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1. Purpose of this Statement 
 
1.1 This Consultation Statement details the statutory consultation which was 

undertaken following the decision by members of the Sustainable 
Development Policy Advisory Group (SDPAG) on 25th October 2012 to 
approve the draft Supplementary Planning Document on Mill Lane, 
Taplow. Once adopted this SPD will become part of the Local 
Development Framework for the District.  

 
 It provides information on who was consulted and how. 
 The number of responses 
 A summary of those responses 
 Proposed changes to the draft as a result of those responses 

 
1.2 The documents which were consulted upon included: 
 

Mill Lane Consultation Documents 
Draft Mill Lane Supplementary Planning Document in PDF format 
Draft SPD Appendix 1 in PDF format 
Draft SPD Appendix 2 in PDF format 
Draft SPD Appendix 3 in PDF format 
Representation Form in Word format 
Sustainability Appraisal in PDF format 
Habitat Regulation Assessment Screening Report in PDF format 
Highways Issues and Options in PDF format 
Footbridge Feasibility in PDF format 
Habitat Survey Report in PDF format 
Notice Of Public Consultation in PDF format 
Equality Impact Assessment Screening Report in PDF format 
Public Consultation Statement in PDF format 
Flood Modelling Report in PDF format 
Taplow Riverside Conservation Character Appraisal in PDF format 

 
 
2. Consultations Undertaken November 2012–February 2013. 
 
2.1 After the decision of the SDPAG to go out to formal consultation 

between the dates 2nd November and 14th December 2012 on the SPD, 
the following methods of consultation were undertaken in accordance 
with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement. 

 A copy of the formal notice on Council Notice boards 
throughout the District (see Appendix 1) 

 Formal notice in the Slough Express on 2nd November 2012 
 Announcement on the front page of the Council’s web site with 

links to all the documents 
 Hard copies of all the documents (listed above) were available 

for inspection at the Council Offices in Denham, and Public 
Libraries in Beaconsfield, Burnham, Farnham Common, 
Gerrards Cross, Iver Heath and Stoke Poges mobile library 
during normal working hours.  They were also available in the 
Parish Council Offices in Taplow, Burnham and Farnham Royal 

 Letters or emails were sent to all the statutory consultees as 
listed in the Statement for Community Involvement as well as 
the new Regulations including those listed under the Duty to 



Cooperate and everybody on the Council’s consultation 
database (over 900). The letters included a copy of the 
representation form and it was explained in the letter that this 
could also be submitted electronically.  

 The newspapers, the Burnham Advertiser and the Slough and 
South Bucks express also featured the consultation in their 
articles. 

 Sustainable Development Bulletin – over 300 on circulation list 
 
2.2 At the end of the consultation period we had received 87 responses in 

total.  These included responses from statutory consultees with a 
potential interest e.g. Natural England, Environment Agency, HSE, 
Thames Water, Highways Agency, Network Rail, Transport for 
London, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead; the landowners, 
local businesses, the amenity societies and members of the public. 

 
2.3 These responses were summarised and the summary document was 

placed on the website on 21 January 2013 together with redacted 
copies of the responses. 

 
2.4 From this summary document the issues were grouped together in 

paragraph order and changes were proposed where there were errors, 
where more clarification was needed and in response to comments. 

 
2.5 Many respondents recognised the need for redevelopment, and 

welcomed proposals for increased open space, footpaths, cycleways 
and the new footbridge across the River Thames.  Some requested 
that the River Thames and moorings were given more prominence. 

 
2.6 However the majority of respondents were concerned with 3 issues.  

• Highways - The proposed development would lead to increased 
congestion along the Bath Road and the new access and signalised 
junction to the east of the existing VW garage would exacerbate this. 
It would also involve the loss of trees covered by a Tree Preservation 
Order.  50 respondents objected to this. 

• Housing There was widespread concern over the omission of specific 
housing numbers in the brief and there was a suggestion of a limit of 
100 homes for the site which it was said would not add significantly 
to congestion and which have a lesser impact on the local 
infrastructure.   

• The development of Skindles Hotel.  Concern was also raised about 
the height and scale of development and the impact on Maidenhead 
Bridge.  Some respondents were unsure about the viability of a hotel, 
suggesting it could be a restaurant instead. Issues were also raised 
about parking and whether there was sufficient parking. Residents of 
Mill Lane did not want hotel traffic passing their homes, particularly 
delivery vehicles. 

