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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Tom 
Last name: Jones 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: Yes 
Agent's Title (if applicable): Mrs 
Agent's First Name (if applicable): Joanne 
Agent's Last Name (if applicable): Unsworth 
Agent's Job Title (if applicable): Associate Director 
Agent's Organisation (if applicable): Savills 
Agent's Address Line 1 (if applicable): One Forbury Square 
Agent's Address Line 2 (if applicable): The Forbury 
Agent's Address Line 3 (if applicable):  
Agent's Address Line 4 (if applicable):  
Agent's Telephone Number (if applicable):  
Agent's Post Code (if applicable): RG1 3BB 
Agent's E-mail Address (if applicable): junsworth@savills.com 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: See attached letter 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
See attached letter 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
See attached letter 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). See separate representation 
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: To enable full consideration of the issues and matters raised in the 
representations. 
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If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: joanne Unsworth 
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1. Introduction to Representations 
 

1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. These representations are submitted on behalf of Viridis Real Estate (“Viridis”) in response to the 

Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation on the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update (LPPU).   

1.1.2. Viridis are the owners of land at Kenavon Drive, Reading, RG1 3DH (“the Site”) which is allocated for 

residential development in the current adopted Local Plan as site reference CR13c, part of the East Side 

Major Opportunity Area. The allocation is maintained in the LPPU although with alterations upon which 

comments are provided in these representations.  

1.1.3. The Site has previously been the subject if pre-application discussions with Reading Borough Council (on 

a number of occasions but most recently in 2019/2020) and has been the subject of a Design South East 

Review in 2022. 

1.2. Report Structure 

1.2.1. This report is structured as follows based on relevant draft policies contained within the Regulation 19 Pre-

Submission consultation document (November 2024) and the supporting evidence base.  Responses are 

set out under each relevant draft policy with proposed changes set out as necessary to ensure the 

soundness of the Plan based on paragraph 35 of the December 2023 National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), as this is the version of national policy under which the Plan will be Examined. However, it is noted 

that paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2023) is unchanged in the new NPPF (December 2024), albeit that the 

paragraph reference is now 36. 

• Policy H1: Provision of Housing; 

• Policy H2: Density and Mix; 

• Policy H3: Affordable Housing; 

• Policy CR6: Living in Central Reading; 

• Policy CR10: Tall Buildings; 

• Policy CR13 and CR13c: East Side Major Opportunity Area (Kenavon Drive & Forbury Business 

Park).  
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2. Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) 
 

2.1. Introduction  

2.1.1. Policy H1 states that provision will be made for at least 14,850 new homes (825 homes per annum) during 

the Plan period 2023 to 2041. The supporting text to Policy H1 explains that the proposed housing 

requirement has been identified having regard to two different assessments of future housing need – 878 

homes per year based on the standard methodology (including 35% urban uplift) or 735 homes per year 

based on a local Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024). 

2.2. Response  

2.2.1. The NPPF is clear that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute towards the achievement of 

sustainable development (paragraph 7), including through the provision of a sufficient number and range 

of new homes (paragraph 8). Paragraph 60 outlines that the Government’s objective is to significantly boost 

the supply of homes.  

2.2.2. To achieve this objective, paragraph 61 of the NPPF (2023) is clear that, ‘To determine the minimum 

number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, 

conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance. The outcome of the standard 

method is an advisory starting-point for establishing a housing requirement for the area’ [our emphasis].   

2.2.3. Paragraph 61 of the NPPF (2023) adds that, ‘There may be exceptional circumstances, including relating 

to the particular demographic characteristics of an area which justify an alternative approach to assessing 

housing need…’. 

2.2.4. The supporting text to Policy H1 and the LPPU evidence seek to explain that there are exceptional 

circumstances (relating to demographic issues and the required urban uplift) which justify using the Housing 

Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024) as an alternative approach to the use of the standard method.   

2.2.5. The Housing Provision Background Paper (November 2024) (para 3.6) explains that the current standard 

method is ‘flawed’ with regards to demographic issues as it is based on 2014-based household projections.  

The Council consider that this is a ‘sufficiently strong argument on its own’ for an alternative approach (para 

3.7).  Notably however, the Background Paper (November 2024) (para 3.5) adds that the 2014-based 

household projections are a ‘particularly significant underestimate for Reading’ and the HNA (2024) (para 

5) states that the Standard Method (if the urban uplift is excluded) is an ‘under-estimate’ of local housing 

need on this basis. 



 

 

Representations to the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update 

Regulation 19 Consultation  
 

 

 
   

Viridis Real Estate   December 2024  3 

2.2.6. The draft LPPU and Housing Provision Background Paper (November 2024) argue that the urban uplift is 

‘inappropriate’ to apply in Reading based on its geographical area and existing population.  Whilst it is 

acknowledged that the urban uplift does not take into account specific local needs and characteristics, the 

NPPF (2023) (paragraph 62 / footnote 27) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) are clear that the overall 

purpose of the urban uplift is rather to prioritise the use of brownfield sites within urban centres and to 

promote the most efficient use of land (PPG Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 2a-035-20201216).  The size 

and population of Reading are therefore not considered to be reasons for dis-applying the urban uplift; and 

to do so would undermine the Government’s emphasis (through applying the urban uplift) of making efficient 

use of brownfield land. 

2.2.7. Given the draft LPPU (para 4.4.1) acknowledges the ‘pressing need’ for ‘strong delivery of new housing’ 

and seeks to meet objectives to ‘strengthen the role of Reading’ and ‘ensure that as many new homes as 

possible are delivered’ (Objectives 2 and 3), it is consider that the Council should aim to deliver a housing 

requirement that matches or exceeds the requirement provided by the standard method. To deliver less 

than the standard methodology of 878 homes per annum, as proposed by Policy H1, conflicts with these 

objectives.  

2.2.8. Furthermore, it is notable that the new NPPF (December 2024) and accompanying new standard method 

include a further strengthening of Government support for overall housing delivery and the development of 

brownfield land.  The proposed standard method would further increase local housing needs in Reading to 

1,028 homes per annum and is clear that these housing targets are mandatory rather than advisory. Whilst 

the draft LPPU is intended to be examined under the current NPPF (2023), based on transitional 

arrangements set out in the draft NPPF (July 2024), the Government’s objectives and focus for the planning 

system moving forwards are clear: that the Council must plan positively to accommodate a significant 

increase in housing. 

2.3.  Summary  

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H1 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. 

  

Accordingly, in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan, it is important that the Council identifies a 

housing requirement that matches or exceeds the requirement provided by the standard method. 
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3. Policy H2 (Density and Mix) 
 

3.1. Introduction  

3.1.1. Draft Policy H2 requires residential developments to meet minimum density targets based on location, 

which for town centre sites (such as at Kenavon Drive, within the East Side Major Opportunity Area) is 260 

dwellings per hectare (dph).  

3.1.2. The policy also requires that developments of 10 or more dwellings in district/local centres, outside the 

central area, provide a housing mix that includes at least 20% three-bedroom or larger homes.  

3.2. Response  

Density  

3.2.1. In general, the increase in minimum density targets for town centre sites – from an indicative target of 

‘above 100’ dph in the adopted Local Plan (2019) to a minimum density of 260dph in the draft LPPU – is 

welcomed. The approach aligns with the overall aims of the NPPF (2023), e.g. paragraphs 123, 129 and 

135 which state that planning policies should ‘promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for 

homes’ and that development should optimise the use of land to meet identified housing needs, in particular 

town centres that are well served by public transport.  Paragraphs 129 and 130 further encourage the use 

of ‘minimum’ density standards and ‘significant uplifts’, unless ‘the resulting built form would be wholly out 

of character with the existing area’. 

3.2.2. We note that, when applying the minimum density target of 260dph to site CR13c (which is 2.07 ha in size), 

it results in an indicative capacity of 538 dwellings. This exceeds the indicative capacity identified in Policy 

CR13c (see comments below) – as a result, the indicative site capacity set out in CR13c should be 

increased for consistency. Further, whilst the density targets in Policy H2 are expressly stated as minimums, 

there is the potential for this to create conflict with other Policies in the LPPU (e.g. CR10, Tall Buildings) 

which are addressed later in this representation. 

3.2.3. We note in addition that draft Policy H2 allows for a number of exceptions to meeting the minimum density 

targets, including where development would ‘prevent’ the minimum proportion of 3-bedroom homes being 

achieved, or ‘prevent’ policy requirements on the provision of open space or other on-site facilities being 

achieved. 

3.2.4. This element of the policy has the potential to conflict with the wider stated objectives of the Plan, including 

objective 2 to, ‘Make the most efficient use of Reading’s limited land, particularly previously developed land, 

to ensure that as many new homes as possible are delivered to meet identified needs…’. , as well as the 

overall aims of national policy to optimise the use of land and support increased housing delivery including 

through the use of brownfield land.  
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3.2.5. Further, many of the ‘issues’ addressed by the exceptions are dealt with under other policies in the LPPU 

(e.g. relating to housing mix, heritage, open space requirements etc) and should be considered as part of 

the overall planning balance in the consideration of planning applications.  

3.2.6. On this basis, and to support meeting the Government’s overall aims and the LPPU objectives, it is 

recommended that the emphasis of draft Policy H2 should be amended and the exceptions deleted.  . 

3.2.7. It is noted that the supporting text to Policy H2 (paragraph 4.4.10) states that ‘Even above the minimum 

density, there is still significant scope for a range of densities.  In the town centre in particular, the 

circumstances of the site may allow for a density that significantly exceeds the minimum specified.’ 

3.2.8. This flexibility is welcomed and aligns with our view that the appropriate density should take into account 

site-specific circumstances and the opportunities and benefits of development, based on the minimum 

density targets.  Each site will have unique characteristics, such as its location and accessibility to public 

transport, which will influence the appropriate density. It is important therefore that the minimum density 

requirements are applied as a guide with the precise density determined through detailed design and 

technical assessment.  The acknowledgement for development to ‘significantly exceed’ these requirements 

should also be included in the policy wording itself. 

Mix 

3.2.9. Part 2 of draft Policy H2 includes an overall requirement for residential development to ‘maximise the 

provision of family homes of three or more bedrooms’, with specific mix requirements set out for 

developments outside the central area.  It is noted that the overall requirement for 3-bed units is derived 

from the Reading Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024) which provides a housing needs assessment 

across the Plan period. 

3.2.10. Whilst it is acknowledged that the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) highlights an overall need for 3-bed units, the 

borough's overall housing needs are diverse and there are a number of more detailed factors arising from 

the HNA which should also be taken into account. 

3.2.11. Notably, the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) shows that the overall mix of affordable housing needed is focused 

more towards smaller 1-bed units.  In addition, the HNA (2024) (Figure 29) projects significant increases in 

smaller households, including both ‘single person households’ and ‘couples without dependent children’, 

which are each projected to increase by over 4,000 during the Plan period and to become the largest 

household groups in the borough.  The HNA (2024) (Figure 51) states that the majority (62%) of dwellings 

occupied by households aged 75+ are 3-bedrooms or more. It is clear therefore that housing needs in the 

borough are more nuanced and are likely to change during the Plan period and across the borough, based 

on demographic changes and household formation for instance.   

3.2.12. It is notable that draft Policy H2 states ‘where possible’ and it is important that specific mix requirements 

are not strictly applied.  The LPPU should be sufficiently flexible to take into account changing needs, site-

specific circumstances and viability considerations, particularly in light of the borough’s overall increasing 

housing needs.   
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3.2.13. The LPPU should also recognise all forms of housing provision which can contribute to ‘family’ needs, 

including for instance the contribution of larger 2-bed units which can provide for families of up to 4 people 

and be of a similar size to 3-bed units, contributing to the borough's housing needs in a way the policy does 

not fully recognise.  Indeed it is notable that the minimum gross internal floor areas for 2-bed 4-person 

dwellings (70sqm) and for 3-bed 4-person dwellings (74sqm) are very similar based on nationally described 

space standards (NDSS).  

3.2.14. Accordingly it is recommended that reference to specific mix requirements is deleted from Policy H2. 

3.3. Summary  
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With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H2 as currently worded and evidence based does 

not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy H2 in 

order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“1. Density 

Residential development will be expected to achieve at least the following minimum densities: 

• Town centre sites: 260 dwellings per hectare 

• Urban sites: 100 dwellings per hectare 

• Suburban sites: 42 dwellings per hectare. 

Exceptions to the minimum densities will apply where achieving that density would: 

• Cause unacceptable harm to a designated heritage asset or its setting; 

• Cause a detrimental effect on important landscapes; 

• Create unacceptable impacts on amenity of existing or new residents; 

Prevent an appropriate conversion of an existing building or buildings; 

• Prevent policy requirements on the minimum proportion of family homes of three or more bedrooms from 

being achieved; or 

• Prevent policy requirements on the provision of open space or other necessary on-site facilities from being 

achieved. 

Subject to the above, t The appropriate density of residential development will be informed by: 

• the character and mix of uses of the area in which it is located, including the housing mix, and including 

consideration of any nearby heritage assets or important landscape or townscape areas; 

• its current and future level of accessibility by walking, cycling and public transport; 

• the need to achieve high quality design; 

• the need to maximise the efficiency of land use; and 

• the need to minimise environmental impacts, including detrimental impacts on the amenities of adjoining 

occupiers. 

The circumstances of the site may allow for a density that significantly exceeds the minimum 

specified. 

 

2. Mix of sizes 

Wherever possible, residential development should contribute towards meeting the needs for the a mix of 

housing based on an up-to-date assessment of local needs and site-specific circumstances set out in 

figure 4.5, and in particular should maximise the provision of family homes of three or more bedrooms…” 
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4. Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) 
 

4.1. Introduction  

4.1.1. Draft Policy H3 requires developments of 10 or more dwellings to provide 30% affordable housing with 

provision made on site in the first instance.  The proposed updates included within the policy include a 

specific tenure mix (at least 62% Reading Affordable Rent and up to 38% affordable home ownership 

products, including First Homes) and requirements relating to ‘later viability review’. 

4.2. Response  

4.2.1. The tenure requirements set out at part 4 of draft Policy H3 are based on details set out within the Affordable 

Housing SPD (2021).  However, given that affordable housing needs are likely to change across the 

borough over the course of the Plan period, it will be important that affordable housing is provided to meet 

local needs at the time of development coming forward and taking into account site-specific circumstances.  

Accordingly, it is recommended that a specific tenure mix is deleted from Policy H3.  

4.2.2. Furthermore, as part 4 of the Policy is currently drafted, the LPPU proposes to retain 62% of the affordable 

housing mix as ‘Reading Affordable Rent’ (rental levels capped at 70% of market values) and the remaining 

38% of ‘other affordable ownership’ (i.e. shared ownership) incorporates 25% to be secured as ‘First 

Homes’. By providing First Homes within the 38% ‘other affordable ownership’, the level of potential shared 

ownership is effectively reduced to 13% of the overall tenure mix.  

4.2.3. This is contrary to the approach set out in the PPG, which prioritises the provision of 25% First Homes, and 

then states that the remaining proportion of affordable provision should be split by a tenure mix identified 

in the Plan: 

“How should the remaining 75% of affordable housing be secured through developer contributions? 

Once a minimum of 25% First Homes has been accounted for….the remainder of the affordable 

housing tenures should be delivered in line with the proportions set out in the local plan policy” (paragraph: 

015 Reference ID: 70-015-20210524) (our emphasis).  
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4.3. Summary  

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H3 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

H3 in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“…In determining residential applications the site size, suitability, and type and tenure of units to be 

delivered in relation to the current evidence of identified needs will be assessed. The following tenure 

mix will be sought: 

• At least 62% of the affordable housing to be provided as Reading Affordable Rent; 

• A maximum of 38% of the affordable housing to be provided as affordable home ownership products, 

which may include First Homes and shared ownership….” 
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5. Policy CR6 (Living in Central Reading) 
 

5.1. Introduction  

5.1.1. Draft Policy CR6 sets out criteria relating to the design of new development in Central Reading.  The 

proposed updates included in draft Policy CR6 include a increased minimum 15% requirement for 3-bed 

units as part of new residential developments. 

5.2. Response  

5.2.1. It is noted that the increased requirement for 3-bed units is derived from the Reading Housing Needs 

Assessment (HNA) (2024) which provides a housing needs assessment across the Plan period. 

5.2.2. As explained in response to draft Policy H2 above, whilst it is acknowledged that the HNA (2024) (Figure 

6) highlights an overall need for 3-bed units, the borough's overall housing needs are diverse and there are 

a number of more detailed factors arising from the HNA which should also be taken into account. 

5.2.3. Notably, the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) shows that the overall mix of affordable housing needed is focused 

more towards smaller 1-bed units.  In addition, the HNA (2024) (Figure 29) projects significant increases in 

smaller households, including both ‘single person households’ and ‘couples without dependent children’, 

which are each projected to increase by over 4,000 during the Plan period and to become the largest 

household groups in the borough.  The HNA (2024) (Figure 51) states that the majority (62%) of dwellings 

occupied by households aged 75+ are 3-bedrooms or more. It is clear therefore that housing needs in the 

borough are more nuanced and are likely to change during the Plan period and across the borough, based 

on demographic changes and household formation for instance.   

5.2.4. It is noted that the mix requirements set out in Policy CR6 are provided ‘as a guide’ and it is important that 

specific mix requirements are not strictly applied for all sites in Central Reading.  The LPPU should be 

sufficiently flexible to take into account changing needs, site-specific circumstances and viability 

considerations, particularly in light of the borough’s overall increasing housing needs and the focus of 

development on town centre sites.  Indeed this is particularly relevant for town centre brownfield sites where 

numerous factors may influence proposals and where the NPPF (December 2023) encourages significant 

uplifts in density.   

5.2.5. The LPPU should also recognise all forms of housing provision which can contribute to ‘family’ needs, 

including for instance the contribution of larger 2-bed units which can provide for families of up to 4 people 

and be of a similar size to 3-bed units, contributing to the borough's housing needs in a way the policy does 

not fully recognise.  Indeed it is notable that the minimum gross internal floor areas for 2-bed 4-person 

dwellings (70sqm) and for 3-bed 4-person dwellings (74sqm) are very similar based on nationally described 

space standards (NDSS).  

