Holyport Residents Association - Objection to Planning Application 17/03857/OUT
Lodge Farm And Water Tower Ascot Road Holyport Maidenhead SL6 2HX

___________________________________________________________________


Dear Sir/ Madam,

I write on behalf of the Holyport Residents Association and other local residents who have expressed their concerns, to object in the strongest possible terms to Planning Application 17/03857/OUT, being a proposal to develop the land known as Lodge Farm , between the A330 and Holyport Road, and identified as M34 in your edge of Settlement Analysis.  We support your analysis.
The Applicant claims that the Borough's Edge of Settlement Analysis for M34 is wrong, stating that none of the residential area south of the M4 is Maidenhead.  The Borough's various maps and their analysis, shown below, show that the Borough is correct.  We consider that It is impossible that the Borough could backtrack on their Edge of Settlement Analysis as shown below.

In 2014, at the time of the RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis, we argued that as the land is a gap between the settlements of Maidenhead and Holyport it must remain as Green Belt.  RBWM's own analysis of M34 has confirmed that, and the result is shown at;

https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/downloads/file/3184/edge_of_settlement_analysis_part_1_green_belt_purpose_assessment_section_4_july_2016

(Edge of Settlement Analysis Part 1: Green Belt Purpose Assessment (section 4): July 2016) 
-where the subject land is clearly considered by RBWM to be Green Belt land which cannot be included for development  in the RBWM Local Development Plan.

RBWM assessed it against the five purposes of Green Belt as defined in the NPPF.
80. Green Belt serves five purposes:

· to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

· to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

· to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

· to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

· to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.

The following is the RBWM conclusion;

M34 - Land between Ascot Road and Holyport Road, south west of Aysgarth Park, Holyport

	Description

	Parcel M34 is situated between the excluded settlement of Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of Holyport. It is bound by Ascot Road, the boundaries of public open space and properties on Aysgarth Park and Byland Drive, Holyport Road and field edges. The parcel largely comprises open land, but a cluster of residential properties is located centrally.


	To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

	Criteria
	Assessment

	The degree to which the land prevents the irregular spread of the built-up area.

The strength of the existing boundary and that which could be achieved should the boundary be amended 
	The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preventing the unrestricted sprawl of a built-up area.

The parcel contributes to the separation of the built-up area of Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of Holyport. Development would act to reduce the separation increasing the impression of sprawl.

The parcel is well related to the built-up area of Maidenhead. Notwithstanding this it is not contained by the built-up area nor does any surrounding feature provide a sense of visual containment.

The land is highly visible from beyond the parcel including the Ascot Road. The parcel displays an important connection to the wider countryside and Green Belt.

The parcel is bound by a mix of features some of which lack durability. Whilst the north western, north eastern and south eastern boundaries are durable comprising public roads and well defined and regular property boundaries, the important south western boundary lacks durability comprising hedgerows and tree lines.

	Conclusion
	Very Strong


	To prevent neighbouring towns from merging

	Criteria
	Assessment

	The degree to which land prevents the coalescence of settlements, including consideration of ribbon development and existing sporadic development
	The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preventing settlements from merging.

The parcel forms part of a gap between the excluded settlements of Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of Holyport. The excluded settlement of Maidenhead extends along the south eastern side of  Holyport Road to the edge of Holyport.  The parcel provided a gap on the north western side of Holyport Road. The gap is approximately 0.35km.

The parcel is largely open in character albeit with some development towards the central area. Views into and out of the site from Holyport Road are restricted in part by a boundary hedge, however the parcel is highly visible from Ascot Road.

Development would significantly reduce the actual and perceived distance between the settlements.

	Conclusion
	Very Strong


	To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

	Criteria
	Assessment

	The strength of the existing countryside character, including consideration of sporadic development and other urbanising influences.

The strength of the existing boundary and that which can be achieved should the boundary be amended. 


	The parcel makes a strong contribution to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

The parcel displays a largely rural character with the land comprising agricultural fields. The centrally located residential properties do not detract from this character.

Views into and out of the parcel are restricted in part from Holyport Road by a boundary hedge. Development would however be visible should this occur. The land is highly visible from Ascot Road. The parcel displays an important connection to the wider countryside and Green Belt.

