling wide public access and use;  
 
�Promote access to leisure, sport and recreational facilities using non-
motorised transport where possible in addition to the provision of sufficient car 
parking and satisfactory road access;  
 
�Improve access to current areas of leisure and recreation such as the 
Thames Path and Bray Watersports Lake for both residents and visitors;  
 
3 Provisions on use of home premises may be difficult to monitor and enforce. 
Complaints by neighbours about congestion or parking abuses will likely be 
the basis for enforcement action.  
 
�Support commercial providers of leisure, sport and recreational facilities 
within the Parish and support provision of these types of public facilities by 
RBWM for use by our residents and visitors.  
 
The Parish has a number of Green Belt sites that have been proposed for 
residential development where local residents have rejected planned 
developments. Some form of leisure facilities may be more acceptable on 
these sites. Consideration will be given to leisure business or facilities 
developments, particularly on previously developed sites or where similar 
activities have been planned or conducted in the past. As part of such 
proposals residents would probably accept some infrastructure development 



Andrew Cormie’s comments on the BPNDP Draft of May 2015 

 Page 43 of  55 AC_BPNDP_Comment.doc 

incidental to leisure use, such as playing fields, club house, parking, access 
road, etc.   The acceptability of such facilities would have to be supported by a 
survey of local residents as in Policy BNP-GB1. 
 
Neighbourhood Plan Policy BNP-E6: Proposals to create or expand 
leisure facilities will be supported, except where such developments 
would result in significant adverse environmental or highway problems 
or where general access would be limited or where there would be a 
significant adverse impact on neighbours as a result of noise, light 
pollution, increased traffic levels, increased flood risk or inadequate 
provision of parking.   
 
VI. Plan Monitoring and Review  
 
The Bray Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan sets out the vision, action 
plan and policies to facilitate sustainable growth and development for our 
communities. It has been prepared in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework 2012 and the proposed RBWM Local Plan to supplement 
the policies, objectives and constraints to deliver sustainable growth and 
improve the Parish quality of life. The Plan also expresses objectives for 
Parish cooperation with neighbouring settlements of Windsor and 
Maidenhead, the RBWM Highways Department and the Highways Agency 
and others, where collective action can contribute to better outcomes for the 
Parish.  
 
As policies and plans for the local authority, regional development and 
neighbouring settlements may change and impact the Parish in future, it is 
envisioned that this Plan may be reviewed and revised to better address the 
priorities and objectives of the residents of the Parish. The Plan should must  
continue to align Parish residents’ objectives with the strategic aims, needs 
and priorities of the wider local area. To this end the Parish Council will 
continue to liaise with RBWM and neighbouring planning authorities. Changes 
to the RBWM Borough Local Plan or significant developments in neighbouring 
settlements and areas may have an impact on our Plan Area and require 
some aspects of this Plan to be reviewed.  
 
This Plan has been drafted to provide support for development for up to 15 
years. A formal review process in consultation with the community and the 
RBWM Local Planning Authorities should be undertaken every 5 years at a 
minimum to ensure the Plan is still current and serves its function as a 
positive planning tool to deliver sustainable growth. If the review deems the 
adopted Neighbourhood Development Plan to be insufficient, the 
development of an updated Neighbourhood Plan shall be initiated.  
 
The scale of regional development and other factors can have a significant 
impact on Bray Parish in the future. In circumstances where the Parish 
Council, supported by a simple majority of residents attending the Parish 
Annual General Meeting, deem that the Plan requires review, for whatever 
reason, the Plan will be reviewed in consultation with the Parish community.   
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VII. Development Brief 
 
A Development Brief shall include all relevant information needed to facilitate 
an informed and effective consultation, including, but not limited to:  
 
• A site map showing the site’s location and its context within its immediate 
neighbourhood – including any areas of Green Belt, flood zones, the location 
of any SSSIs, SPAs, LWSs and heritage assets, landmark buildings or views.  
 
• An illustrative layout that shows how the proposed development could be 
accommodated on the site.  
 
• Scale, footprint, bulk and height of buildings.  
 
• Mix of dwelling types and tenure.  
 
• Design style and guidelines.  
 
• Improvements to infrastructure and facilities to be provided.  
 
• Access, parking, cycle and pedestrian ways and any required traffic 
congestion and parking assessments.  
 
• Landscaping and publicly accessible open spaces.  
 
• The location of trees and any that may be affected by the development.  
 
• Indicative timing and phasing of the proposed development.  
 
• Community benefits to be provided.  
 