5.2.6. Accordingly it is recommended that reference to specific mix requirements is deleted from Policy CR6. 
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5.3. Summary  

 

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy CR6 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

CR6 in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“…All proposals for residential development within the central area will be required to contribute towards 

a mix of different sized units within the development. This will be measured by the number of bedrooms 

provided within individual units. Ideally, a mixture of one, two and three bedroom units should be 

provided based on an up-to-date assessment of local needs and site-specific circumstances. As 

a guide, in developments of 15 dwellings or more, a maximum of 40% of units should be 1-bed/studios, 

and a minimum of 15% of units should be at least 3-bed, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that this 

would render a development unviable….” 
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6. CR10: (Tall Buildings) 
 

6.1. Introduction  

6.1.1. Policy CR10 defines ‘tall buildings’ as being of 12 storeys of residential (equating to 36 metres tall) and 

above. The policy identifies three areas where there is a positive presumption that tall buildings will be 

acceptable (the Station Area Cluster, the Western Grouping and the Eastern Grouping), as well as identifying 

‘areas of less suitability’ where there is a presumption against tall buildings unless a clear case can be made 

that such development would not undermine the clusters when all significant views are taken into account. 

6.1.2. Site CR13c at Kenavon Drive lies outside of any of the cluster areas and also outside any ‘areas of less 

suitability’, and thus under Policy CR10 as drafted development of 12 storeys or above would not be 

supported.  

6.2. Response 

6.2.1. Policy CR10 as drafted is restrictive in its approach towards tall buildings in general, which is at odds with 

the general objectives of the LPPU and with national policy seeking to make efficient use of land, redevelop 

brownfield sites as a priority and increase densities in order to increase housing delivery.  

6.2.2. More specifically, the Policy has the potential to conflict with the minimum target densities set out in Policy 

H2 (which promotes densities of at least 260 dph in the town centre – an area which extends significantly 

beyond the tall buildings clusters identified in Policy CR10). The approach of Policy CR10 needs to be more 

flexible to allow tall buildings in highly sustainable locations such as the town centre, where the LPPU already 

acknowledges that very high density development will be appropriate. In this way, Policy CR10 can be 

amended to be more consistent with Policy H2 so that the two policies work together to achieve the LPPU’s 

vision and objectives.  
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6.3. Summary  

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy CR10 as currently drafted does not meet the 

tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy CR10 in order to 

ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

CR10: TALL BUILDINGS  

 

In Reading, tall buildings are defined as 10 storeys of commercial floorspace or 12 storeys of residential 

(equating to 36 metres tall) or above. Tall buildings will meet all the requirements below. 

 

i) Within Reading Borough, tall buildings will only be appropriate within the ‘areas of potential for tall 

buildings’ as defined on the Proposals Map, other than as set out in criterion v). These areas are as 

follows:  

CR10a: Station Area Cluster  

CR10b: Western Grouping  

CR10c: Eastern Grouping 

 

v) Outside of these identified clusters, but elsewhere within the defined town centre, In addition 

to the three clusters, ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’ are shown on the Proposals Map, within 

which tall buildings will not may be suitable unless where it can be demonstrated a clear case can be 

made that the cluster approach would not be undermined when all significant views are taken into 

account and that all of the other aspects of this policy are complied with.  

 

vi) Outside the three clusters and the ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’, tall buildings will not be 

permitted. 
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7. Policy CR13 (East Side Major Opportunity Area) 
 

7.1. Introduction  

7.1.1. Policy CR13 identifies sites for development within this Opportunity Area and sets out requirements and 

principles for their development. Policy CR13c relates to land at Kenavon Drive and Forbury Business Park, 

which is owned by Viridis. These are:   

‘CR13c, KENAVON DRIVE & FORBURY BUSNIESS PARK: 

This site would be largely residential in nature, although opportunities to create an area of open space close 

to the Kennet should be sought. Development will link into  the existing pedestrian link under the railway to 

Napier Road. Development should deliver a fitted-out primary healthcare facility where this is viable and 

where there is a realistic prospect that an occupier to operate the facility can be found.  

Site size: 2.07 ha 

Indicative potential: 320-490 dwellings, primary healthcare’ 

7.2. Response  

Policy CR13 

7.2.1. The changes to Policy CR13 include that: 

• Part i) confirms that development at the site will be high density (deleting the words ‘medium to’); 

and 

• Part ii) adds healthcare to the list of acceptable uses within the Major Opportunity Area. 

 

7.2.2. The deletion of the reference to medium density is welcomed, as it better aligns the Policy with the wider 

LPPU objectives and reflects the increased site capacity noted under CR13c (see comments below). 

7.2.3. The addition of reference to a healthcare use is not supported, for the reasons outlined below.  

Policy CR13c 

7.2.4. The changes to Policy CR13c include: 

• An increased indicative capacity of the site from 190-285 dwellings to 320-490 units; and 

• Introduction of a requirement for the site to deliver ‘a fitted out primary healthcare facility where 

this is viable and where there is a realistic prospect that an occupier to operate the facility can be 

found’. 



 

 

Representations to the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update 

Regulation 19 Consultation  
 

 

 
   

Viridis Real Estate   December 2024  15 

7.2.5. The increase in site capacity is welcomed, as this reflects pre-application discussions held with RBC and 

feedback from the Design South East Review, both of which were informed by technical work undertaken 

by Viridis. However, it is noted that even the upper end of the range provided in Policy CR13c would not 

meet the minimum density targets for town centre sites set out in Policy H2. As such there is some degree 

of conflict with the LPPU’s objectives (of making efficient use of land, increasing densities and boosting the 

delivery of housing in the borough). This can be rectified through further increasing the indicative dwelling 

capacity set out in the Policy.  

7.2.6. The addition of the reference to provision of a healthcare facility is not supported, as the need for such a 

facility in this location has not been clearly evidenced and the requirements are particularly onerous (e.g. 

the reference to a ‘fitted out’ facility).  

7.3. Summary  

 

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

CR14 in order to ensure the Plan meets the tests of soundness. 

  

CR13c: KENAVON DRIVE & FORBURY BUSINESS PARK 

 

This site would be largely residential in nature, although opportunities to create an area of open space 

close to the Kennet should be sought. Development will link into  the existing pedestrian link under the 

railway to Napier Road. Development should deliver a fitted-out primary healthcare facility where this is 

viable and where there is a realistic prospect that an occupier to operate the facility can be found.  

Site size: 2.07 ha 

Indicative potential: 320-490 450 – 540 dwellings primary healthcare’ 
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8. Conclusion 
 

8.1. Summary 

8.1.1. These representations have been prepared on behalf of Viridis Real Estate in relation to the current 

Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation for the Reading Borough LPPU. Viridis own land at Kenavon 

Drive which is identified for development under Policy CR13c. 

8.1.2. It is welcomed that the Site retains the current Local Plan allocation and the changes sought to the Policy 

through the LPPU are generally supported. However, in order for the Policy to align with other policies in 

the LPPU, with its wider vision and objectives and indeed to reflect national policy (and thus be considered 

‘sound’ under paragraph 35 of the NPPF, December 2023) amendments are suggested within this 

representation.   

8.1.3. We request the right to appear on behalf of Viridis at the Examination of the LPPU in due course.  
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Warren and District Residents Association (WADRA) 
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Waters, Julia 
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Watkin Jones Group PLC 
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West Berkshire District Council 
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Wilkins, John 
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Wojtasz, Alf 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Alf 
Last name: Wojtasz 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Henley Road 
Cemetery 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Alf Wojtasz 
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Email: Ian.bellinger@wokingham.gov.uk 
Date: 17 December 2024 
Your ref: - 
File ref: Letter/RBC/LP Partial Update Reg19 
 
 
 
 
Mark Worringham 
Planning Policy Manager 
Reading Borough Council 
 
Via email 
 
 
Dear Mark, 
 
SUBJECT: Reading Borough Council Local Plan Partial Update 
 

This forms the officer’s response to the Reading Borough Council’s consultation on the 
Local Plan Partial Update: Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 19) November 2024 (hereafter 
referred to as the Plan). 
 
At the outset, I wish to acknowledge the established and ongoing constructive working 
between Reading Borough Council (RBC) and Wokingham Borough Council (WBC) on 
strategic planning matters, and the wish of both parties for this to continue. 
 
Unfortunately, in the absence of a transport assessment to show the Plan is effective, 
WBC has felt it necessary to state that at this time the Duty to Cooperate has not been 
discharged and the plan is unsound.  As we have discussed, WBC wish to work proactively 
with RBC with a view to being able to confirm the Duty to Cooperate has been met and the 
broad soundness of the Plan in due course and before the Plan is submitted for 
examination. 
 
Spatial strategy and transport 
 
WBC acknowledges that meeting development needs in the context of Reading Borough 
will require the redevelopment and intensification of the town’s urban area.  The Plan 

P.O. Box 157 
Shute End, Wokingham 

Berkshire RG40 1WR 
Tel: (0118) 974 6000 
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It is noted that this exceeds the scale of housing need identified within the Reading 
Housing Needs Assessment July 2024 (735 dwellings per annum).  It is further noted that 
whilst lower than the scale of housing need calculated by the national standard method 
under the NPPF 2023 (878 dwellings per annum), the proposed requirement exceeds the 
outcome before the additional step of the urban uplift is applied (650 dwellings per 
annum).  Reading Borough Council have not defined any unmet housing need. 
 
Whilst RBC are promoting the Reading Housing Needs Assessment July 2024 as the 
appropriate assessment of housing need, it is likely that other parties will promote the use 
of the national standard method. 
 
It is important to acknowledge the advice contained within the NPPF 2023 regarding the 
standard method.  NPPF paragraph 62 states: 
 

“The standard method incorporates an uplift which applies to certain cities and 
urban centres, as set out in national planning guidance.  This uplift should be 
accommodated within those cities and urban centres themselves except where 
there are voluntary cross boundary redistribution agreements in place, or where 
it would conflict with the policies in this Framework.” 

 
Footnote 27 expands stating: 
 

“In doing so, strategic policies should promote an effective use of land and 
optimise site densities in accordance with chapter 11.  This is to ensure that 
homes are built in the right places, to prioritise brownfield and other under-
utilised urban sites, to utilise existing infrastructure, and to allow people to live 
near the services they rely on, making travel patterns more sustainable.” 

 
WBC’s reading of the above is that where a local authority is unable to meet housing need 
as calculated by the base formula, i.e. before the application of the urban uplift, 
cooperation between local authorities is expected to enable this need to be met.  There is 
however no requirement or expectation on cooperation to meet the proportion of housing 
need required by the additional urban uplift stage. 
 
For the avoidance of doubt, housing delivery in Wokingham Borough is highly dependent 
on developing greenfield land.  Exporting any proportion of housing need required by the 
urban uplift to Wokingham Borough would require further significant greenfield land to be 
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utilised.  This would be in clear conflict with the intended purpose of the urban uplift and 
national planning policy, and our view be inappropriate. 
 
Policy TR1 Achieving the transport strategy 
 
Policy TR1, alongside Policies TR5 and CC7, outline aspirations for sustainable transport 
but the Plan focuses on walking, cycling and public transport.  The NPPF includes ultra-low 
and zero emission vehicles in its definition of sustainable forms of transport.  Given that 
many trips to Reading originate beyond the borough, it is important that supporting 
infrastructure serves all forms of sustainable transport. 
 
Policy TR2 Major transport projects 
 
Policy TR2 supports the expansion of the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) network.  The policy 
references proposals for the southern (A33) and eastern (A4) corridors, identified on the 
Proposals Map.  Limited evidence has been provided to inform proposals which is an 
essential part of the Sustainability Assessment / Strategic Environmental Assessment 
process to remove, reduce or mitigate adverse effects. 
 
The adopted RBC Local Plan was supported by proposals to expand the network of Park & 
Ride sites in Wokingham Borough, serving destinations in Reading (generally retained in 
Figure 4.6).  The Inspector’s Examination Report (paragraph 77) considered these as 
necessary.  The Plan suggests these might be replaced with mobility hubs, but these 
proposals are not supported by evidence to explain what form these hubs might take, how 
many might be necessary, where they might be located or any supporting infrastructure to 
enable longer range trips to shift mode to more sustainable alternatives.  Whilst WBC are 
considering mobility hubs these are unlikely to be delivered until much later in the Plan 
period therefore RBC might need to support accelerated delivery close to the borough 
boundary. 
 
Policy TR5 Car and cycle parking and electric vehicle charging 
 
The densification of central Reading is generally supported.  Policy TR5 places a 
requirement on developments to “…provide car and cycle parking are appropriate to 
accessibility…”  Most of the proposed development locations are in high accessibility 
areas, as such WBC anticipate the car parking provision will be minimal.  With an 
increased reliance on active travel, WBC assumes that the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP) will deliver significant cycleway improvements – extending into Wokingham Borough.  
Whilst RBC has published a Local Cycle Walking Infrastructure Plan it is important that 
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investment and infrastructure delivery are mutually conducive to exploiting the potential 
for active travel, requiring some refinement of the IDP. 
 
Limited evidence1 has been provided suggesting development travel demands, with the 
exception of hotels, are forecast to be comparable with city locations.  Table 3.1-4 
suggests traffic demands are much lower than comparable land uses within 1.2km of town 
centres/stations elsewhere in England.  Given the scale of development planned, the 
forecasts in Table 3.5 and Figure 3.2-5 suggest that material changes would occur to the 
WBC network that require further examination and mitigation. 
 
If the development forecasts form part of a wider ‘Decide & Provide’ approach to manage 
travel demand, it might be practical to reduce parking provision and/or align other parts of 
the IDP for non-car infrastructure/services.  Until further evidence is provided, WBC is 
unable to support these plans.  
 
Policy OU1 New and existing community facilities 
 
WBC supports the proposed general reliance on existing mainstream education provision 
in the Plan but notes that the proposals carry a low-level risk of insufficient school places 
being achieved within Reading Borough. 
 
Most local authorities with education responsibilities are managing the effects of a falling 
birth rate on school rolls.  Conversely, new housing development will bring additional 
children (credible child yield rates for new homes are set out in the Plan).  However, this 
impact on demand may be localised, and at a borough level may not offset the roll 
reductions created by the falling birth rate.  Moreover, in the context of new communities 
can rely on existing education provision either within walking distance of their homes or 
that is accessible by sustainable modes of travel. 
 
If the borough child population were to increase (or capacity be reduced) in the period to 
2041 beyond borough school capacity, a risk of overflow to schools within Wokingham 
Borough would arise.  Currently there is some capacity in two key accessible areas (Earley 
and Woodley, but not Shinfield) but if birth numbers had risen across the west of Berkshire 
area, there would be a risk that some families from Wokingham Borough being unable to 
secure local places.  WBC therefore seeks reassurance and wishes to understand the 
measures which would be activated to ensure that availability of increased capacity, 
should these circumstances arise. 

 
1 Sustainable Connectivity and Vehicle Trip Distribution Study, Stantec, December 2024. 
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Policy OU2 Hazardous installations 
 
WBC welcomes the recognition of AWE Burghfield within Policy OU2 and the approach to 
development proposals within the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone (DEPZ).  It is noted 
however that the policy makes no reference to the other consultation zones identified by 
the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and as a result is considered unsound. 
 
WBC suggest the policy and supporting text is modified to include reference to the 
consultation zones surrounding AWE Burghfield set by ONR and proposals for 
development within all these zones being managed in the interests of public safety, 
emergency response, and national security and defence requirements.  Such a 
modification would be consistent with the emerging policies in both the Wokingham 
Borough Council Local Plan Update Proposed Submission Plan and West Berkshire District 
Council Local Plan Review, which is currently at examination. 
 
6. South Reading 
 
Figure 6.1 illustrates aspirations for the A33 to become a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route into 
Reading.  Historically this was the basis for changes to B3031 Basingstoke Road corridor 
when the A33 was opened.  If these proposals are intended to support greater levels of 
modal shift via the Mereoak Park & Ride which is situated within Wokingham Borough, 
these should be supported by transport evidence to inform effects on the wider transport 
network. 
 
Figure 6.1 also illustrates that the BRT would extend towards the A327 corridor, into the 
highway network within Wokingham Borough.  The basis for BRT proposals contrasts with 
the Superbus network depicted in Figure 4.7, again highlighting the limitations of 
supporting evidence.  Indeed, paragraphs 4.5.8 attempt to expand of BRT and Park & Ride 
sites, which might incorrectly reference Figure 4.9 (instead of 4.6), but supporting text for 
Mobility Hubs, suggests that Figure 4.9 might have been omitted. 
 
8. Caversham & Emmer Green 
 
WBC supports Paragraph 8.2.1 which states RBC will continue to work with other local 
authorities towards the provision of a crossing of the River Thames, east of Reading.  To 
realise air quality goals, RBC acknowledge this will require mitigation on the road network 
on either side of the crossing.  WBC continue to work with RBC on this Major Road Network 
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(MRN) improvement but note that if achieved it will ultimately link the M4, A329(M), A3290 
and A4155, supporting some redistribution of traffic in the wider area.  Through the 
preparation of the Wokingham Borough Council Local Plan Update Proposed Submission 
Plan, WBC note that several parts of the local highway network are likely to require 
complementary improvements into the 2030’s.  If the Thames Crossing is delivered other 
improvements will be necessary in Wokingham Borough to support these plans affecting 
the eastern (A4) corridor. 
 
Policy ER2 Whiteknights Campus, University of Reading 
 
WBC supports Policy ER2 Whiteknights Campus University of Reading.  With the 
Whiteknights Campus straddling the administrative boundary, we are pleased to note it 
broadly aligns with Policy SS9 Whiteknights Campus of the Wokingham Borough Council 
Local Plan Update Proposed Submission Plan. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal 
 
As noted under ‘Spatial strategy and transport’ above, given the limitations of the  
transport evidence, it is not possible to understand whether the impacts of the spatial 
strategy have been suitably assessed. Indeed, paragraph 3.4 of the sustainability appraisal 
acknowledges this issue.   Even with additional evidence provided by Stantec (Dec’24) it 
will be necessary to align other parts of the plan before the Plan is submitted for 
examination. 
 
