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Andrew Ingram
Chair Maidenhead Neighbourhood Forum

Ian Manktelow
Principal Planning Policy Officer
Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead

4 November 2025

Dear Mr Rose, Mr Ingram and Mr Manktelow
 
Having carried out my visit to the Maidenhead Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) Area, I have identified some matters on which clarification from Maidenhead Neighbourhood Forum (MNF) and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM) would assist me in my examination of the MNP. May I request the submission of responses to my questions by 17 November 2025, although an earlier response would be most welcome.

Specific questions of clarification to the Councils are listed below, but I am happy to receive comments from either Council on any of the questions which are not directed at them in the first instance. 
Regulation 15
1. Question to RBWM.  What was the date of the submission of the MNP to RBWM? 

Design
2. Policy DE1   

Question to MNF and RBWM. A Regulation 16 representation (hgh consulting) refers to Policy QPA3a of the Borough Local Plan (BLP) adopted in 2022 and the adopted Building Height and Tall Buildings SPD (November 2023). It argues that Policy DE1 of the MNP, which is largely based on Principle 6.1 of the SPD, and which in turn considers Maidenhead Town Centre, does not generally have regard to Policy QPA3a of the BLP. 

Policy DE1 refers to the Building Height and Tall Buildings SPD in bullet points 2, 3 and 5. The policy also refers to Map 4.1-2 which is derived from the SPD. Map 4.1-2 includes Principle 6.1 from which the storey heights in Policy DE1 bullet point 4 are derived. However, Principle 6.1 also refers to Principle 2.2 of the SPD which states that: “On large greenfield or regeneration sites, it may be appropriate to increase the general height beyond the existing context height by one storey or up to two storeys in highly urban town centre locations.”  Therefore, it seems to me that to generally conform with Policy QPA3a of the BLP and be consistent with the SPD, Policy DE1 should include a reference to SPD Principle 2.2 in the fourth bullet point, such as by adding a phrase “… as defined on map 4.1-2 having regard also to Principle 6.2 of the Building Height and Tall Buildings SPD [2.9]”

Please may I have comments from the MNF and the RBWM?              

3. Policy DE-2
Question to MNF and RBWM.  I note the references to contextual height and the differences between number of storeys and absolute building heights and residential property compared to commercial property in storey heights in the representation on behalf of M C Trustees. 
Rather than specifying a limitation on storey height, the representation suggests substituting “context height” with the third bullet point of Policy DE-2 becoming: “Residential development proposals in the character areas outside Maidenhead town centre are expected to be broadly in keeping with the existing context height, except within areas identified, etc, ….”. It is also suggested that the fourth bullet point is deleted. 
 Please may I have comments from the MNF and RBWM?  
        
Market Housing Mix

4. Policy HO-2. 

Question to MNF and RBWM. 

The representation on behalf of M C Trustees suggested the addition of flats to the policy because there is no requirement in the Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) 2019 for the 3+ bed units to be delivered as houses or maisonettes. The reasons for this suggestion are stated in the representation and the addition of “flats” is included in the rephrasing of the policy below.  
  
Furthermore, a representation on behalf of Cala Homes suggests including a reference to the South West Maidenhead Development Framework SPD (2022) in Policy HO-2 of the MNP. The policy would then, with slight variations, become (bullet point 2) “Subject to local circumstances and requirements in the BLP Appendix C proformas and paragraph 6.5 of the South West Maidenhead Development Framework SPD, outside the Maidenhead Town Centre the market housing element of development proposals are expected to provide 20% flats or houses (1 and 2 bed) with 80% maisonettes, flats or houses (3 bed and above).”          

I would be pleased to have comments from the MNF and RBWM on the possible redrafting of the policy. 
Parking and Cycle Storage

5. Policy GA-2.

a) Question to MNF. In the representation from RBWM and for the reasons outlined about accessibility, the Council suggests a rephrasing of Policy GA-2 (See the box with the green highlight).  I would be grateful to have the comments of MNF? 

b) Question to MNF. Does the term “residential” include Use Classes C2, C3 and C4 because, if so, the parking standards to be applied for each Use Class may be different? Alternatively, are the various Use Classes covered by the second bullet point in Policy GA-2?

c) Question to MNF. Should Table 6.2-1 distinguish between 2 bed flats and 2 bed houses given the reasoning outlined in the representation on behalf of Cala Homes (Thames) and, if so, please could a substitute table 6.2-1 be supplied? 

d) Question to MNF. Table 6.2-1 specifies a minimum of 4 spaces for cycle storage for properties with 3 or 4 bedrooms. The Parking SPD specifies 2 spaces for homes of 2 or 3 bedrooms and 4 spaces for homes of 4 or more bedrooms. Should the Plan align with the SPD in the number of cycle storage spaces per bedroom and also the size of the spaces, if the bicycles are to be accommodated within a garage (See Appendix B of the SPD)?       