 
2.7 Other issues raised were:  



• The closure of Mill Lane which was supported by the 
residents of Mill Lane but not supported by residents off 
the site who used Mill lane when the Bath Road is 
congested.   

• Parking along Mill Lane - the employment occupiers 
wished to keep it rather than use a new car park which 
could be less convenient and impact on the viability of 
their businesses. 

• Flooding issues and the way the new flood zones taking 
account of climate change were portrayed.  

• And the height of the gasholder and its replacement 
volume. 

 
2.8 Issues where more text has been included are:  

• Protection of views and enhancement of views as they 
were of particular concern both across the River and 
within the site.  

• Biodiversity issues were also of concern although the 
commitment to enhance and protect existing 
biodiversity on the site was welcomed. More surveys are 
required to determine the full extent of what is there 
and how it can be encouraged.  

• More text has also been included on archaeology, 
contamination and flooding and infrastructure assets 
under the sites i.e. sewers and gas pipes. 

 
2.9 The Taplow Parish Council alternative solution to the proposed new 

access to the site was tested by the developer’s highway engineers 
and the results were confirmed by Transport for Bucks.  No change is 
proposed on this as the alternative solution was considered too close 
to Maidenhead Bridge resulting in backing up over the bridge and 
would need to be staggered due to the junction with River Road and 
would require a 3 phase cycle rather than 2.  This was considered to 
be worse in traffic flow terms to the proposed solution.  

 
2.10 The proposed changes were discussed with the steering group at a 

meeting on 31st January 2013.  The steering group and the working 
group were then given time to make further comments. The new 
comments received after these second informal consultations were 
incorporated in the proposed changes document. 

 
2.11 No changes have been made to any other of the documents (apart 

from the SA) which formed part of the consultation process. 
 
3. Consultation on the Sustainability Appraisal 5th April to 3rd May 2013 
 
3.1 The sustainability appraisal (SA) was however referred for legal advice 

following comments by one objector.  The Council’s retained QC 



confirmed that in his opinion it did not comply sufficiently with the 
regulations and would need revision and re-consultation. 

 
3.2 The SA was subsequently substantially revised and the new document 

was re-consulted upon.  This took place between 5th April and 3rd May 
2013.  The methods used including a newspaper notice, copies in 
Libraries and at Parish Councils and individual letters to consultees from 
the Council’s database was the same as for the development brief, 
although for only 4 weeks in accordance with the Statement for 
Community Involvement. 

 
3.3 A total of 18 responses were received.  These were summarised and the 

responses and the summary was placed on the Council’s website.  The SA 
was amended following English Heritage and Environment Agency’s 
comments and a few other minor corrections. EA suggested that due to 
the importance of the biodiversity of the northern area and flood risk 
constraints it should be removed from any assessment of development 
potential. English Heritage welcomed the assessment of historic buildings 
including non-listed but locally significant buildings. They suggested 
being more positive in the Area Options  Tables in Appendix B that as this 
development involved a conservation led approach a more positive than 
neutral impact was supported.  Natural England was pleased that its 
suggestions had been incorporated in the revision.  A respondent pointed 
out that the southern zone was Flood Zone 2 not 3.  This has been 
amended. Other respondents primarily repeated their concerns that they 
made in response to the consultation on the development brief.  No 
changes have been made therefore as a result of these comments. 

 
3.4 The amendments have now been incorporated into a revised draft with 

tracked changes. 
 
4. Conclusion 
 
4.1 The Development Brief and Sustainability Appraisal are now presented to 

SDPAG and will be subsequently presented to Cabinet and Full Council 
for approval and adoption. 

 
4.2 The next stage of the process will be a public exhibition organised by the 

developers prior to submission of the planning applications for the site. 
 
5.Responses and Summaries 
 
5.1 All the responses and the summaries and proposed changes are available 

on the Council’s website. Direct links are found below. 
 
5.2 Sustainability Appraisal Summary of responses 
 
5.3 Mill Lane  Proposed Changes These have been incorporated in the revised 

development brief. 
 



5.4 Development Brief Summary of responses 