Summary 
 
In summary, whilst WBC does not object to the principles and policies of the Plan, in the 
absence of more transport evidence, it is not possible to understand whether the impacts 
of the spatial strategy have been suitably assessed and therefore understood.  Moreover 
that where the affects are likely to be detrimental that appropriate mitigations can or will 
be delivered within RBC and within Wokingham Borough. 
 
WBC cannot therefore conclude that the impacts on the highway network in Wokingham 
Borough are acceptable.  As a result, WBC must conclude at this time that the Duty to 
Cooperate has not been discharged and the Plan is unsound. 
 
WBC are aware that a transport assessment is being progressed and wish to work 
proactively with RBC in reviewing this with a view to being able to confirm compliance with 
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the Duty to Cooperate and broad soundness in due course and before the Plan is 
submitted for examination. 
 
WBC would be happy to participate in examination hearing sessions should the appointed 
Planning Inspector consider this helpful. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

Ian Bellinger 

 
Ian Bellinger 
Head of Planning Policy 
Wokingham Borough Council 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Graham 
Last name: Ritchie 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: OU2 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
a) It is not positively prepared as the approach hinders the ability of the plan as a whole 
to address the areas assessed needs; 
b) It is not justified since it is not supported by proportionate evidence; 
c) It is not justified as no evidence is provided indicating that either the existing off-site 
plan cannot accommodate additional residents/people within the vicinity of AWE; 
d) It is not justified as the potential for other measures as refinements to the current 
plan which would also provide further capacity to enable it to be activated to focus on the 
locations where sheltering could be necessary as the solution. Such further measures could 
entail installation of sensors providing continual information on the weather conditions and a 
dynamic illustrative of the associated zones within which any off-site plan needs to be 
activated. Such a dynamic real time solution to identifying the activation of any off-site plan 
would reflect the clear approach in REPPIR to avoiding the worry and harm to people 
regarding the unnecessary inclusion of zones following the unlikely incident. 
e) It is also not justified as the approach does not take account of reasonable 
alternatives.  
f) It is not effective as it is not deliverable.  
g) The approach is also inconsistent with national policy in failing to comply with 
paragraph 38 of the NPPF as it is not supported by a proportionate up to date evidence 
base. 
h) It is also inconsistent with national policy as the approach to defining the zones 
around AWE does not accord with the guidance in REPPIR, especially regarding avoiding 
the inclusion of too many people within the remit of an off-site plan. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Amendments proposed to the policy are omitted, alongside a reduction in the extent of the 
DEPZ so it directly reflects the Urgent Protective Actions Zone 
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Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Graham Ritchie 
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1. POLICY OU2: HAZARDOUS INSTALLATIONS 
 

Introduction and wider context for representation to the policy 

 

1.1 In responding to the content of the draft policy, the representations cover several 

inter-related points which results in our conclusion that the approach in the plan is 

not sound.  This is because the Council has not provided any of the documentation 

that they rely upon to demonstrate the extent of the emergency planning zone 

together the capacity of the emergency plan to accommodate changes in the number 

of people around the site, especially having regard to the limited chance of an incident 

at AWE Burghfield. 

 
1.2 The matters of soundness whilst covering all four tests can be summarised as follows: 

 
a) No review of the capacity of the existing off-site plan to establish extent of 

flexibility to accommodate development,  
b) The off-site plan will have been revised to ensure it addresses the enlarged area 

arising from The Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and Public Information) 
Regulations 2019 (REPPIR Regulations) have been addressed within an updated 
version; 

c) No consideration of the relevance of the likelihood of an incident resulting in a 
release of radioactive material and also how this needs to be considered with 
the weather conditions occurring at that time; 

d) No consideration of differences in approach to definition of Urgent Protective 
Area (UPA) zones between the two facilities operated by AWE; 

e) In the context of the currently defined DEPZ, no consideration of whether the 
boundary adequate accords with the guidance on REPPIR, especially on not 
including more people than necessary; 

f) No review of different approaches for defining Detailed Emergency Planning 
Zones (DEPZ) around nuclear facilities across the UK;  

g) No consideration of the importance of ensuring existing activities can continue 
and that this may be reflected in the off-site plan; 

h) Finally, the importance of balancing AWE matters against other factors. 

 

1.3 The Council has included a blanket restriction on further development around the 

AWE facility at Burghfield. However, the approach does not indicate how the various 

factors referenced above have been considered and assessed (especially through clear 

proportionate evidence). This is essential given the reasons relied upon by the Council 
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for restricting development around AWE are not covered by footnote 7 of the NPPF, 

and consequently do not provide a limitation of growth. Furthermore, even where 

footnote 7 constraints apply, this does not prevent locations for growth being 

identified, where exceptional circumstances are demonstrated i.e. for development 

in the Green Belt, major development in Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 

(now known as National Landscapes) or within flood zones1  

 

1.4 The Local Plan’s failure to consider these matters has resulted in an unsound 

document. Each of the above factors is explored indicating that the overall approach 

of the Plan results in an unsound plan.  

 
A) No review of the capacity of the existing off-site plan to establish extent of flexibility 

to accommodate development 

 

1.5 A copy of the current off-site plan is included with these representations. It indicates 

that sheltering is the recommended measure for safeguarding residents in the unlikely 

event of an incident at AWE resulting in the release of radioactive material.   

 

1.6 No evidence is provided to demonstrate why this solution cannot apply for other 

schemes around the AWE site. This is important taking account of the comments on 

the other topics relevant to consideration of AWE matters. 

 
B) The off-site plan will have been revised to ensure it addresses the enlarged area 

arising from the REPPIR Regulations have been addressed within an updated 
version 
 

1.7 Emergency planning arrangements around the AWE facilities had (like other nuclear 

sites in the UK) were considered under The Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and 

Public Information) Regulations 2001 (REPPIR 2001). Following the earthquake off 

Japan and the subsequent tsunami which affected the operation of the Fukushima 

nuclear power plant, the regulations were refined. This is through REPPIR 2019.  

 

 

1 NPPF and associated guidance indicates that less vulnerable uses (including commercial 
development) is acceptable in flood zone 2 and 3a, where confirmed through sequential test.  



Representations to draft policy OU2 
December 2024 

   

Page | 5  

 

1.8 Under REPPIR 2019, the extent of zones within which measures might need to be 

undertaken was expanded, especially with respect to the AWE Facility at Burghfield. 

This resulted in the area within which Urgent Protective Actions had to take place 

increasing from 1.5km to 3.16km (as indicated in the Consequences Report for AWE 

Burghfield2.  

 

1.9 The increase in the Urgent Protective Actions zone resulted in the off-site emergency 

plan needing to function for the greater number of people living/working and or 

visiting the affected zone. This is summarised in the Report to West Berkshire 

Corporate Board on 4th March 2020 which noted that the revised DEPZ would now 

cover 7,154 dwellings3. This contrasts with the earlier DEPZ which contained 89 

dwellings4 To comply with the requirements associated with REPPIR, the off-site 

emergency plan has to be adequate and to provide the relevant measures for all the 

people. Based on an assumption of 2.4 persons per dwelling, the population of the 

DEPZ has increased from 214 to 17,170. This is an increase of 16,956 people. 

 
1.10 As indicated the DEPZ increased very substantially between following the reappraisal 

under REPPIR 2019. This resulted in the number of dwellings affected increasing 

eighty-fold, notwithstanding this excluded any permitted and uncompleted dwellings. 

 
1.11 Alongside the very substantial increase in the population of the DEPZ associated with 

AWE Burghfield, both this and the corresponding UPA include the Reading FC Ground 

at the Select Car Leasing Stadium (formerly known as the Madejski Stadium). The off-

site emergency plan alongside accommodating the residents within the relevant zone 

will also need ensure the safety of spectators at the Stadium.  

 
1.12 As indicated in the Planning Committee Report on the wider development adjoining 

the stadium (Reading BC ref 160199), there is and remains approval for an increase in 

its seating capacity 36,900. This is in addition to any staff or players at the stadium 

which would further increase the number of people on the site. Therefore, the 

number of people that must be accommodated by the off-site emergency plan would 

be at least 54,070. 

 

2 Copy included as an appendix 
3 Paragraph 5.10.2 of the Report to Corporate Board 
4 Paragraph 5.4.1 of the 2019 version of the off-site plan 
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C) No consideration of the relevance of the likelihood of an incident resulting in a 

release of radioactive material and also how this needs to be considered with the 
weather conditions occurring at that time 
 

1.13 The AWE Burghfield Consequences Report and the Report to West Berkshire 

Corporate Board referenced above both acknowledge that it was the need to consider 

the implications of less likely weather conditions which resulted in the increased area 

for defining the UPA (and the subsequent DEPZ which must include the whole UPA). 

Whilst under the 2001 version of REPPIR, the designation relied upon weather 

conditions which occur up to 55% of the time5 (Category D), under REPPIR 2019 it now 

takes account of less frequent conditions – those in category F. 

 

1.14 If the definition of zones had taken account of more frequently occurring weather 

conditions, the emergency planning zone would have been reduced, potentially 

reflecting that previously imposed.  

 
1.15 Alongside consideration of the frequency of the weather conditions and the 

associated impacts should there be a release of radioactive material, it is also relevant 

to acknowledge the likelihood of an incident which necessitates activation of the 

emergency plan. The National Risk Register indicates that the chance of the release of 

radioactive material from a site like AWE is 1:10,000.  This therefore informs the 

preparation of the off-site plan. 

 
1.16 For the wider area for the off-site emergency plan to be relevant (the minimum radius 

of 3.16km), the accident which activates the off-site emergency plan will also need to 

occur during the time of the year when Category F weather conditions occur. As 

indicated, this is a maximum of 12% of the time. Therefore, the chance of the 

extended DEPZ being necessary is 1:833,333 (or 1:166,667 over a 5 year period). To 

achieve the same 1:20,000 chance necessary requires consideration of a 40 year 

period). Consequently, there is a very limited chance of any off-site emergency plan 

needing to be activated where dose levels necessitate sheltering.  

 

 

5 Category D conditions as indicated in paragraph f of the response to Question 1 in part 3 of the AWE 
Burghfield Consequences Report 
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1.17 The former extent of the zone at 1.5km was sufficient to ensure that if sheltering was 

necessary after the release of radioactive material. This can be relied upon as 

providing a better consideration of the risk to public health, and the adequacy of any 

off-site plan. 

 
1.18 In the expansion of the UPA to encapsulate less frequent Category F weather, these 

can only occur on a still winters night, given the methodology for its definition. This is 

shown in Table 1. 

 
Table 1: Meteorological conditions that define the Pasquill stability classes 

Surface windspeed  Daytime incoming solar 
radiation6 

Nighttime cloud cover7 

m/s  mi/h  Strong  Moderate  Slight  > 50%  < 50% 
< 2  < 5 A A – B B E F 
2 – 3 5 – 7  A – B B C E F 
3 – 5  7 – 11  B B – C C D E 
5 – 6  11 – 13 C C – D D D D 
> 6  > 13 C D D D D 

Note: Class D applies to heavily overcast skies, at any windspeed day or night 
Incoming solar radiation is based on the following: strong (> 700 W m−2), moderate 
(350-700 W m−2), slight (< 350 W m−2). 
 

1.19 A still winters night is necessary for Category F weather conditions due to the 

minimum radiation of heat together with low wind speeds and minimal cloud cover.  

 

1.20 The wind direction rose for RAF Benson (below) indicates the limited timeframe 

during which low windspeeds occur, albeit this relates to the whole year and therefore 

does not depart from the information on the limited chance of the weather conditions 

for extended spread of the radioactive plume covering the whole of the UPA.  

 

 

6 Strong insolation corresponds to sunny midday in midsummer in England; slight insolation to similar 
conditions in midwinter 
7 Night refers to the period from 1 hour before sunset to 1 hour after sunrise. On the date of the winter 
solstice (21st December 2024) at AWE Burghfield, sunrise is at 08:07 with sunset at 15:57. Therefore, 
nighttime at AWE Burghfield on 21st December 2024 ends at 09:07 and re-starts at 14:57. 
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Wind rose for RAF Benson 
 

1.21 Whilst recognising that coinciding of weather conditions with any release of nuclear 

material may be pertinent to the consideration of the UPA, the difference in chance is 

also a matter for consideration through plan making, especially as the Report to the 

Corporate Board was clear, no change has occurred for the activities undertaken at 

AWE Burghfield or the chance of an incident. Therefore, the need to activate the off-

site plan for locations at the edge of the UPA is minimal.  

 
D) No consideration of differences in approach to definition of Urgent Protective Area 

(UPA) zones between the two facilities operated by AWE 
 

1.22 The Consequences Reports prepared for the AWE facilities at Aldermaston and 

Burghfield both detail the approach to identifying where the advocated measure to 

achieve the 3mSv reduction on dose should radioactive material be released should 

occur. In both instances, the advocated measure is to shelter, and this therefore 

informs the definition of the Urgent protective Actions (UPA) zone. Whilst no 

comments are made upon this, it is noted that for both sites, there is an assumption 

that there will be a warning given through landlines following the release of material 

following an incident.  
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1.23 The Consequences Report for Aldermaston identifies the distance where sheltering 

achieves the 3mSv reduction in dose. This is at 1,540m as indicated in paragraph a of 

the answer to question 2 in part 2. 

 
1.24 However, paragraph f of the answer to this question acknowledges that under 

Category F weather conditions, the plume will pass the UPA limit of 1,540m in around 

13 minutes, which is less than the 15 minutes envisaged in the off-site plan to initiate 

the measures including activation of the landline calls to nearby residents. It is noted 

that the Lidl supermarket at Tadley relies upon the receipt of the call to activate their 

emergency measures, although based upon the Category F windspeed of 2m2, the 

plume will travel the 600m from Aldermaston site boundary to the store in 5 minutes.  

 
1.25 Therefore, although the off-site plan for both AWE sites’ envisages sheltering, it is 

clear that this is not feasible around Aldermaston given the minimal time in order for 

this to occur due to the proximity of residents.  

 
1.26 The Consequences Report for Burghfield notes that the 3mSV saving associated with 

sheltering occurs at 3,160m (paragraph b of answer to question 2 in part 2). In contrast 

to Aldermaston, the Consequences Report allows a 15 minute window following the 

release of material to enable initiation of the off-site plan and the activation of the 

phone messaging service. Thereafter, there is up to 10 minutes for people to shelter.  

 
1.27 The Category F windspeed of 2m2 means that the plume will have travelled up to 

1,800m within the 15 minute window for initiation of the off-site plan. Therefore, only 

people between 1,800m and 3,160m from AWE Burghfield would have the 

opportunity to shelter, although the time available for this is dependent upon distance 

from the site. Nevertheless, the Consequences Report does indicate that there is 

scope for sheltering as an action. 

 
1.28 The AWE Burghfield Consequences Report concludes that at 3,160m, sheltering is the 

effective measure for reduce the received dose by at least 3mSV, should there be an 

unlikely release of radioactive material from the site. Beyond this distance, sheltering 

still provides a reduction in dose, although the benefits of this within the wider off-

site plan must be considered in the context of the REPPIR 2019 guidance. 
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1.29 Consequently, a sites like those controlled by our clients at Spencers Wood, these are 

beyond the zone where sheltering is necessary to achieve the 3mSv reduction in dose, 

should the unlikely incident occur. Furthermore, the site is within the area where 

there is ample time to shelter should this actually be necessary, given the warning 

period exceeds the 10 minutes minimum which led to the definition of the UPA. 

 
E) In the context of the currently defined DEPZ, no consideration of whether the 

boundary adequate accords with the guidance on REPPIR, especially on not 
including more people than necessary 
 

1.30 The Report to West Berkshire’s Corporate Board references the guidance in 

determining the boundary of the DEPZ, recognising that it must include all the land in 

the UPA. The REPPIR guidance on the DEPZ is detailed in Regulation 8 and referred to 

in section 5.6 of the Corporate Board Report.  

 

1.31 Whilst the Corporate Board Reports contents are noted, especially with respect to 

consideration of the use of features to define the extent of the area and the need to 

avoid the bisection (where practicable) of existing communities, our view is that their 

approach has not considered the practical implementation issues, especially the 

impact of seeking to implement protective actions across too wide an area. 

 
1.32 The Guidance associated with the implementation of REPPIR8 clarifies these points in 

paragraphs 237 and 238. These states: 

 

The zone will be determined by the local authority based on their 
knowledge of the local area and understanding of emergency 
planning in that area. The zone should be suitable and sufficient to 
meet the requirements of the Regulations. The determination of the 
zone should consider properties which may fall beyond a natural 
boundary where it would be necessary to enter the detailed 
emergency planning zone to evacuate. Where a detailed emergency 
planning zone has a marine component, the most effective option to 
determine the boundary in this area would be to use a semi-circle of 
defined centre co-ordinate and radius. The boundary could also be 
determined using a rectangle with defined corner co-ordinates or a 
fixed integer distance from the coast bounded by two latitudinal co-
ordinates.  
 

 

8 Approved Code of Practice and Guidance from the HSE of REPPIR 2019 
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An adequate response should meet the requirements in the 
Regulations to mitigate a radiation emergency and have the 
capability available to ensure this happens without unnecessary 
delay. Although undertaking protective action can reduce the dose 
received, this needs to be balanced against the stress caused to 
affected people and the potential harm to them that could result 
from this action. The size of the detailed emergency planning zone 
and the protective action planned in it should not put people at risk 
of harm from unnecessary action. An excessively large area could 
also divert important resource from affected areas which require the 
most attention. If it is considered by the operator that the local 
authority has increased the detailed emergency planning zone 
excessively so that the increase is detrimental to the effectiveness of 
the off-site plan, this should be discussed with the local authority 
and the regulator. (my emphasis) 

 
1.33 Although West Berkshire as the body that sets the DEPZ around the AWE facilities has 

referenced the guidance in REPPIR regarding the definition of the wider zone, we do 

not consider that it fully accords with the national guidance.  