• An analysis of how the development proposals comply with the whole policy 
framework including the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
VIII. Statement of Community Consultation 
 
It is good practice for community consultation to have a role in proposed 
developments, enabling local views about proposals to be understood, before 
planning applications are submitted.  
 
Such consultations are to be carried out under the control of Bray Parish 
Council, but are to be paid for by the developer.  A standard form of 
consultation shall be devised under the control of Bray Parish Council, and 
this defined method shall be employed for all proposed developments. 
 
Where a policy in this Plan includes a requirement that a planning application 
be supported by for a Statement of Community Consultation to accompany a 
planning application this must, as a minimum, include the following:  
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1. An explanation of how a all broad cross-section of local people likely to be 
affected by the development proposals, both in the immediate area and in the 
wider neighbourhood, were consulted on the development proposals in a 
timely fashion.  
 
2. The means used to involve and engage with local people in the 
consultation.  
 
3. Evidence that the development offers significant benefits to the local 
community.  
 
4. A record of the views expressed by local people and the Parish Council, 
demonstrating that more than 50% of the registered electors who live in the 
Parish ward affected by the development - and who vote in a survey - support 
the proposed development.  
 
5. An explanation of how the proposals being submitted following this 
Consultation have addressed the views of and any issues or concerns raised 
by local people and the Parish Council. 
 
# The following summary of Residents comments received in response 
to the HRA survey of Holyport Area residents for the RBWM Local Plan 
should be taken account of before any thought is given to the idea of 
developing Bray Parish Green Belt Land. A PDF of this is available from 
the HRA website. 
 

Document 1a - HRA Survey – Holyport Area Residents - Results 

No.   %   

1 
If you wish to be kept advised of Holyport Residents Association actions or matters arising from this 
survey or the RBWM consultation please give an email address. 

    

  PollDaddy ID     

  Email Address     

2 Please include your name.     

3 Please include at least your Street Name and Post Code     

4 
If you are answering on behalf of several people please advise how many persons your answers 
represent. 

% No. 

  I am answering for myself only 28.8 148 

  I am answering for others in my household 31.2 160 

  Please advise how many people these answers represent 100.0 513 

5 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?     

  Personally 16.4 37 

  Have the HRA answer for me 83.6 189 

6 Do you support housing development in principle on currently undeveloped green belt land?     

  No, I do not support development on undeveloped Green Belt land. 89.9 461 

  Yes In England 9.4 48 

  Yes within the RBWM Area 5.3 27 

  Yes within Bray Parish 3.1 16 

  Yes within Holyport Area 3.7 19 

7 Do you support development on land included in areas of recognised settlement within the green belt?     



Andrew Cormie’s comments on the BPNDP Draft of May 2015 

 Page 46 of  55 AC_BPNDP_Comment.doc 

  Check any you support, or check none.     

  No, I do not support development in Recognised Settlements in Green Belt 40.2 206 

  Yes Domestic Extensions 57.3 294 

  Yes Garages 51.1 262 

  Yes Annexes 46.6 239 

  Yes Small infill developments up to 3 houses 34.3 176 

8 Do you support housing on Lodge Farm green belt (Area 7A)?     

  Not at all 96.9 497 

  Yes On part of the site 1.2 6 

  Yes On the whole site 0.6 3 

  I support lots of affordable small homes 0.4 2 

  I support bungalows and sheltered housing 0.8 4 

  I support blocks of flats 0.0 0 

  I support mid-range housing 0.8 4 

  I support a development of top range housing 0.0 0 

  I support a mix of housing 0.0 0 

  I support some housing but only in return for some open public space on the site 2.9 15 

  Comments     

9 Do you support housing on Littlewick Fair green belt (Area 5C)?     

  Not at all 88.1 452 

  Yes On part of the site 3.1 16 

  Yes On the whole site 1.9 10 

  I support lots of affordable small homes 2.5 13 

  I support bungalows and sheltered housing 2.1 11 

  I support blocks of flats 1.0 5 

  I support mid-range housing 2.5 13 

  I support a development of top range housing 1.2 6 

  I support a mix of housing 1.2 6 

  I support some housing but only in return for some open public space on the site 4.9 25 

  I support the Hospital proposals of Dr Philip Lee of Bracknell and Theresa May 6.2 32 

10 
If you support housing on the Lodge Farm area (Area 7A), please check your reasons as applicable 
below 

    