The parcel is bound by a mix of features some of which lack durability. Whilst the north western, north eastern and south eastern boundaries are durable comprising public roads and well defined and regular property boundaries, the important south western boundary lacks durability comprising hedgerows and tree lines.



	Conclusion
	Very Strong


	To preserve the setting and special qualities of historic towns

	Criteria
	Assessment

	The degree to which land contributes to the setting of a historic place
	The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preserving the setting or special qualities of a historic place.

The parcel adjoins the identified historic settlement of Holyport. While boundary tree and shrub cover restrict views into and out of the parcel, the land comprises open space which plays an important role in maintaining the setting of the historic settlement.

The Holyport Conservation Area abuts the parcel at its southern boundary. While development is continuous to the south eastern side of Holyport Road, the open expanse to the north western side provides a sense of approaching Holyport. Development would impact the approach to the historic core of Holyport.

The council is undertaking a review of the Holyport Conservation Area. The consultation draft statement proposes amendments to the conservation area boundary to incorporate an area within the parcel itself.



	Conclusion
	Very Strong


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

(OBSERVATION ONLY)

	Criteria
	Assessment

	Proximity to regeneration initiative supported in adopted development plan policy
	The parcel is not in proximity to a regeneration project supported in existing development plan policy.


Please also consider in favour of retention of this land in its Green Belt undeveloped state, that RBWM Council has already determined that the land between the M4, A308(M) and A330 will be developed, becoming part of the Maidenhead Settlement.  See the picture below which is part of an RBWM originating picture marked up with boundary lines in red, the names of Bray and Holyport Settlements highlighted and notes added.
[image: image1.jpg]The red border marks the existing boundary of
the Settiemont of Maidenhead.

The dotted red line is the future border of the
Settlement of Maidenhead

Holyport and Bray Settlements are shown in biue.





As "THE TRIANGLE" is to be developed it is even more important that the Parcel M34 will remain undeveloped.

Further, take careful note that there are two such gaps in the area - one M34  between the Maidenhead and Holyport settlements, the other between the Maidenhead and Bray settlements.  We assert that the Borough Council cannot have the latter Maidenhead - Bray gap as a settlement gap without also maintaining the Maidenhead - Holyport settlement gap. 
The applicant's document;

"17_03857_OUT-FINAL_PLANNING_STATEMENT_LODGE_FARM-1807283.pdf

contains comments criticising the aforementioned RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis, which concluded that the area must remain as undeveloped Green Belt.  The applicant's  comments are shown below in the left hand column, with HRA comments in the right hand column, supporting RBWM and refuting the Applicant's comments.
	Applicants Comments in 17_03857_OUT-FINAL_PLANNING_STATEMENT_LODGE_FARM-1807283.pdf against the RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis conclusion that the land remain as undeveloped Green Belt
	HRA Comments in support of RBWM analysis conclusions.

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


	

	RBWM's assessment

The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preventing the unrestricted sprawl of a built-up area as it contributes to the separation of the built-up area of Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of Holyport.


	Correct



	Our assessment

The site is already entirely separated from Maidenhead by the M4 motorway which forms a permanent barrier (recognised as such for other sites). It is difficult, therefore, to understand or substantiate this assessment. The site is well contained by major roads and abuts existing residential development. It would form a logical extension to the urban area.

New development would form a revised and defensible boundary, with the remainder of the site retained as open space. This open space would continue to contribute to the extent of the separation between Holyport and Maidenhead.
	Applicant's Assessment is wrong.  The M4 is irrelevant.

The settlement of Maidenhead extends down the A308 as far as Monkey Island Lane and extends from the A308 along Holyport Road as far as its junction with Stroud Farm road.

Holyport does not begin at the junction of the A308 with Holyport Road.  Holyport begins at the junction with Stroud Farm Road. 

Aysgarth Park, South East side of Holyport Road as far as Stroud Farm Road, Springfield Park, Stompits Road, Trenchards, Lindores and Reeve Roads, are all part of the Maidenhead settlement.

Any building in the subject area would join the settlement of Maidenhead to the settlement of Holyport.



	Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging


	

	RBWM's assessment

The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preventing settlements from merging as it forms part of a gap between the excluded settlements of Maidenhead and the Green Belt settlement of Holyport.


	Correct



	Our assessment

The site is located between Holyport and Bray - settlements that are already permanently separated by the M4 motorway. This separation would not alter with the development of Lodge Farm. The land parcel is already well contained by major roads. The perception of continuous development will be reduced due to the level of infilling and the impact of the M4 which is a permanent defensible barrier. Additionally, approximately 70% of the site is proposed to be undeveloped. This includes a significant area of open space which is intended to remain as part of the Green Belt. We show below an indicative plan of the site, showing the proposed residential areas in yellow, and detailing the amount of land which is proposed to be gifted. This plan is also useful for showing the location of the site within its wider context.


	The site is actually located between Maidenhead and Holyport.

If building takes place on Lodge Farm it will join Maidenhead to Holyport.

The existence of the M4 is irrelevant.

The NPPF supports the openness of Green Belt.  Any building on the subject area will destroy its current openness.

The community does not want land.  The Applicant has not asked Bray Parish Council if they are prepared to take on administration of the land that the applicant currently finds burdensome.



	Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment


	

	RBWM's assessment

The parcel makes a strong contribution to safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.


	True



	Our assessment

The site is low lying, well screened and contained by mature landscape features. There are no statutory landscape designations apart from the Green Belt. Our assessment is that this site represents an ideal and natural infilling opportunity as there is already good containment due to the existing urban development and the motorway. The proposals for Lodge Farm have been landscape led, meaning that the scheme is sensitively integrated within its setting, and has been designed to have strong environmental credentials.

Where possible, trees will be retained on site, enhancing the existing landscaping. The boundaries of the site will also be strengthened if necessary.

it is also relevant that currently the site is not publicly accessible, but the delivery of the site would gift the community with a considerable new area of open space.

The location of the site means that the development would sit centrally within Holyport and would naturally integrate itself into the village in this location.


	The NPPF does not allow its infilling as it is a gap between the settlement of Maidenhead and the settlement of Holyport.

The community does not want any infilling of the subject area.

The owner has already been fined for felling trees in this site.

The community does not want the land.

It would not be centrally within Holyport, it would join Maidenhead to Holyport.



	Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.


	

	RBWM's assessment

The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preserving the setting or special qualities of a historic place as it adjoins the identified historic settlement of Holyport.


	Correct

	Our assessment

Whilst the site abuts the Holyport Conservation Area to the south, a Conservation Area does not prevent appropriate development from taking place and our view is that we can respond to this through masterplanning, with lower density, high quality development in this part of the site to conserve the character of the Conservation Area.

Our own independent work on heritage has concluded that the Holyport Conservation Area does not rely on Lodge Farm for its essential characteristics. Instead the Conservation Area is centred on the village green, which is detached from the land parcel. There would be enough buffering between the site and the Conservation Area to ensure that there would be a low impact on the purpose of safeguarding the special character of Holyport.

It is notable that a number of the Local Plan proposed allocations are in a similar proximity to Heritage assets such as Conservation Areas, but in these cases, the Council is content that this issue can be satisfactorily addressed through sensitive design.


	The Holyport Conservation Area is Holyport.  The settlement of Maidenhead extends down the A308 as far as Monkey Island Lane and extends from the A308 along Holyport Road as far as its junction with Stroud Farm road.

Holyport does not begin at the junction of the A308 with Holyport Road.  Holyport begins at the junction with Stroud Farm Road. 

Aysgarth Park, South East side of Holyport Road as far as Stroud Farm Road, Springfield Park, Stompits Road, Trenchards, Lindores and Reeve Roads, are all part of the Maidenhead settlement.

The applicant's "independent" work is not independent of the applicant.  Clearly it supports what the applicant wishes to convey.

The "independent" assessment is wrong in that it has failed to recognise the actual boundary of Maidenhead.

Each location is dealt with on its merits. For this location, RBWM conclusion "The parcel makes a very strong contribution to preserving the setting or special qualities of a historic place as it adjoins the identified historic settlement of Holyport." is absolutely correct.



