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Growth and Delivery Team - Draft Local Plan Consultation  
Wokingham Borough Council 
Shute End 
Wokingham 
Berkshire 
RG40 1BN 
 
C/o LPU@wokingham.gov.uk  

 
 
Dear Growth and Delivery Team 
 
Re: Public Consultation on the Draft Local Plan for Wokingham 
Feb 2020 – Mar 2020 
 

INTRODUCTION 

i. I am instructed to respond to this consultation on behalf of Shinfield Parish 

Council who object to the proposed 15,0000 home development at 

Grazeley. 

ii. The Local Plan will replace the Core Strategy (2010) and Management 

Development Delivery Plan (2014)  

iii. This response has been prepared in line with the measures of soundness 

(paragraph 35 of the Framework) which include a requirement for a plan to 

be: positively prepared; justified; effective; consistent with national policy; 

and complying with the duty to cooperate.  

iv. Abbreviations used in this document: 

- The Framework – National Planning Policy Framework 2019 

- Council – Wokingham Borough Council  

- Draft Plan – Wokingham Draft Local Plan Public Consultation 

2020 ‘Right Homes, Right Places’ 

- Grazeley – proposed Grazeley settlement (Policy SS3 of draft 

Plan) 

- SDL – Strategic Development Location 

- SA –Sustainability Appraisal- Interim Report by AECOM, Feb 

2020 
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- HIF – Housing Infrastructure Fund  

- AWE – Atomic Weapons Establishment (Burghfield) 

- SFRA – Strategic Flood Risk Assessment January 2020 

 
 
v. The detailed comments are provided as follows: 

 

1. ISSUE 1 ALLOCATION & SUSTAINABILITY 

1.1 The proposed new settlement of Grazeley would provide 10,000 homes for 

Wokingham Council; of which 3,750 are to be delivered in the Draft Plan 

period to 2036. The draft Local Plan identifies the Council’s housing need to 

be 13,901 to 2036. Grazeley therefore represents 27% of the Plans 

allocated housing to 2036, representing a substantial proportion of the 

overall housing need. 

1.2 The existing Core Strategy (2011) intended housing to be spread across the 

Borough through four Strategic Development Locations. However, Grazeley 

would represent a disproportionate concentration of 27% of the draft Plan’s 

need. The existing development plan allocated the South of M4 SDL for 

2,500 homes (within Shinfield Parish). The Core Strategy recognised the 

important separate identity if the settlements within the SDL allocation, with 

section A7.17 reading:  

“The area to the south of the M4 is characterised by existing small 

settlements set within a rural context, which has thus far been retained 

through the formal allocation of green gaps. This sets it apart from the area 

to the north of the M4, which is perceived as being more closely aligned to 

Greater Reading. The character of the area is considered worthy of retention 

as it forms part of the identity of the Borough. New development must 

therefore seek to balance the demand for new housing with the prevailing 

settlement configuration and setting”. 

1.3 The proposed Local Plan and supporting SA does not recognise the Core 

Strategy’s appraisal and importance of the separate identities for this area.   
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1.4 Section 3 of the Framework outlines Plan-making, with paragraph 16 

reading Plans should: 

a)  be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of 

sustainable development10;  

b)  be prepared positively, in a way that is aspirational but deliverable;  

c)  be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between 

plan- makers and communities, local organisations, businesses, 

infrastructure providers and operators and statutory consultees;  

d)  contain policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is 

evident how a decision maker should react to development proposals; … 

1.5 The Grazeley settlement is considered to fail criterions a), b) and c). This is 

due to the proposal relying on unconfirmed funding to deliver essential 

infrastructure to allow its viable development. In this sense, the plan is 

aspirational but not deliverable as the element of the unknown funding is 

critical. This amounts to an ambiguous policy where there is no guarantee 

and no fallback position. This is accentuated by Foreword to the Local Plan 

which reads, ‘If approved and funded, Grazeley Town would provide…a 

carbon neutral community with sustainable transport links’; and ‘Subject 

to a successful funding bid, Grazeley would have unprecedented upfront 

infrastructure investment’ (page 1, draft Plan). 

1.6 Paragraph 11 of the Framework relates to plan-making for sustainable 

development with 11a) reading, ‘plans should positively seek opportunities 

to meet the development needs of the area, and be sufficiently flexible to 

adapt to rapid change’.  