  I do not support housing on Area 7A 96.7 496 

  We need more houses in the Holyport area 0.6 3 

  We need more affordable housing 1.0 5 

  We need homes for the elderly 1.0 5 

  The land is a "gap" and logical to use for infill 1.8 9 

  Houses there can be an extension of Aysgarth 0.8 4 

  Some housing may provide some accessible public space 2.1 11 

  Housing will block noise from the M4 0.2 1 

  A farm is no longer an asset 0.2 1 

  Housing makes better use of the land 0.6 3 

11 If you support housing or a hospital on the Littlewick Fair / M4 Triangle area (Area 5C), please check     

   your reasons as applicable below     

  I do not support housing or a hospital on Area 5C 88.5 454 

  We need more houses near Holyport 1.2 6 

  We need more affordable housing 2.5 13 

  We need homes for the elderly 2.1 11 

  The land is a "gap" at the edge of the Maidenhead settlement and logical to develop 4.9 25 

  The houses would complement those on the other side of the Ascot Road 1.6 8 

  Housing will block noise from the M4 0.6 3 

  Some housing may provide some accessible public space 3.7 19 
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  Housing makes better use of the land 1.9 10 

  We need a new hospital even though traffic will increase 7.6 39 

  Easy road access 1.4 7 

  Comments     

12 If you do not support housing on the Lodge Farm area (Area 7A) please check factors that apply     

  The land is Green Belt full stop 86.5 444 

  The land has areas of flood zone 1 and ground water emergence presenting a risk to new housing 71.7 368 

  It could present an increased flood risk to existing neighbouring housing 69.6 357 

  It could affect the insurance premiums regarding flood risk in the area 63.0 323 

  The land is farmed and useful for British agricultural produce 72.7 373 

  
It would adversely affect the setting of the Holyport Conservation Area (RBWM policy is against 

building in such settings) 
84.8 435 

  It would close a gap that currently gives the area a village feel and separation from Maidenhead 81.7 419 

  The RBWM report states that local sewage systems could not cope 75.8 389 

  
Local roads do not cope well with current traffic, cannot cope with more, and no possibility of road 

widening 
90.1 462 

  I am concerned that local schools and GP surgeries could not cope 85.2 437 

  The area has zones of high pollution, more cars would only make this worse 76.4 392 

  There is no access permission from Holyport Road, except for farming 64.7 332 

  Ancient hedgerow borders the site and is protected 72.3 371 

  Parts of the site have strong historical connections, ancient moat, possible archaeological features 63.2 324 

  The site has a public footpath and interesting wildlife 74.9 384 

  
The site is valued as an open space for the well-being, amenity and quality of life for future 

generations 
79.3 407 

  I support housing on Area 7A 2.1 11 

  Any further comments as to what it would mean to you to lose this Green Belt area?     

13 If you do not support development on the Littlewick Fair area (Area 5C) please check factors that apply     

  The land is Green Belt full stop 79.7 409 

  The land has areas of flood zone 1 and ground water emergence presenting a risk to new housing 65.9 338 

  It could present an increased flood risk to existing neighbouring housing 61.6 316 

  It could affect the insurance premiums regarding flood risk in the area 66.5 341 

  
Local roads do not cope well with current traffic, cannot cope with more, and no possibility of road 

widening 
79.5 408 

  I am concerned that local schools and GP surgeries could not cope 77.0 395 

  The area has zones of high pollution, more cars would only make this worse 69.4 356 

  
The site is valued as an open space for the well-being, amenity and quality of life for future 

generations 
67.6 347 

  Near the Cut and the Bourne flood area 41.3 212 

  
The site is valued as an open space, a habitat, woodland, untested archaeology, used for M4 

maintenance / community events. 
37.6 193 

  The RBWM report states that local sewage systems could not cope 45.6 234 

  It would be subject to road noise on all sides 39.0 200 

  It would close a gap that currently gives the area a village feel and separation from Maidenhead 45.4 233 

  I support development on Area 5C 2.7 14 

  Any further comments as to what it would mean to you to lose this Green Belt area?     

14 Check below any other uses of undeveloped land you would support on the Lodge Farm area (Area 7A)     

  None - Leave as undeveloped Green Belt 37.8 194 

  Farming 63.7 327 

  Garden Centres / Plant nurseries 7.4 38 

  Traveller Pitches 0.0 0 

  Golf Courses 1.4 7 

  Equestrian Activities 24.2 124 
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  Leisure Pursuits / Playing Fields 28.8 148 

  Car Parking 1.0 5 

  Boot Fairs 0.6 3 

  Cemetery 4.1 21 

  Hotel 1.0 5 

  School 4.1 21 

  Pubs 0.6 3 

  Restaurants 0.8 4 

  Tennis Courts 7.6 39 

  Bowls Rinks 5.1 26 

  Leisure Centre / Gym 0.4 2 

  Allotments 24.2 124 

  Nature Reserve 52.8 271 

  Public Open Space 50.5 259 

  Other (specify)     