 

1.34 The response above in referencing the consented use of the Reading FC football 

stadium (up to 36,900 attendees) with further people on the pitch and in support 

functions (security, catering, etc), in addition those living around the site as reference 

in the Report to West Berkshire Corporate Board.  

 
1.35 The above assessment excludes others who would be located in the UPA, which 

depending upon the time of day could include visitors to the retail park adjoining the 

stadium (also within the UPA) together with users of other sites like the motorway 

service station at Reading. All other these would need to be accommodated within 

the measures (including sheltering) as detailed in the off-site plan.  

 
1.36 The REPPIR guidance is clear that any expansion of the DEPZ beyond the minimum 

UPA must take account of the potential harm and stress for the affected people 

alongside the burden on emergency services that this imposes. Whilst the blue light 

services may be able to accommodate this, had the DEPZ been focused solely on the 

UPA, this additional pressure on blue light services together with harm and stress to 

the affected residents would be avoided. 

 
1.37 The uplift from residents and Reading FC spectators within the UPA is significant and 

will put undue pressure on emergency services and the health of residents. This is due 
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to the inclusion of the whole of the settlements of Three Mile Cross, Spencers Wood 

and Burghfield Common within the zone, whereas only the eastern part of Burghfield 

Common and the western part of Three Mile Cross are in the UPA.  

 
1.38 Omitting the parts of Reading north of Green Park (in the vicinity of the household 

refuse centre) from the area within which the off-site plan needs to operate, and 

therefore by a constraint for potential development both reduces the pressure on 

blue light services and also means that residents in the areas are not subject to 

unnecessary harm or stress. 

 
F) No review of different approaches for defining Detailed Emergency Planning Zones 

(DEPZ) around nuclear facilities across the UK 
 

1.39 The note detailed note on AWE matters accompanying this statement highlights the 

approaches of other authorities to defining a DEPZ around nuclear sites, including 

where these extend across urban area. This is illustrated by the maps indicating the 

tight focus for DEPZ boundaries of the relevant defined radius for the facility. This is 

especially noticeable for those around Portsmouth, Southampton and Plymouth 

(Devonport) which minimise the built-up areas (especially residential) of the cities and 

their nearby settlements (Gosport and Hythe) within the respective DEPZ. This is 

shown below. 

 

 

DEPZ for Portsmouth Naval Base 
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DEPZ for Southampton submarine mooring point 

  

 

DEPZ for Devonport, Plymouth 

 

1.40 The approaches of other authorities is clear that existing communities can be sub-

divided by a DEPZ, especially where this limits stress and harm on residents 
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immediately outside of the UPA. For this reason, the other locations have tightly 

defined DEPZ. The same should occur for AWE Burghfield. 

 

G) No consideration of the importance of ensuring existing activities can continue and 
that this may be reflected in the off-site plan 
 

1.41 The NPPF (paragraph 200) indicates that existing business should not have 

unreasonable restrictions placed upon them, as a result of development permitted 

after they were established. The same applies with respect to the expansion of the 

DEPZ and its impacts upon limiting the various activities undertaken in the area. Whilst 

the Draft Local Plan references to need for AWE to continue its operations, given its 

role in national defence, this principle also applies to other uses.  

 

1.42 Through this representation, we reference the committed scheme to enable 36,900 

spectators at Reading FC’s Stadium. This is a use and activity to which NPPF paragraph 

200 applies, as it does to the operation of AWE Burghfield. Given the approach must 

enable Reading FC to continue operating normally, there is no reason why this 

flexibility cannot allow other development to proceed.  

 
H) Importance of balancing AWE matters against other factors. 

 
1.43 Alongside the DEPZ, it is essential for the purposes of soundness testing, that 

Wokingham borough demonstrates how it has considered the various matters 

detailed above, alongside the wider need to support growth in the borough. No 

information on this is provided in the plan or supporting documentation.  

 

1.44 The need to robustly review the implications of a constraint and the extent that 

measures can be included to resolve is an essential aspect for Local Plan preparation 

to ensure it is justified and supported by a proportionate up to date evidence base (as 

required by NPPF paragraph 31). 

 
1.45 In this context, we reference the consideration of schemes around Gatwick airport, as 

this is a vital facility for UK aviation. The influence of Gatwick airport for the strategy 

prepared by Crawley Borough has been explored through the examination of their 
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Local Plan. The Inspector’s Report for this was released on 6th September 20249 and 

this includes references to the safeguard area for potential expansion of the airport, 

especially for the delivery of a wide spaced second runway10.  

 
1.46 Whilst the safeguarding of the land that might be required for a wide spaced second 

runway was acknowledged, this did not prevent (as noted in paragraphs 72 and 76) 

from the Crawley Borough’s review of the safeguarding zones to ensure all the areas 

defined were necessary and that there were opportunities to refine the area, 

especially given the very significant needs within that authority. 

 
1.47 The same principle applies when considering the approach to the DEPZ, and that 

scope for adjustments or flexibility to accommodate growth must be considered. As 

indicated, this is not something which the Council has demonstrated that it has 

undertaken. 

 
1.48 Through the determination of planning appeals for residential development, schemes 

have been allowed given the consideration of health matters alongside wider factors 

including supporting economic growth, especially from the provision of additional 

homes. This is confirmed through appeal decisions such as those at Boundary Hall, 

Aldermaston Road, Tadley11 and on land west of Kingfisher Grove, Three Mile Cross12. 

Both these sites are within the respective UPA associated with AWE Aldermaston and 

Burghfield respectively.  

 
1.49 The Boundary Hall appeal decision followed the recovery by the Secretary of State of 

the decision in the application for the erection of 115 dwellings and 945 square metres 

of B1 commercial space. In paragraph 4 of the Secretary of State’s decision letter, it 

notes that residents on the site would receive a dose of 30mSV in the event of an 

incident at AWE Aldermaston.   

 
1.50 The wider implications for public health were considered in paragraphs 12 to 15 of the 

decision. These state: 

 

9 Copy included as an appendix 
10 As indicated in paragraphs 11, 15, 34-36 and 50-94). 
11 Appeal allowed on 16th June 2011 (LPA ref BDB/67609 and PINS ref APP/H1705/V/10/2124548). 
Copy of decision included as appendix. 
12 Appeal allowed on 31st January 2023 (LPA ref 201002 and PINS ref APP/X0360/W/22/3304042). 
Copy of decision included as appendix. 
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12. With regard to the risk of a nuclear accident (IR271-284 and 348-
349), while observing that there is no historical evidence of any 
previous incidents at the AWE site involving the release of material 
to the open environment, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector that it is essential to consider the possibility of future 
incidents (IR272). He also agrees with the Inspector (IR276-281 and 
284) that, although the REPPIR approach towards 'reasonably 
foreseeable' events does not give a clear definition of the likelihood 
of an event occurring, it has the benefit of being the tried and tested 
statutory approach which is applied to the entire nuclear industry. 
Taking all this into account, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector at IR283 that the best description of the risk that an event 
at AWE would impinge on those living and working outside the site 
would be 'extremely remote', while acknowledging that some 
weight should be given to the potential for a “reasonably 
foreseeable” emergency at AWE.  
 
13. For the reasons given at IR285-298, the Secretary of State agrees 
with the Inspector’s conclusion (IR299 and 350) that the potential for 
a person to receive a 30mSv dose is an important material 
consideration (IR299). He also agrees with the Inspector that the fact 
that the HSE did not object to other housing developments in the 
area, most notably Kestrel Mead which is located slightly closer to 
the AWE, adds very little to the applicant's argument in this case 
(IR297). The Secretary of State further agrees with the Inspector 
(IR300-313 and 351) that the Off Site Plan is designed to be flexible 
and extendable and that, while it is possible that the implementation 
of the application scheme would necessitate changes to the Plan, the 
evidence does not lead to the conclusion that the Plan would fail 
(IR351). In coming to this conclusion, the Secretary of State has noted 
in particular (IR311) that West Berkshire Council (who chair the Off 
Site Plan Working Group) consider that the Plan could be adapted to 
allow for the proposed development.  
 
14. The Secretary of State also agrees with the Inspector (IR322-344 
and 352) with regard to population density criteria. He agrees that 
the demographic criteria in national policy are specifically intended 
to be used only for guidance, and that a breach in the policy and the 
semi-urban criterion should not, in itself, be a reason to refuse 
planning permission. However, he agrees with the Inspector that the 
semi-urban criterion is already breached in this location, and that the 
breach would be worsened by the proposal (IR341).  
 
15. In conclusion on health matters (IR348-353), the Secretary of 
State agrees with the Inspector that each application must be 
treated on its own merits (IR347), that the risk of a nuclear accident 
at AWE occurring at all is very low and that there is no clear definition 
of the likelihood of an off-site event occurring (IR349). He accepts 
(IR350) that if such an event were to occur, the potential that those 
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on the application site could receive a materially harmful dose of the 
order of 30mSv is an important consideration, but he agrees with the 
Inspector (IR352) that the evidence does not lead to the conclusion 
that the Off Site Plan would fail. Therefore, although the Inspector 
goes on to conclude (IR353) that the HSE’s “Advise Against” position 
is justified, the Secretary of State considers that, whilst it is the 
specific role of the HSE to advise Ministers - including emphasising 
the potential implications of an event occurring at AWE - it is his role 
to weigh that advice in the planning balance against the allocation of 
the site for housing in the LP and other material considerations.  

 
1.51 Nevertheless, as indicated in the conclusions in paragraphs 22 and 23, the scheme was 

allowed. These paragraphs confirm: 

 

Against these benefits, the Secretary of State agrees with the 
Inspector (IR398) that the sole objection relates to the potential 
effect on human health of a materially harmful radiation dose. 
However, while he does not seek to minimise the potential impact 
of any individual dose, the Secretary of State considers that this 
should be placed in the context of the probability of such a dose 
arising which, while unquantified, has been described as 'extremely 
remote' (see paragraph 13 above). Added to this, he has taken 
account of the fact that there is no evidence that the Off Site Plan for 
dealing with such emergencies would fail; and he is satisfied that the 
intensification of population density is not, in itself, a reason to 
refuse planning permission.  
 
The Secretary of State considers that these factors temper the 
weight to be attached to the risk of a materially harmful radiation 
dose relative to the benefits of the proposed scheme. No activity can 
ever be regarded as being risk free, each case has to be considered 
on its own merits, and the Secretary of State concludes that the 
potential benefits of this scheme, coupled with the fact that is 
generally in accordance with the development plan, outweigh the 
real, but very small, risks attached.  

 

1.52 As indicated above, no evidence regarding the flexibility to accommodate growth and 

the consequential capacity of the off-site plan has been provided. Furthermore, unlike 

the dose of 30mSV that residents might receive if the unlikely incident occurred, for 

sites beyond the edge of the UPA, it is significantly less. 

 

1.53 The appeal decision for land west of Kingfisher Grove related to a scheme for up to 49 

dwellings. This was considered through an appeal following the refusal of the 

application by Wokingham Borough Council. The relationship and relevance of the 
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Kingfisher Grove site to AWE Burghfield is detailed in paragraphs 8 to 21. Of particular 

relevance to these representations are paragraphs 10 – 20. These indicate: 

 
10. The AWE Burghfield site has a role in maintaining national 
security that includes manufacture and disposal services. Despite the 
small risk of any accident occurring, emergency planning must be in 
place. One of the risks is a serious event in which radioactive material 
could be released into the atmosphere and which would most likely 
take the form of a plume that would be carried along the atmosphere 
according to wind direction, eventually dispersing. The type of 
activity taking place at AWE Burghfield means that any release of 
material would not be sustained, and thus any event would likely 
happen over hours or a small number of days.  
 
11. Were an incident to occur, the most likely composition of a plume 
would be plutonium particulates. The type of activity carried out at 
the AWE Burghfield site together with the distance of the appeal site 
from the former means that although there are additional risks of 
different material release or various possible types of exposure, the 
greatest risk would be from inhalation. For example, larger 
particulates would be likely to drop from the atmosphere after being 
carried and settle on the ground before the plume were to pass over 
a 2.8km radius from the site.  
 
12. The Council and the appellant agree that such a risk, or the risk 
of an incident occurring, is very small. The appellant carried out an 
exercise that considered potential risk factors of previously 
calculated event frequencies and the AWE Burghfield on-site fault 
sequences that could trigger an event, concluding that such an event 
could occur on a 1 in 10,000-year basis. The consideration of 
additional factors such as meteorological and wind conditions and 
adherence to the REPPIR plan reduces the risk of a person on the 
appeal site being harmed by such an incident to a single event in 
many more thousands or millions of years.  
 
13. The REPPIR plan recommends sheltering within buildings during 
an event as the primary method of protection to human health. The 
barrier of a building (with closed doors and windows) would afford 
the greatest and most immediate and accessible type of protection 
in the event of the type described above. The REPPIR plan also sets 
out measures for potential evacuation either during or after the 
event, but it is unlikely that this would be required for the appeal site 
should the shelter-in-place recommendation be followed. The same 
low risk factors mean that the requirement to shelter would be over 
a short period of no more than two days.  
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14. The consideration of risk was relevant to the Secretary of State’s 
agreement to allow 115 dwellings at Boundary Hall close to the AWE 
Aldermaston site, which performs similar work to that of AWE 
Burghfield and is also covered by the REPPIR plan. The minimum 
distance between Boundary Hall and AWE Aldermaston was agreed 
to be 740 metres. He concluded in that case that the “extremely 
remote possibility” of an incident did not outweigh the other factors 
that led to him allowing the application.  
 
15. The Council’s duties under the REPPIR plan include the protection 
of the public and the organisation of emergency services. Its 
concerns are predominantly based on the ability of the plan to be 
carried out should the appeal development occur. Although only 49 
properties and around 117 people, this would add to the number 
already within the DEPZ and UPA. The surroundings of the AWE site 
are predominantly rural, but other parts of the area have also been 
developed, and these include Burghfield Common, a larger 
residential settlement than Three Mile Cross, and Green Park, a 
mixed-use business area. These are to the west/southwest and 
north/northeast, respectively, of the AWE site. Although low in risk, 
I acknowledge that an incident would have a high impact as set out 
in the Crest Nicholson judgement.  
 
16. The unidirectional nature of wind means that if a plume was to 
occur then it would disperse in a singular direction. This would be 
dependent on specific weather conditions and wind speeds, which 
are factors that inform the low risk of a plume passing over the 
appeal site. The REPPIR plan sectorises the DEPZ radially from the 
AWE site. The plan seeks to prioritise assistance within the sectors 
over which the plume would pass. Although I heard at the Inquiry 
that blue light and other relevant services would be working at 
capacity should an event occur, these are planned to address all 
areas within the DEPZ. The settlements elsewhere within the area 
that are larger than those in the appeal site sector (or a sector area 
comprising the sector and its neighbouring sectors) are in different 
directions. Given that the plan has the capacity to cover an incident 
in those sector areas, and that service resources would be 
predominantly focused on only one sector area, I consider that the 
addition of the proposed dwellings on the appeal site would not 
compromise the delivery of the plan.  
 
17. Other implications for the safety of appeal site residents were 
presented to the Inquiry, including responses from WBDC and other 
agencies. In particular, the safety of home care workers entering the 
DEPZ during an incident was in issue, and it was mentioned that the 
potential for affordable housing to accommodate those with home 
care meant that this could occur. The Council would not send staff 
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into the DEPZ in an emergency without being confident that staff 
would not be at risk.  
 
18. Based on the appellant’s modelling, were an incident to occur, a 
person at the appeal site who was not sheltering might be exposed 
to a radiation dose of 1.5 milliSieverts (mSv). Advice from the Health 
and Safety Executive categorises the risk impact of such a dose to 
“minor”9. By comparison, WBDC’s public advice10 provides example 
levels of 0.02 mSv from a single chest X-ray, 1 mSv as the average 
annual dose in the UK from naturally occurring radon in homes and 
2 mSv as the average total annual dose in the UK from natural 
radiation sources, 8 mSv as the average annual dose from all sources 
of radiation in Cornwall, and 500 mSv as the threshold for nausea 
and reduction in white blood cells. 20 mSv is listed as the annual legal 
worker dose limit. 
 
19. The effective dose received by anyone within the zone within the 
conditions set out previously would therefore be low, and lessened 
if REPPIR advice is followed. Although fear of contamination may 
prevent workers from entering the DEPZ, this could be 
disproportionate to the actual risk. Even in the event of plume 
particles settling on the ground in the appeal site, the risk from a 
dose following an incident would be lower than those occurring from 
the alternative sources set out above.  
 
20. Should the REPPIR shelter-in-place advice be followed by those 
in the DEPZ, road traffic levels are unlikely to be greater than normal 
and the ability of services to access the zone would not be adversely 
affected. The possibility of self-evacuation by those within the zone 
was also raised as a potential safety issue, but this is addressed 
within the REPPIR plan and discouraged through the dissemination 
of public information. Other safety barriers such as being elsewhere 
on the appeal site away from shelter, travelling into the DEPZ, or not 
having access to a telephone landline (in the event of a safety 
announcement) are partly covered within the REPPIR plan. 
Alternatively, they are situations in which sufficient time would be 
available between the incident occurring and the plume passing over 
the site for people to become aware of the situation and gain access 
to shelter or other safety. 

 
1.54 The Kingfisher Grove Inspector in paragraph 22 concluded that the scheme would not 

impact upon the ability of blue light services to carry out their duties, in the unlikely 

chance of an incident. The Inspector also concluded that the scheme would not affect 

the continued operation of AWE. 
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1.55 As also referenced, commercial development, particularly the erection of a Lidl 

supermarket at Tadley (600m from the site boundary) has been approved. This is a 

further indication that development is and can still be permitted, within the UPA and 

there is no reason why the restrictions advanced by the Council through the suggested 

revisions to policy OU2 are necessary. 