	We are therefore able to successfully demonstrated that, by taking account of an independent Green Belt assessment, the site does not fulfil the purposes of the Green Belt. It should therefore be, in part, removed from the Green Belt and allocated for development. The site is in the ownership of a willing developer, who would be able to bring the site forward at an early opportunity. It is relatively unconstrained and compares favourably to a number of the proposed allocations.


	This is nonsense as the applicants agents have failed to recognise the proper boundary of the settlement of Maidenhead.  However, RBWM assessors did properly recognise the boundaries of Maidenhead and of Holyport.

Likewise, the land between the settlement of Bray and the Maidenhead houses on the North of the A308 is also a gap between the settlements of Maidenhead and Bray.  That land also is NPPF sacrosanct.



	We have assessed the objectives of the draft Local Plan, and are confident that the site can make a positive contribution towards meeting them; specifically, objective 1 (to conserve and enhance the special qualities of the Borough's built and natural environments); objective 2 (which seeks to provide sufficient housing and steer development to the most sustainable locations); objective 6 (infrastructure), objective 7 (sustainable transport); objective 8 (heritage), objective 9 (environmental protection), objective 10 (open space and leisure) and objective 11 (climate change and biodiversity). We note that a number of the proposed allocations will not be able to make a positive contribution to these objectives due to the factors that we have raised above. They are therefore inconsistent with the plan's strategy and not justified in terms of the tests of soundness.


	None of this is relevant as the land is a settlement gap between Maidenhead and Holyport, and the NPPF calls for such to remain as undeveloped Green Belt.

	Lodge Farm can also make an important contribution to the delivery of the Bray Neighbourhood Plan, as set out in our representations, which are attached as Appendix 4. In particular, Lodge Farm can deliver the objectives of the emerging Neighbourhood Plan by ensuring the appropriate protection of the Green Belt, preserving the gap between settlements. By providing a high quality development, Lodge Farm will maintain and enhance the quality and character of the Parish. The site will also facilitate sustainable development by reducing the need to travel, and further measures will be taken to improve traffic and congestion. Pedestrian and footpath routes will be expanded and maintained and the development will retain and support local businesses.


	This is nonsense.  Development would not protect the Green Belt.  Development would not preserve the gap between settlements, it would fill the existing gap.

The Bray Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan is still under development and has not been approved by residents.

The applicants development would increase traffic, especially on Holyport Road.

It is not clear how local businesses would be helped.

	In summary, we object to policy SP5 which whilst enabling the review of Green Belt boundaries, has not taken a sufficiently robust approach to this review, and has incorrectly and inconsistently assessed Green Belt sites and retained Lodge Farm within the Green Belt. We therefore conclude that the policy is unsound on the basis that it is not justified in terms of the evidence.


	This objection is irrelevant and unacceptable as the applicant has failed to recognise the boundaries between Maidenhead and Green Belt and between Green Belt and Holyport.  On the other hand the RBWM analysis has correctly identified the settlement gap and protected it in accordance with the NPPF.

	We request, therefore, that the Council reassesses the site based upon the revised information about the extent of development and retained open space. In order to assist the Council, we set out below further information about the site in the form of a proforma comparable to those in the draft Local Plan.


	The NPPF supports maintaining separation between settlements.  Any building on the subject area would join Maidenhead to Holyport.  It is therefore impossible for RBWM to legally agree to development of this land.



	Land at Lodge Farm, Holyport

Allocation

Approximately 150 residential units


	

	Requirements


	

	Provision of a substantive amount of on-site public open space

Retaining important trees where possible and enhancing existing landscaping.


	The public do not want the space.

The owner has already been fined for felling trees in this site.



	Designed to be of a high quality which conserves the character of the Holyport Conservation Area and responds to existing built develop


	The sentence is incomplete. But no development can conserve the character of the area.



	Provides appropriate mitigation to address any noise and air quality from the M4.


	This is nonsense.  The noise from the M4 can be heard on Holyport Road, so it will be heard all over the site.  Air quality will be made worse by the increased traffic that the development would impose.  M4 air quality cannot be improved by development of this site.

	Built development avoids the small area of the site (to the north west) that lies within Flood Zone 2.