15 
Check below any other uses of undeveloped land you would support on the Littlewick Fair / M4 Triangle 
area (Area 5C) 

    

  None - Leave as undeveloped Green Belt 36.1 185 

  Farming 53.2 273 

  Garden Centres / Plant nurseries 12.9 66 

  Traveller Pitches 0.0 0 

  Golf Courses 6.4 33 

  Equestrian Activities 23.8 122 

  Leisure Pursuits / Playing Fields 26.9 138 

  Car Parking 0.8 4 

  Boot Fairs 4.1 21 

  Cemetery 4.3 22 

  Hotel 1.0 5 

  School 2.5 13 

  Pubs 1.6 8 

  Restaurants 1.2 6 

  Tennis Courts 6.0 31 

  Bowls Rinks 3.7 19 

  Leisure Centre / Gym 1.8 9 

  Allotments 29.4 151 

  Nature Reserve 54.2 278 

  Public Open Space 29.3 151 

  Other (specify)     

16 Question 20 in the RBWM Public Consultation invites you to specify which area or areas you would     

  like to see developed. How would you answer this question?     

  I would not vote for any areas to be developed 77.4 175 

  I would vote for development on areas other than 7A or 5C 16.4 37 

  I would vote for development on Area 7A 0.4 1 

  I would vote for development on Area 5C 5.8 13 

  Optional - Does Question 20 encourage Residents to vote for development outside their own area?     

17 Question 21 in the RBWM Public Consultation invites you to specify whether you want a Hospital or     

  housing in Area 5C. How would you answer this question?     

  Hospital 11.9 61 

  Houses 2.3 12 

  Neither - leave it as Green Belt 88.3 453 

  Number who said they do not want housing on Area 5c but do want a hospital there 6.0 31 

  Survey completed as of evening of 10th March 2014     
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 Comments Received 

 Any further comments as to what it would mean to you to lose this Green Belt area? (7A) 

 

Having lived in Holyport for over 30 years and enjoyed its semi-rural nature, any further housing would utterly 
destroy the separate identity of Holyport. I do not consider myself as part of Maidenhead. We already suffer 
from speeding traffic and localised congestion, especially by parents taking and fetching children from Holyport 
School. Further housing in the area would add to this problem and make life very unpleasant indeed. 

 

 I live on the A308 and traffic is horrendous, especially when traffic is diverted off the M4 for roadworks and 
heavily laden articulated lorries pass by my house. It feels like an earthquake is occurring. I would not be 
surprised at all if in the future part of the road collapses under the weight. It may be an A road but it is in very 
bad condition with cracks and potholes a plenty. The last time the A308 was resurfaced the Council didn't re-
tarmac the road they just crushed stones into the surface - not sure what this process is called. I have 
complained about the lorries in the past but was told that there was nothing that could be done. One lane 
should be left open and lorries made to stay on the motorway. Therefore, my opinion is that, any increase in 
traffic would be a nightmare for the area!  

 
The historical value of this site cannot be overstated enough. A WW1 prisoner of war camp was here! It's an 

area of historical significance. 

 
I don't want to live in an extension of Maidenhead. Green Belt was a vision for the future and should be 

respected as such. 

 
We do not have enough Green Belt around Holyport.  Enough housing estates have already been built in a 

small village. With climate change we must urgently stop building on green belt land. 

 
Having lived in Holyport practically all of my life I have first hand experience of how living conditions have 

deteriorated through over development (i.e. over population). 

 Houses will be continuous from Maidenhead to Holyport - We would be joined - Not a village anymore. 

 
I feel the whole integrity of Holyport as a village would be lost. To build on these areas would mean that 

Holyport just becomes a suburb to Maidenhead. 

 A lot of wildlife live here, i.e. rabbits, deer, birds etc…. 

 

I have ticked that some development would be good but it must be very limited bearing in mind the above 
points especially the effect on flooding as we are experiencing at the moment in our area due to building above 
towards Ascot. It does not strike me as the most amazing Green Belt area under the circumstances of other 
needs for the area. 

 
Traffic volume already is a major problem especially with the current state of roads, potholes etc. and 

flooding has exacerbated this problem. Any future development on Lodge Farm will only make this worse. 