 

Conclusions 

 

1.56 Therefore, the above indicates that there has and continues to be scope to 

accommodate additional development within the area surround AWE facilities at 

Aldermaston and Burghfield.  

 

1.57 Should a future revision of the Consequences Reports for either AWE facility result in 

changes to the area within which measures must be taken following an incident, under 

Regulation 11 of REPPIR 2019, West Berkshire as the lead local authority must ensure 

the adequacy of the off-site plan. It is therefore not the role of the Local Plan to pre-

empt this by arbitrarily restricting development around AWE, especially as this would 

conflict with the operation of the existing business (other than AWE) as obligated by 

NPPF paragraph 200).  

 
1.58 The representation demonstrates why the approach to the expansion of the DEPZ 

beyond the immediate area of the UPA is inconsistent with the advice in the REPPIR 

guidance, particularly as it results in the off-site plan being obligated to address the 

needs of at least more people than would otherwise be necessary. Through its 

inclusion of the whole of Three Mile Cross, Burghfield Common and Spencers Wood 

together with the land north of Green Park (in the vicinity of the household refuse 

centre).  

 
1.59 A reduction in the extent of the DEPZ so it is solely focused on the UPA would remove 

the pressure and concerns arising from other residents living at the same distance 

from AWE Burghfield as within the wider extent now defined. This can therefore result 

in the omission of the land north of Green Park (in the vicinity of the household refuse 

centre) from the defined zone (land south of Island Road), and thereby opening up 

opportunities for development.  
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1.60 As shown by the review detailed above, Reading Borough Council has not provided 

any evidence demonstrating that there is no capacity within the existing off-site plan 

to accommodate additional development, especially as proposals have been 

approved where this has been accepted i.e. Lidl in Tadley and the SSE Compound. The 

need to undertake such a review is essential in plan making as illustrated by the 

approach of Crawley Borough in the context of Gatwick airport. A reduction in the 

extent of the DEPZ so that it is solely focused on the UPA would also enable the release 

of capacity. 

 
Consideration of legal and soundness tests of policy OU2 
 

1.61 The policy is not sound for the following reasons: 

 
a) It is not positively prepared as the approach hinders the ability of the plan as a 

whole to address the areas assessed needs; 
 
b) It is not justified since it is not supported by proportionate evidence; 

 
c) It is not justified as no evidence is provided indicating that either the existing off-

site plan cannot accommodate additional residents/people within the vicinity of 
AWE; 

 
d) It is not justified as the potential for other measures as refinements to the 

current plan which would also provide further capacity to enable it to be 
activated to focus on the locations where sheltering could be necessary as the 
solution. Such further measures could entail installation of sensors providing 
continual information on the weather conditions and a dynamic illustrative of the 
associated zones within which any off-site plan needs to be activated. Such a 
dynamic real time solution to identifying the activation of any off-site plan would 
reflect the clear approach in REPPIR to avoiding the worry and harm to people 
regarding the unnecessary inclusion of zones following the unlikely incident. 

 
e) It is also not justified as the approach does not take account of reasonable 

alternatives.  
 

f) It is not effective as it is not deliverable.  
 
g) The approach is also inconsistent with national policy in failing to comply with 

paragraph 38 of the NPPF as it is not supported by a proportionate up to date 
evidence base. 
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h) It is also inconsistent with national policy as the approach to defining the zones 
around AWE does not accord with the guidance in REPPIR, especially regarding 
avoiding the inclusion of too many people within the remit of an off-site plan. 

 
1.62 To address these matters of soundness, significant revisions to the policy are essential.  

 

Suggested Changes to Make Draft Policy OU2 Sound 
 

1.63 That the proposed changes to draft Policy OU2 are omitted from the plan.   

 

1.64 Furthermore that the geographic extent of the zone to which the Council will have 

regard to the capacity of the off-site plan does not extend beyond the boundary of 

the UPA as set in the AWE Consequences Report. Furthermore, a two tiered approach 

should be included where scope for development is considered within the UPA 

beyond the area where the boundary would be set under typical weather conditions 

(Category D i.e at 1.5km), 

 
1.65 These changes are essential in order to ensure that the policy is sound and complies 

with the legal tests.  

 
1.66 For the reasons detailed, our refined approach better reflects the need to consider 

development around the AWE whilst ensuring that any activation of the off-site plan 

focuses its resources on the locations would receive the relevant dose.  

 
 

********** 
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Abbreviations used in this report 

DCO    Development Consent Order 
DPA    Dwellings per annum 
DtC     Duty to Cooperate 
EGA    Economic Growth Assessment 
ELAA    Employment Land Availability Assessment 
FEMA    Functional Economic Market Area 
HWNL    High Weald National Landscape1 
GAL    Gatwick Airport Limited 
GAMP    Gatwick Airport Master Plan 
GTAA    Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation Assessment 
IDS     Infrastructure Delivery Schedule 
IP     Infrastructure Plan  
LDS    Local Development Scheme 
LEP    Local Enterprise Partnership 
LPAB    Local Plan Airport Boundary 
LPCVA   Local Plan & CIL Viability Assessment  
MM     Main Modification 
MPPA    Million Passengers Per Annum 
MSA    Market Signals Assessment 
MSCPs   Multi-Storey Car Parks 
NPPF    National Planning Policy Framework 
NRP    Northern Runway Project 
OEMP    Operational Efficiency Master Plan 
PD     Permitted Development 
PPG    Planning Practice Guidance 
PPTS    Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
NWS    Northern West Sussex2 
NWSEGA   Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment 
NWSHMA   Northern West Sussex Housing Market Assessment  
RBBC    Reigate & Banstead Borough Council  
SA     Sustainability Appraisal 
SAC    Special Area of Conservation  
SEA    Strategic Environmental Assessment  
SHLAA   Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
SNWRZ   Sussex North Water Resource Zone 
SPA    Special Protection Area 
SPD    Supplementary Planning Document 
SoCG    Statement of Common Ground  
WSCC   West Sussex County Council   

 
1 On 22 November 2023 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) were re-termed 
“National Landscapes”. 
2 We use this term as an umbrella for the authority areas of Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex 
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Non-Technical Summary 

This report concludes that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 provides an 
appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough, provided that a number of main 
modifications (MMs) are made to it. Crawley Borough Council has specifically 
requested that we recommend any MMs necessary to enable the Plan to be 
adopted. 
 
Following the hearings, the Council prepared schedules of the proposed 
modifications and, where necessary, carried out sustainability appraisal and habitats 
regulations assessment of them. The MMs were subject to public consultation over a 
six-week period. In some cases, we have amended their detailed wording and/or 
added consequential modifications where necessary. We have recommended their 
inclusion in the Plan after considering the sustainability appraisal and habitats 
regulations assessment and all the representations made in response to consultation 
on them. 
 
The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows: 
 

• Clarification of the plan period (in effect extending it by one year) with 
associated amendments to the housing and employment land requirements 
and a revised stepped housing trajectory;  

• Various amendments to the policy for the Gatwick Green strategic 
employment site to more positively provide for employment needs over the 
plan period and to ensure a comprehensive and coordinated development 
that complements any planned expansion at the adjacent Gatwick Airport; 

• Clarifications on the type and scale of development to be supported within the 
area safeguarded for Gatwick Airport; 

• Various amendments to improve the clarity and justification of planning 
obligations sought in relation to affordable housing and employment skills; 
and 

• A number of other modifications to ensure that the plan is positively prepared, 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy. 
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Introduction 

1. This report contains our assessment of the Crawley Borough Local Plan in 

terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 

amended). It considers first whether the Plan’s preparation has complied with 

the duty to co-operate. It then considers whether the Plan is compliant with the 

legal requirements and whether it is sound. The National Planning Policy 

Framework 20213 (paragraph 35) (NPPF) makes it clear that in order to be 

sound, a Local Plan should be positively prepared, justified, effective and 

consistent with national policy.  

2. The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local planning 

authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan. The Crawley 

Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, submitted in July 2023 is the basis for our 

examination. It is the same document as was published for further consultation 

in May 2023 following previous consultations under Regulation 19 in January 

2020 and January 2021.  

Main Modifications 

3. In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested that 

we should recommend any main modifications (MMs) necessary to rectify 

matters that make the Plan unsound and thus incapable of being adopted. Our 

report explains why the recommended MMs are necessary. The MMs are 

referenced in bold in the report in the form MM1, MM2 etc, and are set out in full 

in the Appendix. 

4. Following the examination hearings, the Council prepared a schedule of 

proposed MMs and, where necessary, carried out sustainability appraisal and 

habitats regulations assessment of them. The MM schedule was subject to 

consultation for six weeks. We have taken account of the consultation 

responses in coming to our conclusions in this report. We have made some 

amendments to the detailed wording of the main modifications and added 

consequential modifications where these are necessary for consistency or 

clarity. None of the amendments significantly alters the content of the 

modifications as published for consultation or undermines the participatory 

processes and sustainability appraisal/habitats regulations assessment that has 

been undertaken. Where necessary we have highlighted these amendments in 

the report. 

 
3 An updated version of the NPPF was published on 19 December 2023. Paragraph 230 of the 2023 
NPPF is clear that plans submitted prior to 19 March 2024, should be examined against the 2021 
NPPF, which was extant at the time of plan submission.  
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Policies Map 

5. The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates 

geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan. 

When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to provide 

a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies map 

that would result from the proposals in the submitted local plan. In this case, the 

submission policies map comprises the set of plans identified as the Crawley 

Local Plan Map as set out in document CBLP/M/01. 

6. The policies map is not defined in statute as a development plan document and 

so we do not have the power to recommend main modifications to it. However, 

there are some instances where the geographic illustration of policies on the 

submission policies map is not justified and changes to the policies map are 

needed to ensure that the relevant policies are effective. 

7. These further changes to the policies map were published for consultation 

alongside the MMs [Crawley Local Plan Map Modifications Consultation Version 

– February 2024 – document MC/CBLP/M/01] 

8. When the Plan is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give effect 

to the Plan’s policies, the Council will need to update the adopted policies map 

to include all the changes proposed in the Crawley Local Plan Map [CBLP/M/01] 

and Crawley Local Plan Map Modifications Consultation Version – February 

2024 published alongside the MMs. 

Context of the Plan 

9. The Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 would supersede the Crawley 

Local Plan 2015 in full. The submitted plan is an amalgam of new policies and 

those updated, where necessary, from the 2015 Local Plan. The Plan set outs 

strategic policies for the Borough for the next 15 years, including a positive 

framework to support and deliver a revitalised town centre.  

10. The Plan area is geographically small comprising the main built-up area of 

Crawley, Gatwick Airport and remaining open land between the town and the 

Airport. Crawley was designated a new town in 1947 and expanded on planned 

residential neighbourhoods each with their own facilities. The principal 

employment estate is at Manor Royal, which is a major employment hub of sub-

regional significance. Ongoing development at Forge Wood represents a major 

new community for housing within the Borough during the Plan period. 

Elsewhere housing development at the edge of Crawley is occurring within 

either Horsham or Mid Sussex Districts, reflecting that land supply within the 

administrative boundary of the Borough is highly constrained.  



Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, Inspectors’ Report September 2024 
 

7 
 

11. Gatwick Airport exerts a strong influence over the Borough both as a major 

employer (directly and indirectly) and in terms of transport networks including 

bus services, rail and the M23. Land to south of the existing airport has been 

safeguarded for approximately the last twenty years to enable the option of a 

second wide-spaced runway at Gatwick Airport, if required.  

12. To the south of the Borough is the High Weald National Landscape (HWNL). 

This verdant setting is complemented by extensive green infrastructure 

throughout the town. Large parts of the Borough are within the Sussex North 

Water Resource Zone (SNWRZ) where it is necessary to achieve water 

neutrality to avoid an adverse effect on qualifying features of the protected 

habitats of the Arun Valley Special Protection Area (SPA), Arun Valley Special 

Area of Conservation (SAC) and Arun Valley Ramsar4 sites.  

Public Sector Equality Duty 

13. We have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act 

2010. This has included our consideration of several matters during the 

examination including the accommodation needs for gypsies and travellers, 

older persons accommodation, accessible and adaptable housing and access to 

community facilities. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Plan has iteratively 

considered the potential effects of the Plan on those with protected 

characteristics, such that the three aims expressed at S149 of the Equality Act 

have been appropriately taken into account in plan-making.  

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate 

14. Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that we consider whether the Council 

complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s 

preparation. 

15. Crawley is geographically a small borough. Nearly all of the undeveloped land 

immediately to the north of the town has been safeguarded as part of the 

development plan since 2007 so as not to preclude the possibility of a second 

wide-spaced runway at Gatwick Airport. The previous 2015 Local Plan resulted 

in significant unmet housing and employment needs due to this constrained 

land availability. These were largely accommodated by neighbouring authorities 

as part of their subsequent plan-making5.  

16. The submitted Plan seeks to accommodate the proposed full employment land 

requirement over the Plan period. It is evident, including through statements of 

common ground (SoCG), that Crawley has engaged with neighbouring 

 
4 Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (UNESCO) 1971 
5 Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & Banstead  
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authorities on employment land matters, and this extended to various jointly 

prepared evidence base documents6.  

17. We are mindful that the Plan’s employment land requirement is predicated to an 

appreciable degree on the reduced housing requirement.  Accordingly, the 

SoCG with Horsham recognises that any strategic growth adjacent to Crawley 

in its Plan may not necessarily meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs and 

therefore it would be anticipated that some employment needs arising from an 

urban extension may need to be met in Crawley (as the adjacent and dominant 

employment centre).  Any remaining employment need arising from the 

development may be accommodated in the urban extension itself, or if 

necessary, accommodated elsewhere within neighbouring districts.  This points 

to an element of unmet employment land needs should development West of 

Crawley be identified and allocated (in an adopted Plan) on the basis of meeting 

some of the Borough’s unmet housing needs. 

18. In light of the above, through the Duty to Cooperate (DtC) process, Northern 

West Sussex (NWS) authorities have signalled that they will ensure a sufficient 

supply and choice in employment floorspace through respective plan-making7.   

There is agreement that the latest Economic Growth Assessment work is 

appropriate for the wider NWS area, including the identification of at least 

26.2ha of employment land for Crawley.  There is also agreement within NWS 

on Crawley’s approach to release a new strategic employment site.  We deal 

with the soundness of this site later in this report but note here that at 44ha the 

proposed Gatwick Green site in this Plan could provide some headroom to 

accommodate needs arising from any urban extensions adjacent to Crawley 

that had capacity to meet some of the Borough’s unmet housing needs.  This 

would be addition to any potential capacity in Horsham District that may further 

assist any wider unmet employment land needs8. 

19. Because Crawley was seeking to meet its (labour demand) employment land 

needs in full, we do not consider it was necessary that the DtC process explored 

the consequences of not releasing a strategic employment site.  This is not what 

Crawley were planning for.  The outcomes of the DtC process demonstrate 

cross-boundary support from adjoining authorities (and others) for Crawley’s 

proposed approach to releasing a new strategic employment site at Gatwick 

Green as part of the submitted Plan.  

20. Under the standard method for calculating local housing need, the annual figure 

for the Borough has increased to 755 dwellings per annum (dpa), compared to 

the previous objectively assessed need of 675dpa. It was clear from an early 

stage of plan-making that Crawley would be unable to accommodate all its 

 
6 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment 
7 Paragraph 13 of Northern West Sussex SoCG July 2023 [Document SOCG/01] 
8 Horsham District Council Regulation 19 Representations 20 June 2023 page 2  
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housing need. This raises two strategic planning matters for the DtC. The first is 

the effort and extent of engagement from Crawley in securing an effective 

outcome, in terms of gaining potential commitments from others to assist in 

meeting the significant unmet housing need. The second, which is allied to this, 

is securing effective outcomes in terms of any wider planned housing growth 

adjacent to Crawley’s administrative boundaries.  

21. In respect of unmet housing needs, the scale of the issue is significant, with the 

submitted Plan seeking to accommodate less than half of the identified housing 

need. The issue was clearly identified by the Council, significantly in advance of 

Plan submission, through various forums, including regular meetings of the 

Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area (NWSHMA) authorities. In addition 

to regular dialogue, the Council issued formal requests to NWSHMA authorities, 

and beyond, seeking assistance in meeting the unmet housing needs in 

January 2020 and April 2023. The focus for accommodating the unmet housing 

need is inevitably on the NWSHMA authorities given the need to secure 

sustainable patterns of development.  

22. Significant weight has been placed on the fact that during the last round of plan-

making, Crawley’s unmet housing needs were largely accommodated within the 

NWSHMA. Based on the evidence in both the SoCGs and representations from 

Horsham and Mid Sussex that cannot be assumed to occur again for this Plan. 

Neither authority have committed during the preparation of Crawley’s Plan to 

accommodate any of the unmet housing need. Both Horsham and Mid Sussex 

are advancing reviews of their local plans. This is taking place in the context of 

an approximate 25% uplift in housing need, such that the cumulative need 

figure across the NWSHMA has increased from 2,201dpa under the existing 

adopted local plans to a figure of 2,756dpa based on the standard method 

outputs at the time of this examination. Whilst it will be for each authority to 

ultimately determine precisely how much housing development it can 

sustainably accommodate within the suitable land available, the cautiousness of 

NWSHMA authorities to assist addressing the unmet housing need does not 

represent a failure against the DtC on Crawley’s part.  