	This remark is of no interest except that it shows that the applicant recognises that the land is physically unsuitable for development.

	Key Considerations


	

	The provision of a significant quantum of open space to be gifted to the local community.


	The community does not want access.  Allotments are suggested, but existing allotments remain unused.

	Heritage in terms of the Conservation Area that lies to the south of the site.


	What does this mean?  It is nonsense.  Development cannot improve the Conservation Area.

	Design


	

	Connectivity with the adjacent residential areas and through the site.

Air quality and noise to be mitigated by the location of development within the site which is proposed to be in the east of the site.


	The development and its connectivity is not wanted.  Air quality and noise would be made worse by the vehicles that this development would introduce.

	Conclusion


	

	We remain very concerned about the Borough Council's approach to the preparation of the Local Plan and cannot see how this is either legally compliant or sound. The approach to the evidence base has been poor and has not properly informed the decision-making process in an iterative way.


	The Borough Council's approach is correct.  The land is a gap between settlements and by NPPF policy is unable to be allowed for development.

	Firstly, we suggest that the Council takes a step back and commissions an independent Green Belt Review. The Council needs to properly considers the allocation of development sites, taking into account the outcomes of the technical evidence base.


	The applicant's  information about the Holyport and Maidenhead settlement boundaries is wrong, so no reassessment is required.  RBWM Council has concluded correctly that this area cannot be developed.



	Whilst we are pleased that the Council is, at least, now aiming to meet its full OAN, and is prepared to accept that 'exceptional circumstances' for the release of Green Belt sites exist, we do not consider that the sites that it proposes for allocation will fulfil that objective. A number of the sites have fundamental barriers to development such as being in areas at risk of flooding. Sites are also proposed for allocation which are in locations where there will be implications for residential amenity due to the proximity to major roads.


	There are no "exceptional circumstances" that could be applied to change the Green Belt status of this site.

The applicant's reference to other sites is irrelevant. 

	This means that there is no certainty about deliverability or the number of dwellings that can actually come forward. Whilst some of the preferred options may be capable of being released from the Green Belt, in reality a number of these will not be able to be delivered.


	Irrelevant.

	The housing numbers are insufficiently flexible, and further sites need to be included to ensure that enough development can come forward. Additionally, there is an uncertainty regarding the extent of the Council's work on the Duty to Cooperate, meaning that the Plan may be found to have failed to meet the necessary legal tests by not properly considering the issue of whether it can assist in meeting the wider development needs of the HMA and beyond.


	The area is a Green Belt gap between settlements and as such is required by the NPPF to remain so.

"Duty to Cooperate" is therefore not relevant.

	We have included information about our client's site at Lodge Farm, Holyport, demonstrating the appropriateness of releasing the site from the Green Belt, based on a robust and independent assessment. The site is shown to be in a suitable location for development, as well as deliverable in the short term, therefore being capable of making an early contribution to meeting housing needs. We have demonstrated that the site has a permanent and defensible boundary in accordance with the NPPF.


	The assessment was not independent, nor was its basic information correct.  The site is not in a suitable location as it is a gap between settlements whose continued existence as an undeveloped gap is demanded by the NPPF.

	We trust that these representations are helpful and would ask that our client's land is recommended for release from the Green Belt and included as an allocation within the next draft of the Local Plan.


	All proposals to develop the subject land waste many people's time and are unwelcome and unhelpful.


We assert that RBWM Council must stand firm and maintain the current position, that the land must remain as undeveloped Green Belt.  It is clear to HRA that Central Government's Planning Inspectorate will be obliged by legislation, guidance and precedent to support RBWM Council.

The land is Green Belt and is a gap between settlements.  The Planning Inspectorate has ruled in April 2017 against development of a similar area due to its being such a gap.  Relevant parts of this ruling are shown later in this document. (Appeal Ref:: APP//JJ0405//WW//116//33147513).  RBWM Council should recognise this precedent in support of their decision against this application.
The Applicant states; “All matters reserved except for access”.  "All matters reserved" means that the applicant is committed to nothing.  - "except for access" means that gaining access in connection with the principle of residential development is the only reason for the application.  Only if access is approved would the applicant make a full application and the result could be even more development.