1.7 The Grazeley proposal relies on unconfirmed infrastructure, and there is no 

fallback position. Proposed Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy) confirms “the 

primary focus of growth will be delivered through the creation of a new self-

contained garden town at Grazeley”. Proposed Policy SS3 reads “The 

delivery of Grazeley garden town is subject to the support of timely and 

early delivery of commensurate levels of essential infrastructure”. There is 

no mention on what happens if the bid was unsuccessful. The failure of the 

funding would demand a rapid change. It is clear Grazeley is not viable if 

infrastructure wasn’t delivered. Therefore, the Plan for Grazeley fails to ‘be 



 

 4 

sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change’, failing the Framework’s 

requirement for plan-making for sustainable development.  

1.8 The supporting reports (including the SA and Growth Scenarios Report 

2018) are explicit in their assessment that the settlement hinges on 

delivering infrastructure to be successful and viable. The Growth Scenarios 

Report reads,  

“…Viability assessment indicates that the [Grazeley] proposition is viable 

over the longer term. However, extensive infrastructure requirements in the 

early phases to facilitate housing delivery reveal that the scheme would 

not be viable without external funding”. (Wokingham Strategic 

Framework: Growth Scenarios Report 2018 (page 4)).  

1.9 The Report then goes on to explicitly detail that a lower delivery of housing 

(10,000 or 5,000) are not viable as they would not secure the needed 

transport infrastructure. It is undoubtedly clear that securing infrastructure 

is essential to the delivery and sustainability of Grazeley. The Council has 

assumed the success of the funding and does not consider alternative in the 

proposed Local Plan in the event that it fails.  

1.10 The proposed settlement hinges on the winning of central government 

infrastructure bids (HIF) which are still in progress. This is a risky strategy 

where Council is relying on a non-determined parameter to deliver their 

housing need. If the funding bid fails; the viability of the settlement fails; 

and councils housing delivery fails.   

1.11 The lack of infrastructure will impact on the sustainable fundamentals of the 

garden town and will hinder the move to a low-carbon future. There are 

gaps in the evidence, with aims of the supporting SA contradictory. The 

objectives in paragraph 2.9 include objectives 2 and 3 which relate to 

‘widening travel choice’ and ‘improving strategic transport connectivity’. 

However objective 10 is to ‘facilitate the timely provision of new and 

improved infrastructure’. The Grazeley proposal relies on central 

government funding to implement infrastructure in order to achieve a 

transport sustainable and viable community. The objectives contradict the 

goals of Grazeley. The unknown funding is crucial, and there is no guarantee 
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of ‘timely provision of infrastructure’, which will fail to improve transport 

connections.  

1.12 This is because there will be high volume movements and high congestion 

(it is already established there is existing high congestion issues) and the 

creation of high levels of pollution, namely air and noise from vehicles. 

Section 9 of the SA involves air quality, and paragraph 9.1 reads 

‘Grazeley garden town certainly gives rise to a risk of high volumes of traffic 

travelling north along the A33 towards the Reading AQMA; however, there 

is an excellent opportunity to deliver high quality public transport’ 

1.13 Again, this reiterates the desperate need of infrastructure to secure a 

sustainable outcome. The lack of securing infrastructure will compromise 

air quality, congestion and Reading AQMA. It is further noted that the SA 

recognises the infrastructure is required for the project and presents a high 

risk for the delivery, as paragraph 9.88 reads,  

‘as a very large and complex site requiring major infrastructure upgrades, 

there is an inherent risk of delays to delivery of housing at Grazeley – i.e. 

a risk of delivery falling below the trajectory that is required by the adopted 

plan, thereby creating a risk that, at some point in the plan period, 

Wokingham Borough will be unable to demonstrate a five year housing land 

supply and/or fail the Housing Delivery Test’ 

1.14 The failing of the infrastructure will, in addition to failing to meet sustainable 

development, compromise the sustainable garden town policy objectives for 

Grazeley as set out in SS3.  

1.15 In addition to these points, the economic and social sustainability elements 

of the proposal are questioned in regards to the proposed town centre as 

part of the allocation. Policy SS3 proposes a ‘vibrant town centre’ as a main 

principle that will be in Tier 1 (Major Development) of Council’s Settlement 

Hierarchy, which expects a large amount of services and facilities 

(paragraph 4.20(A)). The sub-principle C.2 expects a retail impact 

assessment to ensure nearby centres such as Reading or the SDL centres 

are detrimentally impacted. There is a lack of detail and concern 



 

 6 

surrounding the size of the town centre as a major development; 

particularly when it may threaten existing centres of Reading, Wokingham 

and smaller centres. The assessment and consideration is lacking.  