23. The NWSHMA SoCG, to which West Sussex County Council (WSCC) is also a 

signatory, is significant on this matter of unmet need. This clearly establishes an 

agreed hierarchical approach that should capacity arise then unmet needs 

within the Housing Market Area (HMA) would take priority over any other 

anticipated requests to accommodate unmet need. We are satisfied that at the 

time of the preparation of Crawley’s Local Plan this is as far as the authorities 

can practicably go in establishing a strategy in respect of Crawley’s unmet 

housing needs. This reflects the combination of significantly increased housing 

need and further environmental constraints, including water neutrality.  
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24. In respect of a greater effort in engaging beyond the NWSHMA, the formal 

requests, particularly in April 2023, have gone well beyond the immediate HMA 

authorities. There is no doubt that Crawley have cast a wide net and the various 

SoCGs with authorities in both Sussex and Surrey demonstrate the reasonable 

endeavours Crawley has undertaken to explore whether its unmet needs could 

be met elsewhere. Given the various constraints, including, Metropolitan Green 

Belt to the north in Surrey, Ashdown Forest SAC and SPA to the east, the 

HWNL and South Downs National Park to the south, it is perhaps unsurprising 

that Crawley’s request for assistance from further afield has not elicited a 

positive response as part of the DtC.  

25. Wider growth around Crawley has been considered as part of the regular 

engagement between the Borough and its neighbouring planning authorities. 

Options which would be, in spatial terms, strategic urban extensions to Crawley, 

have been consulted on as part of current plan preparation in both Horsham 

and Mid Sussex9. In the scenario that such development was to be allocated we 

are satisfied that neighbouring authorities are aware of Crawley’s requirements, 

not least an acute affordable housing need and a secondary education capacity 

issue. Evidence, including the Joint Area Action Plan for West of Bewbush, the 

Planning Performance Agreement for West of Ifield and planning obligation 

negotiations in Mid Sussex, provides confidence that there would be effective, 

on-going joint working were major growth allocated adjacent to Crawley. We are 

also satisfied that the submitted Plan before us would not inhibit or preclude 

sustainable development adjacent to Crawley. This includes the positively 

prepared policy for an area of search for the Crawley Western Multi-Modal Link.  

This infrastructure is not technically required for the Plan’s growth but would 

support strategic growth in Horsham District.  

26. Whilst none of the prescribed bodies have asserted that Crawley has not met 

the DtC, there is a general concern regarding potential impacts arising from a 

lack of coordinated planning for growth around Crawley. Whilst the Gatwick 

Diamond Local Strategic Statement and West Sussex and Greater Brighton 

Local Strategic Statement provide a degree of strategic framework for plan 

preparation these are high-level, non-statutory documents. There is a cogent 

argument, in our view, that growth in and around Crawley would benefit from 

genuine strategic planning that could suitably consider growth options and 

infrastructure at an appropriate level and on a consistent evidence base. 

27. Whilst jointly produced local plans can include strategic policies10, there is no 

obligation to prepare such plans. The Local Development Scheme (LDS) 

identifies the potential of a Joint Plan11, but plan-making within the NWSHMA 

has been staggered such that there is no obvious point at which plan review for 

 
9 West of Ifield in Horsham District and Crabbet Park in Mid Sussex District 
10 NPPF paragraph 17 a) 
11 Local Development Scheme January 2023 [CB/LDS/01] paragraphs 2.8-2.13 
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the respective authorities could reasonably coalesce around a timely joint 

strategic plan. In preparing individual Local Plans across NWS, it is better, in 

our view, that Crawley’s Plan is examined and adopted ahead of Horsham and 

Mid Sussex in terms of providing certainty around the scale of unmet needs and 

any infrastructure requirements.  

28. The LDS confirms that “joint working is a known priority”. This has occurred on 

strategic cross boundary matters and is evidenced in the SoCGs with Horsham 

and Mid Sussex in accordance with the requirements set out in the PPG12. 

Through the various forums and groupings, including with WSCC, it is evident 

that effective consideration has been given to cross-boundary infrastructure 

implications13. For example, transport modelling for the submitted Plan, includes 

sensitivity testing, including allowances for West of Ifield (3,000 homes), were 

that option to come forward. Water Cycle Study work has also been undertaken 

on a wider ‘Gatwick sub-region’ basis including Mid Sussex, Horsham and 

Reigate & Banstead. 

29. Importantly, water neutrality within the catchment of the Arun Valley has 

emerged as a significant strategic matter during the preparation of the Plan. We 

are satisfied, as demonstrated through the related SoCG, that the affected 

planning authorities, including Crawley, have engaged with Natural England, the 

Environment Agency and water utility companies to establish an effective policy 

approach to enable plans and projects to secure a positive appropriate 

assessment outcome under the Habitats Regulations. The collective approach 

to policy formulation14 and consistency across the catchment and the 

cooperative approach to shared resources and solutions to enable development 

to come forward across the catchment demonstrates that the DtC on this matter 

has been met.  

30. In conclusion, the plan preparation process for Crawley has generated a very 

significant unmet housing need. At the time of Plan submission there was no 

clear mechanism or agreement as to how the unmet need could be 

accommodated. We are satisfied that Crawley has made appropriate efforts to 

engage with others on the issue. It is evident, however, in an area where 

housing need figures are significantly increasing and the capacity to 

accommodate growth is subject to various policy and environmental 

considerations that a resolution to meeting Crawley’s unmet needs was not 

going to be straightforward. The NWSHMA SoCG provides a constructive 

approach but ultimately the DtC does not extend as far as a duty to agree that 

some or all of Crawley’s unmet housing need must be accommodated.  

 
12 PPG paragraphs 61-010-20190315 – 61-015-20190315 
13 SoCG/01 – Northern West Sussex (July 2023), Sections 4 & 5 
14 Including the Water Neutrality Study Part B In Combination Assessment 2022 [ES/SDC/06] 
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31. Overall, we are satisfied that where necessary the Council has engaged 

constructively, actively and on an on-going basis in the preparation of the Plan 

and that the DtC has therefore been met. 

Assessment of Other Aspects of Legal Compliance 

Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment 

32. The Council carried out a sustainability appraisal (SA) of the Plan, prepared a 

report of the findings of the appraisal, and published the report along with the 

plan and other submission documents under regulation 19. The appraisal was 

updated to assess the MMs. The submitted SA report is comprehensive and 

addresses the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).  

33. As required, the SA report must identify, describe and evaluate the likely 

significant effects that would arise from implementing the Plan, including 

“reasonable alternatives”, taking into account the objectives and geographical 

scope of the plan15.  In terms of SA there will always be disagreements because 

the assessment process relies on judgments, which are inherently subjective. 

On the whole, we find the Council’s judgements that have informed what are 

preferred options taken forward into the Plan and the explanation for 

discounting alternatives to be logical and clearly set out. 

34. One of the principal reasons for discounting what may have otherwise been 

reasonable options for sustainable development is the conflict with the objective 

to safeguard land for Gatwick Airport.  This is particularly the case in respect of 

options for employment land. The Council has made its assessment of those 

areas it considers critical for airport expansion and those that are non-essential 

(in accordance with NPPF paragraph 106c) in terms of land that should 

continue to be safeguarded.   

35. Nonetheless, there is a methodological concern regarding how the SA has 

considered alternative options for employment land. The SA of discounted 

employment sites is comprehensive and has considered various potential sites 

collectively and on an individual basis. Whilst there may be disagreements on 

how sites have been assessed against the individual SA objectives, we find the 

Council’s judgements in their assessment of sites to be reasonable. It is not 

explicit in the SA whether “rejected employment sites” are treated as reasonable 

alternatives to the proposed strategic Gatwick Green site but they are all 

presented in the same Appendix of the SA (Appendix H pages 396-441). 

Clearly, some of the sites are capable of being alternatives to Gatwick Green (in 

 
15 Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004, Regulation 12(2).  



Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, Inspectors’ Report September 2024 
 

13 
 

terms of strategic size) and so it is reasonable to consider that they were 

assessed as alternative strategic site options.  

36. The SA report explains why these sites have been discounted, including being 

in conflict with the continued, precautionary need to safeguard land for Gatwick. 

There is a suggestion that SA should have been ‘policy blind’ on all site options 

within the 2015 Local Plan safeguarded land but this would have been an 

ineffective exercise given the evidence on the location of a second wide spaced 

runway and the policy approach to retain safeguarding.  In our view SA has 

appropriately sieved the options and discounted alternatives at the appropriate 

stage having regard to the baseline evidence for the SA, including the 2013 

Aviation Policy Framework, the draft 2018 ANPS and the 2019 Airport Master 

Plan.  

37. Gatwick Airport is clearly a significant and special consideration for land use 

planning in the Borough. This includes issues such as hotel and visitor 

accommodation and airport related parking. We address the soundness of the 

policies later in this report, noting that they are a continuation of 2015 Local 

Plan policies which were found sound in the context of the NPPF. In respect of 

the SA process, this has looked at reasonable options for both policy areas16, 

including a ‘do nothing’ option. The SA process cogently explains why locally 

specific policies, that reflect the need for a specific sustainable pattern of 

development including Gatwick Airport, would form part of an appropriate 

strategy for Crawley.  

38. Overall, we find no shortcomings in the SA of Policies EC7 and GAT3, including 

how the possible effects of the policy options have been assessed and the 

overall reasoning for selecting the preferred policy approach. SA is necessarily 

a high-level exercise, such that the options appraised should encompass 

identifiably separate policy approaches or objectives, rather than go into 

permutations that are not sufficiently distinctive. This matter was examined in 

the High Court17 for the 2015 Local Plan in respect of Policy GAT3, such that 

the Council’s approach in SA for this Plan remains reasonable in testing the two 

separate high-level policy options for airport related parking.  

Habitats Regulations 

39. The Crawley Local Plan Habitats Regulations Report (January 2023) sets out 

that a full appraisal has been undertaken where it has been identified that the 

Plan, alone and/or in combination with other plans and projects, is likely to have 

a negative impact on the qualifying features of Habitats sites which requires 

mitigation. The principal issues are firstly in relation to hydrological impacts 

 
16 Policy EC7 at pages 241-243 and Policy GAT3 at pages 252-254 of KD/SA/01 
17 Holiday Extras Ltd v. Crawley Borough Council [2016] EWHC 3247 (Admin)  
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(water quantity and quality), particularly for the Arun Valley SPA, SAC and 

Ramsar sites. The second issue is air quality in terms of the impact of 

atmospheric nitrogen deposition and acidification, including at the Ashdown 

Forest SAC and SPA.  

40. The policy areas that have been screened in for appropriate assessment relate 

to employment development, town centre redevelopment and housing, together 

with the proposed policy approach on water neutrality. In respect of water, the 

first matter is water quality in the wider Thames River basin catchment to the 

north of the Borough including the River Mole. Generally, improvements to 

Wastewater Treatment Works are predicted to provide capacity to 

accommodate planned development without deterioration in receiving 

watercourses below the current Water Framework Directive classification, as 

evidenced in the Water Cycle Study18.  

41. In relation to water neutrality, it is evident without mitigation that levels of 

abstraction within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone serving the Arun 

Valley catchment needed to supply growth in the Local Plan would have an 

adverse impact on the integrity of the Arun Valley SAC, SPA and Ramsar sites 

and The Mens SAC site. The proposed approach is to secure stringent water 

efficiency measures (85 litres per person per day in housing and 3 credits within 

the water consumption category of BREEAM19 standard for non-domestic 

buildings) and through appropriate off-setting to achieve water neutrality. This is 

set out in submitted Policy SDC4.  Tangible progress is being made on 

implementing a local authority-led water off-setting scheme20. The HRA Report 

concludes that with this mitigation in place there would be no adverse impact in 

terms of water quantity impacts.  

42. With regards to in-combination effects with other Plans and projects, the specific 

Water Neutrality SoCG demonstrates the significant co-operation and consistent 

approach being pursued by the relevant local planning authorities, together with 

WSCC, the Environment Agency and water utility providers. Natural England 

endorse the approach being taken and the conclusions of the HRA report. 

Overall, we find the mitigation in Policy SDC4 would be effective and so share 

the HRA report conclusions of ultimately no adverse impact on site integrity.  

43. In relation to air quality, the Plan contains a number of policies aimed at 

maximising sustainable travel. These would be implemented in tandem with 

Crawley’s Transport Strategy (which seeks to promote walking, cycling, public 

transport and electric car clubs) and the Local Cycling and Walking 

Infrastructure Plan. The HRA sets out in detail the outputs from air quality 

 
18 Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study 2020 and Crawley Addendum 2021 [ES/SDC/08&09] 
19 BREEAM – Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method 
20 Progress Note July 2023 [DS/TP/00a] (with details of the Sussex North Offsetting Water Scheme 
(SNOWS)).  
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modelling for Ashdown Forest and Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment and 

demonstrates in relation to baseline data, future trends and impact of Local Plan 

policy that there would be no adverse impact on site integrity.  

Strategic Priorities and Climate Change 

44. The Development Plan, taken as a whole, includes policies to address the 

strategic priorities for the development and use of land in the local planning 

authority’s area. This includes submitted Policies SD1 and SD2. The first sets 

out Crawley’s strategic objectives for development and how that would 

contribute to sustainable development in the Borough. The second singles out 

enabling healthy lifestyles and wellbeing as a particular strategic priority for the 

Borough, including a requirement for health impact assessments for major 

developments. Given the baseline evidence for the Borough21 on aging 

population, childhood obesity and various other health inequalities we consider 

the approach in Policy SD2 to be soundly based, consistent with NPPF 

paragraphs 92 and 93. Elsewhere the Plan contains identified strategic policies 

which correlate to the strategic objectives in Policy SD1 and to the evidence that 

has informed the SA objectives for Crawley. The submitted Plan would also 

provide spatial alignment in contributing towards delivery of the Council’s 

Corporate Plan Priorities 2023-27 [PS/DS/CBCCP/01].  

45. The Development Plan, taken as a whole, includes policies designed to secure 

that the development and use of land in the local planning authority’s area 

contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change. This includes 

policies on sustainable design and construction addressing such matters as 

energy consumption, connectivity to district energy networks, tackling water 

stress and achieving water neutrality (Policies SDC1-4). There are also policies 

to prioritise modal shift through design (Policy CL3) and transport planning 

(Policy ST1), enhance green infrastructure and biodiversity and to ensure 

development is protected from, and does not exacerbate, flood risk22.  

Other Matters of Legal Compliance 

46. The Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s Local 

Development Scheme (LDS).  

 
21 Including the West Sussex Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy 2019-2024 & Sussex Health & 
care: Improving Lives Together – Our Ambition for a healthier future in Sussex (2022) 
[PS/DS/NHS/01] 
22 The plan is informed by Strategic Flood Risk Assessment including the latest climate change 
allowances (2023) [PS/ES/EP/17].  
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47. Consultation on the Plan and the MMs was carried out in compliance with the 

Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.  

48. The Plan complies with all other relevant legal requirements, including in the 

2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations.  

Assessment of Soundness 

Main Issues 

49. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the 

discussions that took place at the examination hearings, we have identified 11 

main issues upon which the soundness of this plan depends. This report deals 

with these main issues. It does not respond to every point or issue raised by 

representors. Nor does it refer to every policy, policy criterion or allocation in the 

Plan. 

Issue 1 – Is the Plan’s Spatial Strategy and approach to 

Safeguarding for Gatwick Airport based on robust evidence and is 

it justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy?  

Spatial Strategy 

50. In large part, due to the size and nature of the Borough, there are few genuine 

spatial options for accommodating the full development needs over the plan 

period. SA has assessed three high-level scenarios to inform an appropriate 

strategy. In terms of accommodating development needs further afield, the DtC 

process has identified at a strategic level that this is not presently feasible. Even 

if it were, we have strong reservations about a strategy that would involve the 

dispersal of a proportion of Crawley’s growth well beyond the NWSHMA, 

including to locations where connectivity to Crawley and Gatwick Airport for 

work would be weak and largely reliant on the private car. Accordingly, plan 

preparation was justified in not seeking a wider dispersal of growth far beyond 

the Borough boundaries.  

51. It therefore follows that a key spatial strategy matter is the extent to which 

development needs could be accommodated within the Borough. This would be 

intertwined with any approach to safeguarding for Gatwick Airport.  

52. The submitted plan seeks to accommodate employment land requirements 

within the Borough, having determined the extent of land critical for 

safeguarding. We set out separately below under Issue 3, concluding at 

paragraph 127 that the minimum employment land requirement in the Plan is 

soundly based.  At a strategic level having sought to accommodate the 



Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, Inspectors’ Report September 2024 
 

17 
 

employment land requirement, the spatial choices for doing so are limited. At a 

high level, there is insufficient capacity through remaining land parcels and any 

redevelopment opportunities on existing employment land, including Manor 

Royal, to accommodate the full employment land requirement. Some 

consolidation and reconfiguration on existing employment estates, through town 

centre redevelopment and at the Horley Business Park site, adjacent in Reigate 

and Banstead (RBBC), would meet some of the needs but there would remain a 

significant residual requirement for new land. This would be particularly the case 

for warehousing and logistics sectors, including those seeking large footplates. 

We are satisfied that the evidence in the Employment Land Availability 

Assessment (ELAA) and the SA demonstrates that plan-making has considered 

reasonable spatial options within the Borough for providing employment land.  

53. Whilst extending Manor Royal would represent a logical choice for a sustainable 

pattern of employment development, this location has been discounted due to 

the continued safeguarding for Gatwick Airport. By reference to the Airport’s 

2019 Master Plan, the area of land between Manor Royal and the existing 

airport is clearly critical for physically implementing a second wide spaced 

runway, including necessary peripheral infrastructure, land for a safety buffer 

and essential realigned highways and watercourses.  

54. The Plan’s spatial strategy proposes to release land for employment at Gatwick 

Green in the north east of the Borough. The location is reasonably related to 

Manor Royal and to Gatwick Airport. The quantum of land proposed for 

allocation is sufficient to establish a new strategic employment site.  It would 

complement rather than compete with Manor Royal or other strategic 

employment areas in the wider Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA). The 

Gatwick Green location requires land that has been previously safeguarded for 

Gatwick Airport and we address the soundness of this below. Nonetheless, in 

considering an appropriate spatial strategy for employment needs we are 

satisfied that the Plan has assessed reasonable spatial options.  