The application's Supporting Information - General - 21415-lvia-figures 3 of 3 is a map which has a note referring to the proposed new road junction on Holyport Road.  The note states "Existing approval for vehicular access into site from Holyport Road".  This statement is wrong.  A previous owner had requested a gateway for agricultural purposes.  He emphasised the need for it as the farmer was having to drive so far - going from Stroud Farm around to the Ascot Road entry. The Bray Parish Council and the Borough Council refused it but on appeal the Planning Inspectorate accepted, stating;   "Finally, a condition is required to prevent the access from being used for any purpose other than in connection with the agricultural use of the land, in the interests of highway safety and having regard to the justification for the access and its Green Belt location."
The application for the gateway had the reference 11/03534/FULL dated 22/12/2011, and the appeal decision had reference  APP/T0355/A/12/2178113 decision date 30/11/2012.

Note the condition's reference to;

"in the interests of highway safety" - which would also apply should there be any access of any sort. (Holyport Road carries 8000 vehicles per day, is narrower than it should be, its speed limit is regularly and consistently flouted, and its narrow pavements put pedestrians including school children at risk)

"having regard to the justification for the access" -  highlighting that access could only be given because it was for agricultural access.

"and its Green Belt location" in recognition that the land will continue as Green Belt land.

Obviously "agricultural access" was not what the applicant wanted as the gateway was not made and the farmer still has to access via Ascot Road.  Permission for that "agricultural access" has now expired. 

Agreement for any access from Holyport Road or from Aysgarth Park, or improved access from the Ascot Road, or access from Holyport Street, Blind Lane or the track to the tennis club, would establish the principle of residential development and negate the Borough's assessment of the area against the NPPF's five purposes for Green Belt.
Through Bray Parish Council, we residents own the strip of land between Lodge Farm and Aysgarth Park, and we request RBWM to refuse the applicant's request for all access through there to Aysgarth Park.

The track to the tennis club and the land connecting that to the Lodge Farm Land is owned by the same applicant who applied for the agricultural access on Holyport Road.
The RBWM Local Development Plan already meets 100% of the Objectively Assessed Need and has 5.1 years housing supply.  Therefore, Green Belt priorities over-rule development.

Residents in the Holyport area, both within the Holyport Conservation Area and in the settlement of Maidenhead value the amenity of the openness of the rural landscape presented by this area of valuable green belt.  Development of the site would simply merge the entire area with that of Maidenhead causing a complete loss of village identity and well-being.

A new Holyport Road access would result in a through road from the Ascot Road to Holyport Road. The current application is for 150 houses.  Each may have at least two cars, so 300 more traffic movements per day.

The traffic problems in this area are already severe, and the addition of more homes and cars would make the situation worse. Holyport Road currently has around 8000 vehicles per day.  Ascot Road has more.  The concept of a new link road between these two roads makes no sense, and we expect you to reject it.

The Applicant includes in his submission a report of his so-called consultation.  No figures are given for the numbers of people who commented, and no actual comments.  However, in 2014 the Holyport Residents Association's conducted a survey.  It is Doc 1a at;

http://www.holyportresidentsassociation.org/local-plan-2014-hra-to-rbwm.html
513 residents responded, 96.9% stating that they do not want any development on Lodge Farm.  RBWM Council should agree with and support residents opinions, so cannot agree to allow either new access to the land, nor to its development.
As this is an outline planning application with "All matters reserved except for access”, the Applicant's various other submissions are all irrelevant and will be of interest only to those who wish that the application succeeds.
We now draw attention to the Planning Inspectorate's dismissal of an appeal against refusal of planning permission, where the dismissal was mainly due to the fact of an area being a gap between settlements.

The following is quoted from that appeal dismissal;
Appeal Ref:: APP//JJ0405//WW//116//33147513 

Land west of College Road South, Aston Clinton 

Decision dated 18th April 2017

 
Decision
1. For the reasons that follow the appeal is dismissed.