1.16 This factor of unknown delivery of, but essential, infrastructure therefore 

does not amount to sustainable development. The resulting development 

without the infrastructure would amount to unsustainable transport, 

pollution and healthy environments. This will be explored further in this 

statement. This is considered to amount to a plan that is not positively 

prepared and not consistent with national policy, amounting to an unsound 

plan.  

1.17 It is therefore essential that infrastructure is secured prior to the adoption 

of the Local Plan.  

 

2. TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE  

2.1 It is abundantly clear that the Grazeley development hinges heavily on 

infrastructure delivery; namely transport infrastructure. The draft Policy 

SS3 outlines the essential early infrastructure required included in the HIF 

bid: 

 

2.2 Securing this infrastructure has not yet occurred and consequently there is 

no such guarantee of its delivery. Shinfield Parish Council has experienced 

firsthand the negative outcome of delayed as well as promised 

infrastructure that has fallen through, associated with the SDL 
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development. The SA appreciates the increasing pressures on the M4 

junction as growing from the SDL. It is further reminded that this is ‘early 

infrastructure’ with future infrastructure earmarked in the SA including a 

train station, M4 and A33 upgrades.  

2.3 Full planning application for the “demolition of the existing Royal British 

Legion building and erection of a two storey community centre (D2) plus 

partial refurbishment of the existing Parish Hall and modifications to the 

highway and landscape surrounding the proposed community centre” was 

approved in 2019. It is understood that whilst the community centre will 

progress, there are questions over the deliverability of the supermarket, 

and increased primary school capacity has been delayed.   

2.4 The draft Plan recognises at paragraph 4.34 that,  

it will be essential that an appropriate model of delivery is identified to 

secure a comprehensive approach or approaches (bearing in mind the 

different land uses) to the delivery of the new community and essential 

infrastructure. An appropriate approach to the phasing and delivery of 

development and infrastructure and services will avoid a piecemeal 

approach at the new garden town and ensure it is holistically and 

comprehensively planned, sustainable and accountable in the longer term. 

2.5 However, there is no approach suggested or even hinted at in the draft Plan. 

The draft Plan underplays the significant congestion the local road network 

faces, keeping in mind the continued development of the nearby SDL 

increasing the network pressures. The existing Core Strategy (2011) 

acknowledged the existing stress the area faced and noted that the junction 

11 upgrades were required prior to major development to achieve 

sustainable development (as a response to the Secretary of State’s decision 

in 2002 against land north of Grazeley Road, Three Mile Cross (paragraph 

2.79)).  This should be prompting the council in securing infrastructure now 

prior to allowing further major development.     

2.6 The supporting SA lacks detailed appraisal on the infrastructure and 

transport provisions, namely because it recognises the inherent uncertainty. 

Therefore, the soundness of the Plan is questioned.  
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2.7 The soundness of the SA is also questioned. Table 6.2 summarises the 

reasonable alternatives in a matrix. Option 8 refers to Grazeley and Option 

9 is Grazeley and Barkham. It is questioned why Option 9 is flagged as 

negative for transportation, whereas Option 8 is not flagged as the best 

transport option: when they both relate to Grazeley. Further, the supporting 

text reads, “it is also appropriate to flag a concern associated with Option 9 

as a high growth option, given traffic congestion issues ahead of detailed 

transport modelling’. This is applicable to Grazeley/Option 8 but is not 

included.  

2.8 Motion Transport consultants have undertaken an in-depth analysis on 

transport for the area, which Council officers are referred to. The section 6 

conclusion highlights that “the physical constraints that need to be 

overcome (including bridging the M4, bridging the Basingstoke-Reading 

railway line at several locations, creating crossings of the A33 dual-

carriageway) and absence of existing and / or committed transport 

infrastructure (resulting in the need for an entirely new public transport 

network to be established that serve only GGT) are such that the level of 

investment in new infrastructure required to make GGT sustainable is so 

great that the development could never be brought forward in a cost 

effective manner.  This is also the conclusion of the Council who recognise 

that delivery of housing at GGT would be wholly reliant on securing £100Ms 

of grant funding to proceed.  In short, based on the evidence provide by 

the Council, development at GGT would: 

� Fail to take advantage of major investment in sustainable transport 
modes that is being made within Wokingham District thereby missing out 
on benefiting from sustainable travel opportunities that are currently being 
delivered or are planned; 

� Not provide safe and suitable access to the site for all users and 
would have limited connections to surrounding land uses; and  

� As a consequence of the spatial disadvantages of the site, result in 
infrastructure costs that are so great that delivery of housing at GGT would 
be wholly reliant on securing £100Ms of grant funding to proceed”. 