55. In terms of the potential to accommodate housing within the Borough we are 

satisfied that the only reasonable spatial option is to optimise delivery within the 

existing built-up area of Crawley and to build out the remaining greenfield 

allocations from the 2015 Local Plan (Forge Wood). When taking into account 

the combination of safeguarding for the airport, acceptable living conditions due 

to noise and the need to safeguard environmental assets, there are effectively 

no reasonable options for further peripheral greenfield housing in this Plan. The 

SA has dealt with this appropriately.  

56. Regarding development potential in Crawley, the Plan is evidenced by a 

comprehensive assessment of available sites in the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA). This includes potential sources of supply 

within the town centre, including various high-profile opportunity sites that are 



Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, Inspectors’ Report September 2024 
 

18 
 

positively identified as part of the coordinated revitalisation of the town centre as 

a central neighbourhood.  It also includes sites that justify the town centre being 

appropriately considered as part of a longer-term broad location for further 

housing.  Additionally, the Plan takes a positively prepared, character-led 

approach to suitably optimising windfall capacity within the town as evidenced in 

the Crawley Compact Residential Development Study 2023 [WC/CLD/01], and 

suite of Housing Typology Policies under the umbrella of submitted Policy H3. 

This includes estate regeneration, infill opportunities, town centre regeneration 

and upward extensions. There is no persuasive evidence that obvious sites or 

opportunities within the town for housing have been omitted.  

57. It is asserted, that additional capacity could be derived from a more positive 

approach to estate regeneration and town centre redevelopment. On the former, 

there are no funded plans for comprehensive estate regeneration, which would 

be challenging to implement given the varying degrees of right to buy and the 

planned character of these areas.  Recognisable sites or deliverable 

redevelopment opportunities within the neighbourhoods are positively factored 

into the Plan.  Whilst there may be a perception of overt capacity within the town 

centre, a number of high-profile sites are already identified and accounted for. 

The Plan is predicated on an ambitious but realistic strategy to create a larger 

residential community within the town centre, as evidenced by various recently 

implemented redevelopment schemes. An alternative spatial strategy that 

sought to significantly optimise town centre capacity in addition to that already 

identified in the Plan would not be justified and without consideration of 

important factors such as heritage (listed buildings and conservation areas) and 

the need to retain and provide other land uses in the town centre. Overall, we 

are satisfied that there is no reasonable or deliverable alternative spatial 

strategy that could deliver significantly more development within the existing 

built-up area of the Borough than assumed in the Plan.  

58. At a strategic level, we consider it is justified that the Plan is predicated on a 

strategy of optimising development in Crawley and then seeking to see 

development needs accommodated as close to Crawley as possible. We 

accept, as part of the latter, the Council would be reliant on neighbouring 

planning authorities. This, however, is not unreasonable given previous plan-

making and the indications that both Horsham and Mid Sussex are 

contemplating strategic urban extensions to Crawley as part of their current 

plan-making23. Accordingly, we consider the Plan is justified in setting out the 

position of Crawley Borough Council, as a local planning authority, with regards 

to development ‘At Crawley’. Prudently, the Council recognises that it cannot set 

policy in its Plan to materially affect what would be a decision for another local 

planning authority. However, given any strategic growth on the edge of Crawley 

would give rise to impacts on Crawley it is justified that the submitted Plan sets 

 
23 As articulated by both Horsham and Mid Sussex at the duty to cooperate and spatial strategy 
hearing sessions and subsequently confirmed in their Regulation 19 Plans.  
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out content on “Urban Extensions at Crawley” including Crawley-centric 

considerations.  

59. These considerations are set out at paragraph 12.23 of the submitted Plan. As 

submitted the Plan articulates what would be required for Crawley to support 

adjacent growth proposals, that is not the same as setting policy requirements. 

Nonetheless, they comprise reasonable expectations for sustainable 

development given the immediate impact of wider growth ‘At Crawley’, 

particularly on matters such as character and infrastructure, would be keenly 

experienced by communities in Crawley. On this issue, we find the Plan’s 

approach to likely peripheral growth in neighbouring authorities to be sound.  

Safeguarding for Gatwick Airport 

Existing Airport and Northern Runway Project (NRP) 

60. The number of flights and passenger numbers at Gatwick Airport is not 

restricted by any extant planning permission. Nonetheless, the Airport has 

entered into a Section 106 (S106) agreement in terms of commitments to 

environmental and other matters. The latest S106 was updated and signed in 

May 2022 with the Council and WSCC. As such the airport can continue to 

maximise the existing single runway airport to increase passenger numbers, 

principally through operational changes and the scope of permitted 

development (PD) rights. Accordingly, Policy GAT1 would provide a justified 

and effective mechanism to enable the Council to carefully assess proposals 

when consulted on as part of PD process and for those proposals that would 

require planning permission.  

61. The Examination for the proposed Development Consent Order (DCO) for the 

NRP was completed in August 2024, with the outcome awaited in 2025.  

Justifiably, the Local Plan does not assume an expanded airport on the basis of 

a non-concluded DCO process.  Nonetheless, Policy GAT1 judiciously 

recognises the potential of the NRP. Additionally, transport modelling work has 

prudently incorporated sensitivity testing for the NRP alongside the growth in 

the Plan. We consider plan preparation and content has appropriately 

considered the DCO proposal insofar as it reasonably can. If the DCO process 

is consented in whatever form, that may trigger a need to consider reviewing the 

Plan policies for Gatwick. Critically, it would not affect the overall spatial strategy 

in this Plan including any area required for safeguarding or otherwise. The 

evidence to this examination is that NRP would be operational by 2029 at the 

earliest, ratcheting up to its full potential by 2047.  

Context and Principle of Safeguarding at Gatwick 

62. The National Aviation Framework 2013 states at paragraph 5.9 the following. 

“Land outside existing airports that may be required for airport development in 

the future needs to be protected against incompatible development until the 
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Government has established any relevant policies and proposals in response to 

the findings of the Airports Commission, which is due to report in Summer 

2015.” The Airports Commission reported in July 2015, concluding that an 

additional runway at Heathrow presented the strongest option to meet the need 

for additional airport capacity in the South East.  

63. The ‘Airports National Policy Statement (ANPS): new runway capacity and 

infrastructure at airports in the South East of England’ was finalised in 2018. 

This confirmed a need to increase capacity in the South East by constructing 

one runway, with Heathrow identified as the government’s preferred scheme. As 

resolved at the Supreme Court in 2020, the decision to support a third runway at 

Heathrow remains lawful and the ANPS remains valid.  

64. Parallel to this, the government produced in 2018, the document ‘Beyond the 

horizon: The future of UK aviation: Making best use of existing runways’. This 

identified that recent aviation forecasts were exceeding the growth taken into 

account by the Airports Commission work. A draft aviation strategy was 

published at the end of 2018 “Aviation 2050: the Future of UK Aviation.” This 

draft document stated that forecast aviation demand to 2030 could be best met 

through expansion at Heathrow and by other airports making best use of their 

existing runways subject to environmental issues being addressed. In 

addressing long term need (the case for further runways beyond 2030) the 

document states that the Government proposes to ask the National 

Infrastructure Commission to include airport capacity in future national 

infrastructure assessments. The draft Strategy confirmed that it was prudent to 

continue with a safeguarding policy to maintain a supply of land for future 

national requirements and to ensure that inappropriate developments do not 

hinder sustainable aviation growth. 

65. In May 2022 the Government published ‘Flightpath to the future’, to enable 

consideration of wider changes to aviation as a result of Covid-19 and Brexit. It 

supports airport growth where justified and clarifies that the ANPS and “Beyond 

the Horizon” provide the most up to date policy on planning for airport 

development.  

66. The Gatwick Airport Master Plan (GAMP) was published in July 2019. It 

presents various scenarios for growth including optimising capacity on the 

existing single runway, bringing into operational use the existing standby 

runway and continuing to safeguard land for a second wide spaced runway to 

the south of the airport. The second scenario is currently progressing as the 

NRP through the DCO process. If successful the DCO would enable capacity of 

the airport to increase to over 75 million passengers per annum (mppa) by 

2038, stepping up to around 80 mppa by 2047.  

67. Land was first safeguarded for Gatwick in the 2007 Core Strategy following the 

2003 Aviation White Paper.   As such there is an understandable frustration that 

significant parts of the Borough’s potential land supply have long been held in 
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abeyance.  Whilst the GAMP states that Gatwick is no longer actively pursuing 

plans for an additional southern runway it nonetheless confirms that there 

remains a possibility that the airport may wish to implement one in the future.  

The GAMP does not rule out the possibility.  Accordingly, it seeks a continuation 

of land being safeguarded in accordance with a boundary identified at Plan 21 

in the document.  

68. Whilst there have been more recent policy documents and statements on 

aviation, the audit trail stretches back to the 2013 National Aviation Framework 

as the key source requiring safeguarding for future runways as well as and the 

2018 draft aviation strategy. The National Infrastructure Commission has not yet 

included airport capacity due to the current uncertainty around the future 

demand for air travel and the approach to expanding runway capacity in the 

South East. Overall, there is appreciable uncertainty in national policy regarding 

the requirement for safeguarding. In this context we consider the Plan has taken 

a suitably precautionary approach in retaining the vast majority of safeguarded 

land whilst seeking to allocate land to address the Borough’s economic needs.  

69. We deal with Plan Review under Matter 11 of this Report but emphasise here 

that any changes to national aviation policy affecting the Plan’s approach to 

Gatwick would likely trigger a plan review. At this time, it is appropriate that the 

authority gets a new Local Plan in place in terms of the positive policy 

framework for the town centre, water neutrality and employment provision and 

to provide some certainty for other authorities within the NWSHMA. There is no 

persuasive reason to delay plan adoption in Crawley for further deliberations on 

where or how future aviation policy may evolve.  

70. The rationale for continuing to safeguard is that the draft national Aviation 

Strategy (Aviation 2050) still supports the principle of safeguarding land for 

airports, when looking at the longer-term picture. As such removing 

safeguarding of land likely to be critical to delivering a second wide spaced 

runway in this Plan could constrain longer term national policy decisions on 

aviation requirements. NPPF paragraph 106c on protecting sites is phrased as 

“could be” critical where there is robust evidence.  

71. What comprises robust evidence is a matter of judgment and the combination of 

current national aviation policy, and the GAMP, would meet the threshold in our 

assessment.  We are, however, of a firm view, that perpetuating this circa 20-

year situation is not without harm given the scarcity of developable land in the 

Borough, the pressing need for development and the wider objective to foster 

sustainable patterns of development in both the FEMA and NWSHMA. If there 

is no firm movement, in respect of updated government policy on longer term 

aviation needs, to indicate additional wide-spaced runway capacity is required in 

the South-East, then the Plan review should, in our view, revisit this matter.  

72. Whilst the principle of safeguarding for airport expansion is a national policy for 

aviation, whether land is safeguarded for a specific airport and the subsequent 
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delineation of any safeguarded area is squarely an issue for local level plan-

making in accordance with NPPF paragraph 106(c). Whilst the Aviation Policy 

Framework (2013) requires airports to provide Master Plans (and supports the 

identification and protection of land that should be safeguarded) there is nothing 

before us in terms of national aviation policy that says land at Gatwick Airport 

must be safeguarded and that this must be in rigorous accordance with the 

Airport’s latest masterplan. Given the criticality of Gatwick in the Borough, to the 

sub-regional economy, and to the transport infrastructure of the country, the 

GAMP is among the chief evidence documents that should inform plan 

preparation. That does not mean the Council is required to slavishly reflect the 

Masterplan in the Local Plan, including the ultimate action of safeguarding land. 

Indeed, on the evidence before us, safeguarding for airports is not 

commonplace, although we recognise that some Local Plans have positively 

reflected airport masterplans within their policy framework24.  

73. Land has been safeguarded at Gatwick for the past circa 20 years. With no 

positive indication at a national level that a second wide-spaced runway at 

Gatwick will be greenlighted it is entirely understandable that the Council has 

sought to carefully consider as part of this Plan whether reaffirming the 

significant extent of land previously safeguarded in the 2015 Plan would remain 

justified in accordance with NPPF paragraph 106c.  In terms of the parameters 

for determining the extent of safeguarded land we find that such land should be 

focussed to those areas that are critical and demonstrated to be such by an 

airport master plan. As such we do not consider that safeguarding should 

include land that is not essential to the implementation of future expansion.  

74. Moreover, the Council has a duty in the wider public interest to balance the 

objectives for the Airport against the over-arching obligation of the Plan to 

contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. This means 

promoting a sustainable pattern of development that should aim to meet, as a 

minimum, the assessed needs for housing and other uses.  On the other hand, 

regard must also be given to the fact that the area of largely undeveloped land 

to the south of the current airport is the only practicable option for a second 

wide spaced runway, if required. 

75. Safeguarding the full extent of land identified in the GAMP would mean that 

minimum housing and employment needs could not be met within the Borough. 

This would be significant because as the preceding DtC section in this report 

illustrates, accommodating displaced housing and employment needs from 

Crawley would not be straightforward. We accept that not safeguarding land for 

the airport does not necessarily mean that housing needs could be met in full 

 
24 As set out in GALs response to the proposed main modifications.  
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because of existing environmental conditions (aircraft noise) on land proximate 

to the existing airport.  The same would not apply for employment. 

76. Therefore, we are concerned that not meeting employment needs within the 

Borough would be especially negative on two dimensions. Firstly, in terms of 

maintaining a strong and competitive economy in the Borough, consistent with 

the evidence that Crawley is the major employment centre within the FEMA.  

Secondly, the potential to generate commuting patterns at odds with otherwise 

reducing the need to travel.  Dispersing economic development away from the 

Borough is something which would only be sound when shown to be 

demonstrably necessary. It is therefore entirely justified as part of plan-making 

that the Council reconsidered whether safeguarding land for a second wide-

spaced runway and the various associated land uses remained a sound 

approach based on the available evidence.   

77. As part of the plan preparation process, the Council promoted the concept of a 

North Crawley Area Action Plan to look at the justification for safeguarding at 

Gatwick and the scope to accommodate strategic employment development. 

The Council has considered the alternative option of a more flexible approach 

through an area action plan mechanism as part of the SA (including in relation 

to employment land provision). The SA sets out cogent reasoning as to why the 

option has not been taken forward as part of an appropriate strategy for this 

Plan. As set out elsewhere, if circumstances change on the need to safeguard 

land that would be a matter for a plan review.  

The extent of safeguarded land 

78. In determining the extent of safeguarded land in the Plan, the GAMP is an 
important consideration.  Much will hinge on the basis, age and quality of the 
evidence informing the masterplan. Guidance at Annex B of the 2013 Aviation 
Policy Framework says that airport masterplans are to “be given due 
consideration in local planning processes” (paragraph 4.11).  Accordingly, the 
GAMP is not binding on the extent of safeguarded land.   

79. The fundamental and clear test for plan-makers is at NPPF paragraph 106c and 
it requires consideration of whether there is robust evidence to identify and 
protect sites that would be critical in developing infrastructure to widen transport 
choice and realise opportunities for large scale development.  Rather than 
simply rolling forward safeguarding because it was considered appropriate in 
2007 and subsequently in 2015, we consider the test is now heightened in 
respect of Gatwick for those areas of land where it is questionable as to whether 
the intended land use in the latest master plan would be “critical” to the 
development.  Consequently, and given the circumstances described above (in 
terms of the pressures on land resources and the need to secure sustainable 
development more widely), it was entirely appropriate that the Council 
scrutinised the latest 2019 airport master plan and the evidence behind it.  
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80. Clearly land required for the second-wide spaced runway, aircraft manoeuvre 

and passenger facilities, safety buffers and essential highway and watercourse 

diversions, would be critical, and so warrants being protected.  The area 

proposed for safeguarding in the Plan would protect those areas identified in 

Plan 20 of the GAMP covering these critical elements. The main issue is the 

extent to which land needs to be safeguarded to the east of the existing airport 

as shown in the GAMP. This area is shown for long stay surface car parking. 

81. We are cognisant of the Airport’s recent and significant measures to promote 

modal shift (for example the multi £million upgrade of Gatwick train station) and 

for this to continue during the plan period through the iterative Airport Surface 

Access Strategy and S106 processes. Nonetheless, we agree with the Airport 

that, notwithstanding good progress on modal shift, car borne passenger 

numbers are likely to remain significant and should be catered for.  As such 

additional car parking will be critical to an expanded airport. 

82. It is confirmed that the GAMP draws on evidence for car parking provision from 
2014 to the Airports Commission. This includes at Appendix A5 an Operational 
Efficiency Master Plan (OEMP).  The OEMP shows at Figure 4.6.6.1 the 
proposed Gatwick Green site within long stay surface parking (labelled No.6 in 
the legend).  Section 3.7 of this document summarises what is described 
“Eastern area developments”. This is the area to the east of the railway line. It 
states the area “has been designated to accommodate a consolidated surface 
car parking zone which feeds all terminal buildings as well as providing a 
safeguard for commercial developments should these be required.” 

83. We have strong reservations about the continuing validity of this evidence, 
which appears to be, until this examination, the kernel of the robust evidence 
relied upon by the Airport for potentially safeguarding approximately 138ha of 
land to the east of the airport for car parking (including in the 2021 Arup update 
note). Table 3.7.1 of the OEMP identifies a requirement for some 95,750 
parking spaces to support the expanded airport operating at 95mppa.   There is 
relatively little detail before us to explain how these figures were arrived at in 
terms of either demand or design solutions. Given this lack of evidence, the 
increasing use of alternative modes of surface access and the emerging 
alternatives to traditional surface car parking, it is questionable whether all of 
the land east of the airport would be critical to the delivery of an additional wide-
spaced southern runway.  As such the Council was justified in scrutinising the 
robustness of the GAMP evidence as required by NPPF paragraph 106c. 

84. Moreover, GAL in response to the York Aviation Paper (during the examination) 

have updated their assessment of parking to support the implementation of the 

GAMP which results in a parking demand of 76,315 spaces of which 68,015 

would be long stay or staff spaces.  It is not our role to determine precisely what 

amount of car parking would be needed to support a second wide spaced 

runway (due to reach the 95mppa within 20-25 years from opening) but the 
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examination hearings reasonably coalesced around a figure of circa 68,000-

70,000 spaces.   