e) Question to RBWM. I note that, although the 2004 Parking Strategy (page 30) (Appendix 1 of the RBWM representation) specifies parking standards for various types of residential use, the Parking SPD does not distinguish between those Use Classes and merely uses the term “residential”. Does RBWM wish to comment?  

f) Question to RBWM. On non-residential parking standards, the representation from RBWM makes three points: the definition of commercial; parking standards for town centre retail development; and standards for non-town centre locations. A consequence of agreeing with the points raised would be that Table 6.2-2 (page 43) of the Plan would require significant redrafting with a parallel adjustment to Policy GA-2 (bullet point 5) as well as other changes to the policy to recognise the additional uses. Please could RBWM redraft Table 6.2-2 and other changes to Policy GA-2 to take into account the points raised in the representation?  
   
Biodiversity 
6. Policy BE-3

a) Question to MNF. The second bullet point states that: “… development proposals will be looked favourably upon where they secure a net [biodiversity] gain of 20% or higher.” A representation from hgh consulting suggests rephrasing this part of the policy to: “… development proposals will be encouraged to secure a higher than 10% biodiversity net gain …”.  Does MNF have any comments on this suggestion?
       
b)  Question to MNF. The third bullet point in Policy BE03 includes the statement that: “These [off site measures] must be located within the Borough and as close as possible to the development site.” What is the evidence to support this element of the policy?   

Appendix 1: Design Guidance and Codes
7. Policy GB01  
Q to MNF. Policy GB01 includes the statement that: “Existing boundary trees and hedgerows should be retained and reinforced with native species.” Given that no account is taken of the health of an individual tree or the contribution it makes to the ecology of a site, should an element of flexibility be introduced as suggested in the representation on behalf of M C Trustees Limited (see page 4)?         
[bookmark: _Hlk195609119]In the interests of transparency, may I prevail upon you to ensure that a copy of this letter is placed on the Neighbourhood Forum and the Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead websites. 

Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Yours sincerely
 
Andy Mead
 
Examiner











Intelligent Plans and Examinations (IPE) Ltd, 3 Princes Street, Bath BA1 1HL  
  Registered in England and Wales. Company Reg. No. 10100118. VAT Reg. No. 237 7641 84

Intelligent Plans and Examinations (IPE) Ltd,  3 Princes   S treet, Bath BA1  1H L         Registered in England and Wales. Company Reg. No.  1 0100118. VAT Reg. No. 237 7641 84   INDEPENDENT EXAMINATION OF  THE  MA IDENHEAD     NEIGHBOURHOOD  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN     EXAMINER:  Andrew Mead BSc (Hons) MRTPI MIQ     Examination Ref:  0 2 /AM/ M NP     Ian Rose   Maidenhead Neighbourhood Forum     Andrew Ingram   Chair  Maidenhead Neighbourhood Forum     Ian Manktelow   Principal Planning Policy Officer   Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead     4   November   2025     Dear   Mr Rose, Mr Ingram   and M r   Manktelow       Having carried out my visit to the  Maidenhead   Neighbourhood Plan (MNP) Area, I have identified  some matters on which clarification from  Maidenhead Neighbourhood Forum   (M NF ) and the Royal  Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead   (RBWM ) would assist me in my examination of the MNP. May  I request the submission of responses to my questions by  17 November 2025 , although an earlier  response would be most welcome.     Specific questions of clarification to the Councils are listed below, but I am happy to receive  comments from either Council on any of the questions which are not directed at them in the first  instance.    Regula tion 15   1.   Q uestion   to  RBWM.    What was the date of the submission of the MNP to RBWM?       Design   2.   P olicy DE1        Q uestion   to M NF and RBWM .   A Regulation 16 representation (hgh consulting) refers to  Policy QPA3a of the Borough Local Plan (BLP) adopted in 2022 and the adopted Building  Height and Tall Buildings SPD (November 2023) . It   argues that Policy DE1 of the MNP ,   which  is largely based on Principle 6.1 of the SPD,  and  which  in turn  considers Maidenhead Town  Centre, does not generally have regard to Policy QPA3a of the BLP.      Policy DE1 refers to the Building Height and Tall Buildings SPD in bullet points 2, 3 and 5. The  policy also refers to Map 4.1 - 2 which is derived from the SPD. Map 4.1 - 2 includes Principle  6.1 from which the storey heights in Policy DE1 bullet point 4 are  derived. However,  Principle 6.1 also refers to Principle 2.2 of the SPD which states that: “ On large greenfield or  regeneration sites, it may be appropriate to increase the general height beyond the existing  context height by one storey or up to two storey s in highly urban town centre locations. ”   Therefore, it seems to me that to generally conform with Policy QPA3a of the BLP and be  consistent with the SPD, Policy DE1 should include a reference to SPD Principle 2.2 in the 