13. Whilst the Council accepted that the landscape here is of medium sensitivity, it nevertheless sought to argue that the appeal site forms part of a ‘valued’ landscape, which landscapes paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework ) seeks to protect and enhance. The Council’s case was promoted on the grounds that the narrow gap within which the appeal site lies, between Aston Clinton and Aylesbury, prevents coalescence and is important to the setting and identity of the village. Attention was drawn, in this regard, to policy RA.22 of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan, which seeks to ensure that new development in the countryside avoids reducing open land that contributes to the form and character of rural settlements, with regard to be had to maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding extensions to built - up areas that might lead to coalescence between settlements. 

16. All in all, I am of the view that the appeal site does not form part of a ‘valued’ landscape in the terms of the Framework. That said, whilst noting that the gap is not specifically identified in the current development plan or the emerging Local Plan, that does not mean the role it plays in helping prevent coalescence, and its contribution to the form and character of this rural settlement, should be underrated. I am mindful in this regard that, among other things, paragraph 58 of the Framework requires that decisions should aim to ensure that developments respond to local character and history, reflecting the identity of local surroundings. 

17. Aylesbury and Aston Clinton each have a very different form and character. Aylesbury is a large and growing town. As graphically demonstrated by the evidence of the Council, the built up edge of the eastern side of Aylesbury is planned to extend out along the northern side of the bypass, including the Woodlands Enterprise Zone, to link in with the Arla super dairy, which lies to the north - east of the appeal site on the far side of the bypass. In essence, the bypass here contains and defines the edge of this part of Aylesbury. Although Aston Clinton has expanded over the years, initially as ribbon development but more recently with infill development both implemented and planned, it remains as a modestly sized village that is clearly distinct from the town. It is separated from the edge of Aylesbury (as defined here by the bypass and its associated bunding and elevated slip road junction) by open fields , including the appeal site. To my mind, that ‘gap’ has a very important role in preserving the separate and very different function, character and identity of each settlement. 

19. The appeal site lies within what is already the narrowest part of the gap between the settlements, making it particularly vulnerable to development. The development proposed would project out into the open countryside and would significantly reduce what remains of the gap here: the northern edge of the site lies within approximately 300 metres of the bypass, with just some 120 metres between the appeal site and the slip road junction that projects out from the southern side of the bypass on an elevated embankment.

20. When heading north along College Road South, the ‘gap’ is clearly perceived. There is a clear sense of leaving Aston Clinton, which will become more pronounced when the Brook Farm scheme is built out, with fields spreading out on both sides of the road and with the bypass bunding and embanked slip road junction just ahead.

22. The gap is also readily apparent in views south towards the village from the elevated slip road junction. The northernmost houses on College Road South are glimpsed from that vantage point, as is housing further away on Brook Street.. The approved developments referred to will, notwithstanding proposed landscaping and planting, bring a more obvious built - up edge to the settlement closer to the bypass, bringing the importance of the gap as a buffer between the two settlements into sharper focus.
23. The appeal scheme would lie within some 140-300 metres of the bypass that contains the nearest edge of Aylesbury. I am in no doubt, in this regard, that whilst not resulting in coalescence per se, if the scheme were to proceed the sense of separation between the two settlements would be all but lost, with consequent harm to the form and identity of the village of Aston Clinton.
32. To conclude, I can appreciate that views of the development proposed would be restricted in the wider landscape, due largely to the generally flat topography and intervening vegetation. However, it would markedly change the character and appearance of the area in shorter distance views and would cause substantial harm to the character and appearance of the area, including the setting and individual identity of Aston Clinton. That impact would not be mitigated by the planting and green infrastructure proposed. There would be conflict, in this regard, with Local Plan policies RA.2 and GP.35 and with paragraphs 17 and 58 of the Framework.

45. I have found that there would be substantial harm to the character and appearance of the area, largely as a consequence of the erosion of the narrow gap that remains as a buffer between Aston Clinton and the edge of Aylesbury as defined by the bypass at this point. There is also harm in terms of highway safety. Those harms bring the development proposed into material conflict with the development plan as a whole.