 

Who would be sane to even suggest additional development in Holyport with the current level of traffic in 
Non-Peak hours. Already during peak hours, it could take me up to 30 minutes to get out Springfield Park to 
Windsor Road... That's absolute madness to suggest that Holyport can sustain additional population. In 
addition, we have in the past experienced blocked drainage issues...It is true it wasn't severe, but imagining 
additional strain on existing systems in Holyport will definitely cause great problems all over. Prior to thinking 
of any new housing development, it would be great to recognise the limitation of current infrastructure... 
upgrade it... and when it copes... then maybe... maybe... we should consider additional housing developments...! 
I am strongly opposed to additional population... Full Stop. 

 

 I recognise that there is a need for sheltered accommodation in Holyport. I'd prefer it didn't happen on this 
site however at most a development of 10 bungalows for the elderly opposite Stroud Farm lane would be 
acceptable - as the location is near to the shops with flat access. This would have a minimal impact on traffic 
and release housing stock for families. The field seems to be the one place that locals can walk their animals 
and allow them off their leads to exercise. Otherwise Holyport Green and the school fields could potentially 
become that territory with issues of fouling. 

 The name would change to Maidenhead East which we do not like. 

 

OF PARTICULAR CONCERN IS THE RISK OF FLOODING/GROUNDWATER FOR BOTH NEW AND EXISTING 
PROPERTIES; ANYONE VIEWING THE RECENT TV COVERAGE OF FLOODING IN BERKSHIRE AND 
SURROUNDING AREAS CANNOT FAIL TO BE WORRIED ABOUT THE EFFECTS OF FLOODING; BUILDING ON 
THE FLOOD PLAIN SHOULD STOP AND I LOOK FORWARD TO HEARING RBWM REINFORCE THE TELEVISED 
PROMISE MADE THIS WEEK TO PREVENT FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF THE FLOOD PLAIN...... 

 

This land should be used for farming, grazing or Equestrian use. Animals need a home too. To lose yet more 
Green Belt land to a concrete jungle is a crime. Many children don't even know where their food comes from, 
showing them that land can be used only as housing is not the solution. We all need land to live, not just a 
home. 
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I don't live in Maidenhead town because I value the green areas around Holyport. Filling these in destroys the 

feel of Holyport, and I might as well live in central Maidenhead. Filling the areas with houses gives all the 
downside of living in central Maidenhead, with none of the benefits (e.g. close to station) 

 

The community who have invested their time, money and effort freely in this area do so because it has a 
'village community feel'. This will be lost to both the existing and expanded community when it hits the tipping 
point of no longer 'feeling like a village'. The opportunity cost of the overall negative impact on daily life in our 
homes, on the streets, in the schools, and in the commercial establishments of Holyport substantially 
outweighs the potential positive impact to additional residents who push it over the tipping point. 

 
 Increased traffic would pose a greater risk to pedestrians and cyclists and also significantly increase 

commuting journey times (which would increase carbon emissions due to gridlock) with a resulting negative 
impact on the economy. 

 We feel very strongly that productive agriculture should be safeguarded. 

 
We consider ourselves residents of Holyport Village and not Maidenhead town. This is why we chose to live in 

Holyport as we like the village feel. Further, the traffic on the roads through Holyport is already at maximum 
capacity. ANY additional cars on the roads would cause permanent gridlock at peak hours. 

 

The risk of increased flooding is a concern to existing housing. We have already seen this year Langworthy 
Lane flooded again, the water currently flows in the direction of 7A and building on this area can only act as a 
hindrance to the flow and draining. Holyport still has a village feel about it and building on 7A will join Holyport 
onto Maidenhead. If I had wanted to live in Maidenhead then I would have bought a house in Maidenhead and 
not in a nearby village. 

 
My entry into Ascot Road would be severely prejudiced by the extra loading of traffic coming from any 

development on this land. The motorway - apart from local roads - cannot cope with extra traffic. Noise and 
pollution. Lighting at night. Destruction of trees. 

 
It forms a necessary gap between the M4/Maidenhead and the village, which would be unable to cope with the 

increased traffic wanting access to the M4. 

 

We strongly believe that despite ever-present pressure to build housing, we must ensure that access to 
countryside and open space is available to the next and future generations. We also believe it is vital to 
maintain green areas around all built up areas to assist in managing ground-water in both flood and drought 
situations. 

 
Populations rise and fall, but once land is built on it's lost. Green Belt should never be built on, there are 

many other options. 

 

Open spaces are vital for the well-being of a community. As it is, there are few enough of these open spaces 
in Holyport and for that reason alone, we should not infill wherever there is a plot of land. Also, I feel extremely 
strongly that wild life should be allowed to exist alongside people. With the pressure on land in this area, some 
species are struggling - I have noticed that there are fewer birds around and rarely do I see hares nowadays 
when out walking. 

 Why did we ever bother having a Green Belt area if you lot were going to build on it! 