2.9 Finally, it is highly relevant a 1998 application for 2,500 dwellings at 

Grazeley was not pursued due to lack of suitable infrastructure. 
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3. FLOOD RISK  

3.1 The Grazeley site covers a notable proportion of floodplain. Foudry Brook 

runs through the length of the proposal site which comprises Flood Zone 

3b. There is a buffer of Flood Zone 2. The site is at risk of fluvial, surface 

and groundwater flooding, as indicated in the SFRA 2020 (page 11, 

Appendix C Site Assessments Shinfield Part 2:  

 

3.2 Whilst it is appreciated there is a lack of detail at this stage of the Local Plan 

preparation, it is considered the outline site arrangement and density lacks 

due consideration for mitigating flood risk. There is a lack of appropriate 

consideration for this flood risk, particularly when section 9 of the SA reads 

“there is a need to flag the risk of an uncertain significant negative effect” 

(paragraph 9.43).  
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3.3 It is reminded that national guidance for flood risk identifies development 

is inappropriate on flood prone areas. This was reiterated on February 21 

by MHCLG Minister Christopher Pincher in a written Parliamentary answer 

which stated,  

“inappropriate development in areas at current or future risk of flooding 

should be avoided and directed development towards areas at least risk. 

Where development was necessary in such areas, and where there were no 

suitable sites available in areas with a lower risk of flooding, it should be 

made safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere and be appropriately 

flood resistant and resilient”. 

3.4 There is also due lack of consideration in the draft Plan for the AWE 

Burghfield site. The Growth Scenarios Report 2018 outlines the relationship 

of flood risk and the AWE with paragraph 4.29 reading,  

“Flood risk is a matter of considerable concern for AWE Burghfield given the 

nature of the on-site. operations and the importance of maintaining safe 

evacuation routes at all times. Any development would need to demonstrate 

that it will not have a detrimental impact on AWE Burghfield, and there is 

clear potential to consider how new development might be engineered to 

provide flood relief for AWE”. 

3.5 There is a concerning lack of detail regarding this. It is noted that this 

relationship is not discussed in the SA report, and neither in the draft Local 

Plan.  

3.6 It is concerning that the draft Plan, notably Policy SS3 for Grazeley town, 

does not identify the flood risk. Draft Policies SS8(l) and SS9(d) seek to 

minimise and appropriately mitigate flood risks. Further, Policy NE8 requires 

all sources of flood risk (including historic) to be taken into account at all 

stages of development (noting there is various flooding risks and historic 

flooding around Grazeley as per the SFRA report). The supporting reports 

outline the potential to mitigate flood risk and that it is not a major 

constraint. However, it is of concern that there is no wording as such in the 

draft Local Plan.  
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4. ATOMIC WEAPONS ESTABLISHMENT BURGHFIELD 

  

4.1 The proposed Grazeley settlement is located close to Burghfield AWE. 

The entire site is within the Urgent Action Distance Zone. AWE 

has published a web statement as of 18th March 2020, as follows:  

https://www.awe.co.uk/2020/03/awe-burghfield-depz-extended-

under-new-reppir-19-legislation/  

AWE Burghfield DEPZ extended under new REPPIR 19 legislation 

  

• The Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and Public Information) 

Regulations 2019 (REPPIR 2019) is new legislation. It was introduced 

by the Government to further strengthen Great Britain’s already robust 

arrangements for radiological emergencies. These changes aim to 

deliver a consistent approach to radiation emergency preparedness and 

response across the radiological defence nuclear and civil nuclear 

sectors. 

•  

• REPPIR 2019 places a duty on nuclear operators and local authorities 

to plan for and manage the consequences of radiation emergencies. The 

operator of any premises subject to REPPIR 2019 must undertake a 

Hazard Evaluation and Consequences Assessment (HECA). Based on the 

results of these assessments, the operator has a duty to propose the 

minimum area for any Urgent Protective Actions required in the unlikely 

event of a radiation emergency. Under the new legislation it is then for 

the local authority, in this case West Berkshire Council, to determine 

the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone (DEPZ). This is an area in which 

suitable and adequate emergency response planning arrangements 

must be put in place to protect the public. 