47. Even had I found, in light of the unmet need from adjacent authorities, that policy RA.2 was out of date with regard to paragraph 49 of the Framework, it would still attract significant weight since it is not a policy that seeks to protect all countryside from development. Rather, it seeks to prevent development in specific parts of the countryside, namely those that contribute to the form and character of rural settlements and which prevent coalescence between settlements. On that basis, even had the tilted balance prescribed by paragraph 14 of the Framework applied, the nature of the harm that I have identified would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the combined benefits when assessed against the policies of the Framework taken as a whole. As a consequence, the proposal would not be sustainable development and the presumption in favour of such would not be engaged. The appeal would fail.

We consider that the above is a relevant precedent and that the Planning Inspectorate would likewise rule that the subject land is a gap that must be protected.

Development would adversely affect the openness of the current setting of the Holyport Conservation Area and be detrimental to the amenity of this area.

Since 2014 our area has been subject to RBWM Council's agreements for development in various sites around Bray Parish, all of which will result in more traffic.  The Planning Inspectorate's dismissal of the aforementioned Aston Clinton appeal also referred to traffic considerations as being material factors that contributed to its dismissal.
The land is Green Belt, and some of it is subject to flooding.  See the applicant's own report at;
 
http://publicaccess.rbwm.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=P0VYRGNIKKO00 
- Supporting Information - General  21415-lvia-appendices

The existing pathway in Aysgarth just outside the boundary is often wet and sometimes flooded due to the water from the higher ground, on which the applicant intends to build, seeping down to the pathway.  Further, there are places where flood water emerges from sewers.
The local schooling service is already at full capacity and unable to easily accommodate more large developments in the area.

The local healthcare service is already at full capacity and unable to easily accommodate more large developments in the area.

The site is subject to extensive flooding from groundwater emergence. Owners of neighbouring properties value the function of this farmland to absorb its share of rainwater.  There is concern that development would increase local issues of excess water as new properties, roads, driveways, paths and garden treatments would increase the run off into other areas. Sewage already overflows into local roads during heavy rainfall.
The applicant's SuDS (swales) proposals would create dangerous areas for children and are not wanted.


Those promoting Lodge Farm some years ago held a meeting to encourage residents to favour their plans but they met with almost 100% opposition.
Document 6 at the following website has relevance to traffic in this area.
http://www.holyportresidentsassociation.org/local-plan-2014-hra-to-rbwm.html
is;

Edge of Settlement Housing Sites

Area 5C Triangle M4, A308(M), Ascot Road and

Area 7A Land West of Holyport Road between Ascot Road and Holyport Road

Highway and Transport Representations.

By Dermot McCaffery MIHE MIRSO  Highways and Transport Consultant.


The applicant's intent to gift land is of no interest as it is unsuitable due to high water table and periodic flooding.
See the applicant's own report at; 

 

http://publicaccess.rbwm.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=P0VYRGNIKKO00 - 

Supporting Information - General  21415-lvia-appendices

Following from applicant's Indicative Site Master Plan;

[image: image2.jpg]



Following is the above area - easily seen below why the applicant is giving it away.
[image: image3.png]



Document 7 at the following website has relevance to flooding in this area.

http://www.holyportresidentsassociation.org/local-plan-2014-hra-to-rbwm.html
is;


The Assessment of Flood Risk for Proposed
Development Sites at Holyport
Dr Harvey J.E. Rodda FRGS
March 2014

The above was part of the submission to RBWM in 2014.  It is a flood Report commissioned by the Holyport Preservation Society.  It concludes that the entire site should be rejected as a potential development area.
The following is the report of the residents survey that HRA carried out for our submission in respect of the RBWM Edge of Settlement Analysis.  It was submitted to RBWM on Friday 21st March 2014.
HRA Response to RBWM Local Plan proposals March 2014 - Document1a (Survey Results)
	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?
	 
	 

	 
	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

	 
	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

	 
	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
	 
	 

	
	
	
	

	
	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.

	
	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.

	
	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

	
	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.

	
	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

	
	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.


The survey report is included here because it shows the strength of feeling amongst residents that the Lodge Farm area (identified by RBWM at that time as Area 7A) should never be developed.

It also confirms the mandate the HRA holds to act on behalf of residents.
Sincerely,

Andrew Cormie,

Chairman Holyport Residents Association
c/o

Old Pines,

Holyport Road,

Maidenhead,

SL6 2HA
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