 

The reason I bought a house in Holyport was for the fact it was a lovely village and does not need more 
residents. With the new high school being built this will add to traffic issues in the area. Add more residents and 
it could take over 30 min just to get onto the M4 between 7.30am and 9am which is not acceptable. This is not 
about affordable housing but greed. They would not be proposing this if there was not good profit in it. 

 Any further comments as to what it would mean to you to lose this Green Belt area? (5C) 

 

Having lived in Holyport for over 30 years and enjoyed its semi-rural nature, any further housing would utterly 
destroy the separate identity of Holyport. I do not consider myself as part of Maidenhead. We already suffer 
from speeding traffic and localised congestion, especially by parents taking and fetching children from Holyport 
School. Further housing in the area would add to this problem and make life very unpleasant indeed. 

 I do support building here. 

 Living so close to traffic and a spot area of high pollution is hardly a healthy option. 

 

Such ill thought out developments including 7A do not consider the substantial increase in traffic flow from 
all roads leading to and leaving Braywick roundabout.  Additionally with limited footpath and no additional 
provision for cyclists, risk to life will leave a legacy that future generations will need to resolve with probably 
limited funds and more importantly limited scope to solve the problems. 

 Just sounds too dreadful. 

 The same comments as above - village would no longer exist. 

 
Using for a hospital is useful for the area, and perhaps the St Marks Hospital area could be redeveloped in a 

residential area for some of the housing required for the RBWM. 
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Traffic congestion is a major problem. Any accident on the M4 and the traffic spills back onto local roads. If a 
hospital were built traffic grid locking will become a regular occurrence. How would patients get to 
appointments on time? Siting an A & E department in this location would be a disaster as traffic congestion 
would prevent patients presenting within the "golden hour". Usage of the Air ambulance would dramatically be 
required for the ambulance service to hit current targets. Once Green Belt is gone it will never be regained. 

 A lot of wildlife live here, i.e. rabbits, deer, birds etc… 

 

This open space is virtually the first such area on the M4 out from London. It gives a real feeling of entering 
the countryside after the large London urban spread. Its loss would mean that the surrounding towns and 
villages would just merge into the London sprawl. There are other less attractive areas to use for building of any 
kind. Definite NO to a hospital there! 

 
If the above flooding problems could be addressed and traffic flow affecting Holyport I would still be in favour 

of the hospital - not housing - a dreadful place to live next to the M4. 

 
The site is needed as a stop gap for pollution. I would welcome the site populated with trees and other life 

that will create a barrier to the M4 traffic and pollution. It is also important for demarcation between Holyport 
and Maidenhead. Also as recent events have proved, that area is needed as a flood plain. 

 

Apart from air pollution I believe there would be a considerable increase in noise pollution should further 
development take place on these sites. I reside in Priors Way and it is already impossible to have open 
windows, particularly at night with the noise from the M4 motorway and the A308. Further development within 
this area would increase this noise pollution to an unbearable level. Indeed there is far more noise from traffic 
than aircraft!!! 

 
I support the hospital plan and accept that it would be impossible to find a Brownfield site large enough and 

sufficiently well located for access 

 The increase in traffic will cause more threat to pedestrians 

 
There is also a lot of wildlife on the site including deer, where would they go, there is nowhere else left for 

them! 

 If we get rid of all our farming land how will we eat? 

 
I don't live in Maidenhead town because I value the green areas around Holyport. Filling these in destroys the 

feel of Holyport, and I might as well live in central Maidenhead. Filling the areas with houses gives all the 
downside of living in central Maidenhead, with none of the benefits (e.g. close to station) 

 

Generally the traffic in the area is already at saturation point so any major building that brought further traffic 
would have a seriously detrimental effect on the residents ability to get in or out of the village at peak times. 
This is a constant thorn to me and can effectively double the length of my journey into and out of London, often 
taking over 30 minutes to get out of the village. 

 
 Increased traffic would pose a greater risk to pedestrians and cyclists and also significantly increase 

commuting journey times (which would increase carbon emissions due to gridlock) with a resulting negative 
impact on the economy. 

 
We support only LIMITED development on this site. Large parts of the site need to remain as present for 

necessary drainage and protection against flooding for the existing houses. 

 

We strongly believe that despite ever-present pressure to build housing, we must ensure that access to 
countryside and open space is available to the next and future generations. We also believe it is vital to 
maintain green areas around all built up areas to assist in managing ground-water in both flood and drought 
situations. 

 
Populations rise and fall, but once land is built on it's lost. Green Belt should never be built on, there are 

many other options. 