  

• In compliance with the new REPPIR 2019 legislation and following 

detailed assessment, AWE’s technical experts calculated that the DEPZ 

for the Aldermaston site would remain unchanged (at 1.5km) and the 
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extent of detailed emergency planning for the AWE Burghfield site 

changes from 1.5km to 3.16km. 

  

• The increase in the extent of detailed emergency planning at AWE 

Burghfield is driven by REPPIR 2019 requirements and the need to base 

the assessment on a less likely weather category that could result in 

different dispersal characteristics. It is important to note that the 

increase is not indicative of any change in processing, safety standards, 

or process risk in respect of our operations or facilities.  

 

4.2 Draft Plan Policy HC10 relates to development in the vicinity of AWE, with 

section 6 of this policy reading,  

 

Development will only be permitted where it is demonstrated that the 

increase in the number of people living, working, shopping and/or visiting 

the proposal (including at different times of the day) can be safely 

accommodated having regard to the needs of the responding agencies 

detailed in the West Berkshire Council’s AWE Off-Site Emergency Plan for 

the Atomic Weapons Establishment sites. 

 

4.3 Significant concern is raised given the entire site is within the Urgent Action 

Distance zone of the AWE. Particular concern is raised on the unconfirmed 

delivery of infrastructure for the emergency planning.  Without appropriate 

transport infrastructure delivered, there is a serious lack of concern over 

the emergency plan, and evacuation practices – most importantly at peak 

times when the road network is already busy. Significant safety concerns 

are raised regarding the introduction of such a large number of new 

residents within proximity to the AWE. 
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5. ECOLOGY  

5.1 Grazeley lies within the SSSI Impact Zone and 7km mitigation zone of 

Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area. Any development of more than 

50 units would be required to provide Suitable Alternative Natural 

Greenspace which is indicated. 

5.2 Further concern is however expressed regarding legally protected species 

at this site, which must be protected in accordance with the law. 

6. AIR QUALITY 

6.1 Junction 11 of the M4 is located within an Air Qality Management Area 

(AQMA).  Noting that projections suggest a further 110,000 vehicle 

movements per day significant concern is raised that this will not only 

adversely effect the existing AQMA, but also extend it into Three Mile Cross 

and Grazeley, given that air pollution does not just ‘stop’ at the AQMA 

boundaries.  Further information on this point is covered in the Motion 

Transport report. 

 

7. CONCLUSION 

7.1 The proposed development at Grazeley is not viable without significant 

infrastructure funding provided upfront to ensure sustainability. The 

accompanying report by Motion Transport analyses the effect on transport 

infrastructure in this regard. 

7.2 There is no alternative to Grazeley in the event that infrastructure is not 

secured (as Grazeley is not viable without it). This significantly threatens 

the Councils 5 year housing supply as Grazeley represents 1/3 of the 

proposed plans housing need, and doesn’t prove to be flexible plan-making 

in accordance with the Framework.  

7.3 The plan is not sound as it relies on Grazeley for housing needs. Grazeley 

is not deliverable or viable if funding for infrastructure is not secured – the 

plan is therefore not ‘effective’, not consistent with national policy, failing 

tests of soundness as set out in paragraph 35.  
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7.4  It is essential to the safety of residents regarding the AWE zone and 

complying with emergency planning. At present the AWE safety zone 

represents a significant constraint to planning. 

7.5 The site is located within a Floodplain where development should not be 

directed. The Council has already experienced the negative effects of new 

housing being located in a floodplain, such as Poperinghe Way in Arborfield 

which regularly floods in times of heavy rainfall. 

7.6 Ecology must be fully considered and mitigated. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.7 In the first instance the Council is requested to consider alternative locations 

for housing to meet the ongoing 5 year supply.  Such locations should be 

centred around existing sustainable settlements with established 

infrastructure and amenities, including rail travel, schools and road 

connections. 

7.8 If the Council progress with the allocation, it is requested that they establish 

a Development Committee/Corporation with Shinfield Parish Council to 

oversee infrastructure delivery. 

7.9 Secure ‘early enabling infrastructure’ funding prior to the adoption of the 

Local Plan so that Infrastructure can be delivered up front. 

 
Please keep me updated on the consultations for the new Local Plan. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 

 
 

Emily Temple BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 
ET Planning 