 
Any loss of Green Belt is to be deplored but a hospital is a necessary thing, especially if Wexham and 

Heatherwood close. 

 

Open spaces are vital for the well-being of a community. As it is, there are few enough of these open spaces 
in Holyport and for that reason alone, we should not infill wherever there is a plot of land. Also, I feel extremely 
strongly that wildlife should be allowed to exist alongside people. With the pressure on land in this area, some 
species are struggling - I have noticed that there are fewer birds around and rarely do I see hares nowadays 
when out walking. 

 

This would really cause a problem for Ascot Road. I live right where the Ascot Road narrows and you would 
not believe how many times I have had to pick up bits of cars where they have passed each other and hit their 
wing mirrors etc ... Plus the problems we have even trying to drive out of our driveway onto the road during 
peak times! 

 Other (specify) (5C) 

 It could be opened up for public use. 

 Hospital if the traffic flow can be controlled 
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 The proposed Hospital 

 Hospital 

 For holding a lovely Fayre 

 Optional - Does Question 20 encourage Residents to vote for development outside their own area? 

 Yes 

 Yes 

 Makes one look like a NIMBY which is not necessarily the case. Infill is an option plus Brownfield. 

 Yes 

 
Yes. A classic question that fosters an answer based on "not in my back yard". Brown-field sites should be 

developed before consideration of Green Belt areas. 

 Yes, any brown field sites should be the areas to look at for possible building. 

 
I would only vote for areas outside my own area if I had sufficient knowledge of the area and understood the 

impact on the local community such a development would have. 

 Yes- NIMBY attitude. i.e. let them develop elsewhere but not here!! 

 Yes most certainly 

 
Yes. But it is not a case of my voting, "not in my area". My objections are based on increased traffic 

congestion, risk of flooding, and inadequate schooling, doctor surgery and general infrastructure in an area 
which is already under increased population pressure. 

 Yes - See my comments against Q13. 

 
Yes of course there is always a risk of feeling pressure to build somewhere and therefore push it into 

someone else's neighbourhood. 

 
This is a biased question as we are all NIMBY's at heart. However I do feel we need to redevelop in central 

areas where all facilities are already in place. Cost is the main driving force as it is cheaper to build on virgin 
land rather than to redevelop. 

 
NO - homes are needed and there are some small sites in other parts of RBWM which would be less harmful 

to the area as a whole. The two Holyport sites are large open areas which should be valued by all RBWM 
residents, not just locals. 

 Not sure. 

 Yes 

 

Please note that sneaking a "Hospital" development is a back door for housing development... If there are any 
needs for hospitals, please do not close the existing ones... you might invest in the existing developed 
hospitals... rather than having families rushing their kids to Wexham Park hospital... rather than having 
adequate facilities at St Marks hospital in Maidenhead. 

 

 I think that Holyport should stay as a village. Maidenhead has plenty of undeveloped areas and brown-field 
sites that would benefit the town with updated housing. Better access to shops and travel. With the advent of 
the Crossrail link from Maidenhead to London it is important that developments occur near the train station to 
reduce road congestion and parking issues. Also the outer lying areas such as Holyport may become more 
desirable in the property market if left untouched. 

 Yes 

 In my opinion, NO 

 No 

 No 

 Yes 

 Almost certainly a cheap ploy to divide the residents resolve to contest such development work. 

 
Yes - not a fair question at all and the reason included is that it can/will result in the outcome of the survey 

being positive for RBWM and enabling them the ability to develop least one area. 

 

We feel strongly that the answers to Question 20 will obviously not reflect the opinion of the Residents most 
concerned with a particular area. If climate change accelerates, as seems likely, all existing flood defence 
measures, including the Jubilee River and the Thames Barrier will be inadequate and RBWM should not develop 
any low lying areas in order to prevent existing homes flooding. 

 
Yes it does encourage inappropriate behaviour. It is clearly not an appropriate method to demonstrate 

democratic local support for a policy. 

 
I feel that question 20 is inappropriately worded as it takes into account views of non residents. It encourages 

residents in other parts of the borough to vote for planning else where without taking in to account the 
environmental issues being raised in the questionnaire for residents to answer. 
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No - I don't think any area in Maidenhead has got the facilities such as roads, schools, doctor's surgery, 

shopping, car parking to allow any further development to take place without grossly spoiling existing 
developments which in my opinion have reached their optimum size for Maidenhead area. 

 Yes! 

 
Yes. In our opinion, more needs to be done to find Brownfield sites for attractive and affordable housing (inc. 

apartments) development that is within walking distance of the railway station / town centre and that suits 
current life styles.  

 Of course - just like I have. Its crazy. I know nothing about the other areas. 

 

We are told that we must develop in this area. Well, I would challenge that. If we infill as has happened in 
Maidenhead, we risk wrecking Holyport as a desirable village in which to live. I would suggest that rather than 
developing in the immediate vicinity, and if we really do need housing that a) the government takes steps to 
make better use of the existing housing stock b) large government departments and big businesses move away 
from the south east to reduce the pressure on housing and lastly c) if we must build locally, that we create a 
new village in the Knowl Hill / Hare Hatch area where there are vast tracts of open land and a railway line. Surely 
that must be the best solution if we really must provide more housing in the south east. 

 Yes 

 
Well there's plenty of open space down Windsor Road. I'm really not sure why everyone wants to pick on a 

lovely little village like Holyport. I think it is sad that our villages are becoming more and more extinct! 

 Yes 

 Comments re Area 7A 

 
Lodge Farm is approx 1 metre higher than Aysgarth Park and has served well as drain off.  If built on, more 

will drain to lower property within? More large ponds now in park area shows this & my front garden & rear  - 2" 
water on footpath. 

 Increased traffic unsustainable and sewage problems 

 Holyport should remain a village. Not part of Maidenhead at all. 

 
Holyport roads are already congested. More housing would worsen situation and put strain on infrastructure 

& amenities. The government should investigate empty properties before building new homes. 

 
Flooding already occurs on Lodge Farm and further down to the Green. Holyport Road also has trouble with 

water not able to flow away. No-one has thought about this!! School can take no more kids. We are already on a 
flood plain Think again. 

 
Always provided - drainage systems amended accordingly & flood zones taken account of. And schools, GP 

surgeries expanded if necessary. 

 
Wake up RBWM do not build on flood zones, especially Flood Zone 1. We do not want another Datchet, 

Wraysbury and Staines. If you need to build farther why not build or convert unwanted office space in 
Maidenhead Town? 

 I want predominantly Social Housing 

 
Application should be sought to obtain Village Green status for the Lodge farm site, opposite the Newspaper 

shop in Holyport. 

 Enough is enough for Holyport. 

 Traffic congestion is bad enough without local population increase. 

 Keep Holyport pretty. 

 
Recent heavy rain indicates flood area. Photos are available. Also at certain times traffic on the Ascot Road 

comes to a halt because of the volume. Any changes would make this worse. 

 
Build adjacent to Aysgarth Park. Leave field nearest to Holyport Conservation Area as open space. Access via 

Aysgarth Park. 

 
Local roads are already over-stretched. Development materially destroys the living area environment for 

present occupiers. We suffer for advantages obtained by builders and local authorities, offered to others. 

 Lodge Farm site cannot support increased housing as infrastructure will not cope. 

 
Mobile Home Placement (Q2). Need low cost and sheltered housing but in mixed development with open 

space and amenities - social housing schemes could be ideal. 

 
Develop where the derelict buildings are at present, with no access from Holyport Road. Sheltered housing 

for elderly would NOT put pressure on local school 

 Nothing on Lodge Farm - (which is next to a flood area) 

 No to housing - Yes to more trees which would help to cut risk of flooding and help other concerns. 

 No new developments 
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 Comments re Area 5C 

 Ideal for housing - Rarely used otherwise. 

 I suggest all the empty office blocks be altered to provide accommodation. 

 Extra housing needs larger school 

 Least disturbance to present local residents 

 I prefer a hospital to housing 

 Sporting Facilities 

 Reluctantly a Hospital 

 Any further comments as to what it would mean to you to lose this Green Belt area? 

 Electricity supply also could not cope with more houses. 

 Re adversely affecting the setting - building could be done well so as not to do this. 

 Aysgarth suffers flooding in areas as drains can't cope 

 Re sewage systems this is very important as our present drainage system can hardly cope e.g. floods. 

 
The density and nature of the traffic on the A330 through Holyport has already damaged the village 

atmosphere, especially at the northern end. Housing on Lodge Farm would aggravate the situation. 

 Green Belt should remain Green Belt 

 Park, Tearoom, Historical Centre for area history. 

 Community Centre 

 Nursing / Care home for the elderly 

 Reluctantly a school 

 Green Belt should remain Green Belt 

 Need to address traffic on the Ascot Road - should not be a main road. 

 

# Sound Barriers used in Holland near Amsterdam 

Two pictures on the following page. 

See also; 

http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/Dutch_Air_Quality_Innovation_Prog
ramme.pdf 

http://www.britishprecast.org/documents/CuttingDownNoise.pdf 
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