85. Whilst GAL maintain that they still require the full 138ha to be safeguarded to 

deliver this quantum of parking, there is not the robust evidence to support this.  

Taking a figure of 69,000 parking spaces, at an average surface car parking 

space density of 20sqm (including circulation space), would equate precisely to 

138ha. However, the trend for airport parking, at Gatwick and elsewhere, has 

been to advance more efficient ways of parking such as blocked parking, 

automated (robotic) parking models, decking and multi-storey car park (MSCP) 

provision.  This trend for efficient parking is likely to continue and intensify 

during the plan period as technology advances.  The full use of the 138ha for 

car parking, including potentially elements of surface parking, would not be an 

efficient use of land in a highly constrained Borough.  

86. Whilst we understand GAL wishes to offer consumer choice for those desiring 

larger surface parking spaces, we are nonetheless satisfied that various options 

exist to secure more efficient parking including MSCPs, decked provision and 

block parking including robotic or mechanical solutions. There is very little to 

indicate that the cost of such options would not be viable.  Recent growth in car 

parking demand at Gatwick has been consistently met on-airport though a 

mixture of decking and multi-storey parking solutions onsite.  This indicates 

such forms of parking provision are likely to be viable.  Whilst the NRP DCO is 

not yet determined, it nonetheless shows that more efficient parking could be 

secured at Gatwick (parking spaces per million passengers) compared to the 

2014 work.  Indeed, block parking at Gatwick (45%) is already in excess of that 

forecast around the time of the 2014 work (33%).    

87. Of the 138ha of land shown in the GAMP to the east of the airport, 94ha would 

be safeguarded in the Plan once 44ha is removed for the Gatwick Green 

allocation.  There is very little to demonstrate that this 94ha, or even a reduced 

area of 81ha25, could not accommodate the long-term car parking needs 

associated with an airport operating at c.95mppa.  To some extent the onus is 

on the airport to provide to the Council (and to us as examiners) the robust 

evidence that these residual areas could not provide critical amounts of car 

parking and so demonstrate that the full 138ha should be protected.  That has 

not happened and instead we have largely been presented with assertions on 

consumer choice and the practicalities and impacts of decked and MSCP 

provision in this part of the Borough.  

88. There are MSCPs at Gatwick relatively close to the existing runway.  Subject to 

location there is no compelling evidence that additional MSCP provision would 

not be feasible having regard to aerodrome safeguarding. In terms of character, 

there are already existing bulky buildings associated with the airport. Subject to 

 
25 Deducting circa 13ha which, as submitted by GAL, may not be operationally suitable for car 
parking.  
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layout, design and landscaping there are no reasons why additional large-scale 

development for parking associated with the operation of the airport would be 

incompatible with the character to the east of the airport. If the Gatwick Green 

allocation is delivered, MSCP and decked provision would likely occur close to 

large logistics units. The submitted spatial strategy anticipates significant 

change in the character in this part of the Borough, a location that is already 

divorced from the wider countryside by the existing airport, the M23 and the 

M23 spur road. GAL’s concerns that MSCPs or decked provision would not be 

supported on land east of the airport are overstated and speculative.  

89. In conclusion on this matter, we find that parking demand (per million 

passengers) is likely to be lower than when envisaged at the time of the 2014 

work for the Airports Commission. This is consistent with the ongoing and 

sustained efforts of the Airport to support modal shift for passengers and staff, 

such that we consider that the number of parking spaces determined through 

the 2014 work would represent a significant overprovision. There is ample 

scope with more efficient parking formats and methods to accommodate the 

likely parking demand within the extent of the 94ha of safeguarded land 

proposed.  As such there is not the robust evidence required to safeguard the 

full extent of land east of the airport as shown in the GAMP.   

90. We understand land to the east of the airport is an optimum location to 
consolidate parking provision, forming part of the planned, incremental growth 
for the airport. However, a very significant area of safeguarded land would 
remain to enable this. Whilst the shape and location of the Gatwick Green site 
would intrude into the safeguarded area, we are nonetheless satisfied most of 
the residual areas could logically come forward for parking.  The worst-case 
scenario leaves 81ha but we consider that a very pessimistic situation given the 
size of the land remaining between the Gatwick Green site and the M23 could 
accommodate an appreciable number of parking spaces.  Whilst this location 
would feel slightly detached from the remainder of the airport, due to the 
intervening Gatwick Green site, it would not be that remote (it would be closer 
than a number of existing off-airport parking sites).  Moreover, masterplanning 
of the Gatwick Green site would have regard to inter-relationships to this area, 
including the extent to which connectivity to safeguarded land east of the site 
could be secured through and around it.   

91. We note the previous examination into the 2015 Local Plan was not particularly 

positive regarding the extent of land safeguarded to the east of the airport, with 

the Inspector describing that a large area of land for surface car parking 

represented a sub-optimal use given the general scarcity of land in the Borough. 

Nonetheless, safeguarding in this location was found sound on a precautionary 

basis and the need for some flexibility to implement a major infrastructure 

project. Matters have now moved on such that the balance of evidence on both 

the land required for car parking to support an expanded airport and the need 

for employment land tips firmly in favour of the submitted Plan’s reasonable 

approach to modestly amend the overall extent of safeguarded land to facilitate 
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a new strategic employment site. It would do so in a location that would not 

fundamentally prejudice the ability to implement a second wide-spaced runway.  

92. Continuing to safeguard the full extent of this peripheral area primarily for 

surface car parking would be a profligate approach given the scarcity of land 

and the competing demands for it, particularly in terms of securing wider 

sustainable patterns of development in the Borough. We do not consider it has 

been sufficiently demonstrated that alternative, and more land efficient, forms of 

parking provision would be unviable, unattractive and otherwise detrimental to 

the successful implementation of an enlarged airport operation based on a 

second wide spaced runway. Accordingly, we consider the approach to 

safeguarding based on removing part of the area for surface car parking and 

focusing on protecting the core but extensive areas for the second wide-spaced 

runway to be an effective and justified approach, and entirely consistent with 

NPPF paragraph 106c.  

93. Section 3.7 of the OEMP also refers to 35ha of land that may be needed to 

relocate commercial uses displaced from the southern runway.  Ultimately, 

safeguarded land is for critical infrastructure.  The 35ha relates to notional 

businesses that may still exist in the affected area by the time the second wide 

spaced runway is to be implemented.  Relocated employment land is not critical 

infrastructure as it would be principally compensatory provision, likely to fall 

outwith any DCO for a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project in terms of 

the legal powers to secure land for relocating uses.   

94. Bringing this all together, we find the over-arching approach to continue 

safeguarding land that would be critical for an expanded Gatwick Airport to be 

justified.  The proposed extent of the area to be safeguarded in the Plan 

appropriately reflects this.  Excluding the proposed Gatwick Green site from 

safeguarded land would be part of an appropriate strategy that can sustainably 

meet the Borough’s employment needs without fundamentally inhibiting those 

areas necessary for critical infrastructure for the airport’s potential expansion for 

a second wide-spaced runway.  

Plan Period 

95. The Plan as submitted is titled the Borough Local Plan 2024-2040. The Plan 

was submitted for examination in July 2023 and contains housing and 

employment land trajectories with a base date of 31 March 2023. To ensure 

clarity and consistency with the evidence base, the Plan period should be 

clearly identified as 1 April 2023 to 31 March 2040. In accordance with NPPF 

paragraph 22, on adoption in 2024, the strategic policies of the Plan would look 

ahead over a minimum 15-year period. MM1 would clarify the Plan period in 

various parts of the Plan and we recommend it for effectiveness and so that the 

Plan would be justified.  
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Conclusion 

96. Subject to the MMs identified above the Plan’s Spatial Strategy and approach to 

safeguarding for Gatwick Airport is based on robust evidence and would be 

justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy.  

Issue 2 – Whether the housing need for Crawley is soundly based 

and the supply-based housing requirement justified and positively 

prepared?  
 

Housing Need 

97. The housing need for the Borough has been established using the standard 

method. It applies the 2022 work placed-based affordability ratio (published in 

March 2023) and average annual net changes in households from the 2014-

based projections in accordance with the methodology set out in the PPG. 

Having regard to the PPG26, and considering the ongoing, but yet to be 

determined NRP at Gatwick, it would not be necessary for soundness to plan for 

a higher housing need figure than the standard method indicates. Accordingly, 

the minimum housing need for Crawley of 755dpa is soundly based.  

98. In light of the findings above on the Plan period (extending from 16 years to 17 

years), the overall housing need for the Borough should be adjusted upwards 

from 12,080 to 12,835 homes. MM4 would make the required changes and we 

recommend it for effectiveness and so that the Plan is positively prepared.  

Principle of a supply-based housing requirement 

99. As set out above under our consideration of the DtC, the Borough is a 

geographically small area, and as such it is widely recognised that it is not 

possible to accommodate the full extent of the Borough’s housing need. Given 

the influence of Gatwick Airport on remaining greenfield land to the north of the 

Borough (by virtue of safeguarding and noise), land supply for housing is 

focussed within the existing urban area of Crawley and at the remaining 

capacity at the Forge Wood allocation from the 2015 Local Plan. At submission, 

it was assessed that the Plan could accommodate only 42% of its housing 

need.  

100. The NPPF at paragraph 11b) states that strategic policies should, as a 

minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing.  Given the 

geographical limitations of the Borough and the need to safeguard land for 

Gatwick Airport, there is little dispute that land supply in the Borough for new 

 
26 PPG Paragraph 2a-010-20201216 
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housing is limited.  As such there are strong and practicable reasons why the 

overall scale of housing development in the plan area would be restricted.   

101. We are mindful, however, that given the significant sustainability benefits of 

delivering homes in Crawley, that the Plan should nonetheless set an ambitious 

but realistic housing requirement. There are relatively few new housing sites 

allocated in the plan. Given the grain and character of a largely planned new 

town it is logical that are relatively few sites that remain clearly anticipated for 

development. Those that are identified in Policy H2 and on the Policies Map 

have been appropriately identified and assessed through the SHLAA and SA 

processes following various calls for sites and assessments of publicly owned 

land. There are no obvious omission sites that should be additionally allocated 

to increase the supply and in turn the housing requirement. 

102. In terms of the capacity of sites identified as part of the 2015 Local Plan we are 

satisfied that the latest housing trajectory [PS/H/HD/14] has increased them 

where sustainable to do so and this has been accounted for (a net gain of some 

1,170 dwellings)27. For the small number of allocated sites under Policy H2, we 

find the capacities of these sites and their anticipated timeframes for delivery to 

be robustly considered through the SHLAA and housing trajectory processes. 

This includes a more positive re-assessment of the Desmond Anderson site at 

Tilgate (increased from 100 in the 2015 Local Plan to an indicative capacity of 

205 homes) and at Breezehurst Drive (moderately increased from 65 to 85 

dwellings).  

103. One of the principal housing allocations in the Plan is the Tinsley Lane site, 

which was previously allocated in the 2015 Local Plan, with an indicative 

capacity for at least 120 homes.  The site is subject to a development brief 

published in 2017.  Whilst there is local concern regarding existing football pitch 

provision at the site, Policy H2 sets out what is required of the development, 

including replacement provision and additional publicly accessible green space. 

Whilst the land budget at the Tinsley Lane site would need to be carefully 

overseen, there is no persuasive evidence before us that the site cannot 

sustainably accommodate the mix of uses for which it has been allocated, 

including improvements to sport pitch provision such as 3G artificial grass pitch 

provision.   The Council has sought to make some changes to the policy in 

terms of expressing the various open space and green infrastructure elements 

as “at least” and to clarify the 3G pitch provision.  Whilst that may add clarity to 

the policy, they are not changes that we need to recommend for plan 

soundness.   

104. The submitted policy for the site requires allotment provision (compared to 

previously seeking “consideration should also be given to the provision of 

 
27 Paragraph 3.4.1 of Topic Paper 4 
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allotments.”). We are not advocating that the policy should be modified for 

soundness given the development brief for the site identifies a deficiency in 

allotment provision in this part of the Borough.  We note that progress in 

developing outline schemes for the site has not been able to accommodate 

allotment provision due to asserted viability issues within the tight land budget 

available.  However, that does not persuade us that the ambition to secure 

some form of allotment provision should be dropped from the policy given there 

may be some flexibility to balance competing policy requirements.       

105. Land is allocated at East of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill for a 

maximum of 15 dwellings. This site was allocated in the 2015 Local Plan 

notwithstanding the site being then a Site of Nature Conservation Importance 

(now a Local Wildlife Site) for meadow grassland habitat. The site has not been 

maintained and is currently predominantly scrub and young trees, which in 

themselves will have biodiversity value. Whilst the Council have prepared a 

draft Supplementary Planning Brief for the site [PS/H/HD/16] this has not been 

adopted. As such, there has not been a concerted effort to deliver the existing 

allocation. Nonetheless, given the acute housing need in the Borough and the 

opportunity to achieve an appropriate balance between a modest amount of 

additional housing and securing an appropriate long-term biodiversity 

management regimen for most of the site, we conclude that the allocation of the 

site (as a mixed use site for ‘Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage’) is justified, 

consistent with national planning policy and therefore sound. Given the 

constraints, it is also justified that Policy H2 expresses the site allocation 

capacity as a maximum figure.  

106. From the evidence before us, including the Crawley Compact Residential 

Development Study 2023, we find that the submitted plan has set a policy 

framework in Policies H3a-f and CL4 that carefully consider character areas and 

provide a positively prepared basis for optimising windfall delivery. The capacity 

work is consistent with the findings of the SHMA in terms of the housing mix 

required in the Borough. The submitted plan roughly doubles the windfall 

allowance from 55 to 10028.  We consider this in more detail under Issue 7 

below but find for this issue that windfall has been realistically and appropriately 

factored into a supply-led housing requirement. 

107. The plan has taken a positive approach to identified town centre redevelopment 

opportunities, including around the railway station, and this is reflected in key 

opportunity sites and the town centre being identified as a ‘broad location’ for 

additional housing. The Plan also contains a policy framework to support a 

significant increase in the residential population of the town centre. From the 

evidence before us we are satisfied that town centre capacity has not been 

under-estimated, including the cumulative indicative capacity of Town Centre 

key opportunity sites at 1,500 dwellings over the plan period. Reference is made 

 
28 As detailed in the Windfall Statement 2023 [document H/HD/06] 



Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040, Inspectors’ Report September 2024 
 

31 
 

to ‘estate regeneration’ being an underestimated source of capacity but there 

are no large-scale regeneration initiatives or schemes being contemplated that 

could justifiably feed into the Local Plan as a ‘broad location’ in accordance with 

NPPF paragraph 68b.  

108. As a purposefully planned New Town there is a clear demarcation between 

residential and the main employment areas. Consequently, mixed use 

developments within the main employment areas are not an option for 

increasing the housing capacity within the Borough. Notwithstanding the need to 

maintain the provision of employment land and premises29, the incursion of 

housing into main employment areas would create challenging issues for living 

conditions and the ‘Agent of Change’ principle30. Several main employment 

areas are subject to Article 4 directions restricting PD, including Class MA. 

109. Overall, we consider that the Plan has sought to accommodate as much of the 

housing need as reasonably practicable and that no stone has been left 

unturned. The Plan takes a positively prepared approach to town centre 

redevelopment and to windfall capacity such that we are satisfied that it is 

justified and effective that the housing requirement in the Plan reflects the likely 

supply.  

110. As a consequence of clarifying the plan period it would be necessary to 

extrapolate the housing requirement by an additional year to increase the 

overall minimum requirement from 5,030 to 5,330 dwellings. MM2 and MM24 

would do this, and we recommend them so that the Plan would be effective. 

Allied to this, the extent of unmet housing need would increase from 7,050 to 

7,505 dwellings. MM5 and MM26 would clarify this figure within the Plan and 

again we recommend them for effectiveness.  

Conclusion 

111. Subject to the MMs identified above the housing need would be soundly based 

and the supply-based housing requirement would be justified and positively 

prepared.  

Issue 3 – Does the Plan positively and proactively encourage 

sustainable economic growth through its policies and the 

identification of Gatwick Green as a strategic employment location, 

to flexibly meet anticipated needs over the plan period?  
 

 
29 As assessed in the review of existing employment stock and premises in the EGA 
30 NPPF paragraph 187 
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Employment Land Requirement 

112. In terms of the context for determining the employment land requirement, the 

NPPF at paragraph 81 states that planning policies should help create the 

conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Account should 

be taken of local business needs and wider opportunities for development. In 

assessing business needs, PPG paragraph 2a-026-20190220 advises that 

strategic policy making authorities will need to liaise closely with the business 

community and take account of the Local Industrial Strategy.  

113. Crawley, because of the sub-regional significance of the Manor Royal 

employment estate and the presence of Gatwick Airport, is a key part of the 

Northern West Sussex Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA). 

Consequently, the Coast to Capital LEP Gatwick 360 Strategic Economic Plan 

2018-2030 [DS/LEP/01] and the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement 

2016 [DS/GD/01], both of which are documents produced within the local 

business community, identify Crawley as a key location for economic growth, 

including new sites. Proximity to Gatwick Airport is clearly a key factor.  

114. At a more local level, the Borough Council’s ‘One Town Crawley Economic 

Recovery Plan’ (2021) [PS/EGSM/EG/11] reflects local intelligence and 

knowledge, identifying what needs to be done to support the Borough’s post-

Covid economic recovery. The Recovery Plan includes delivering sufficient 

suitable land for new sites to both support various economic sectors and 

enhance the Borough’s economic resilience to changes in circumstances.  

115. Overall, from our assessment, four things are very clear from the various 

economic plans and strategies. Firstly, Crawley currently is, and will continue to 

be regarded over the plan period, by the LEP and others, as the largest and one 

of the most significant economic centres in the sub-region. Secondly, a lack of 

land supply is consistently recognised as one of the key risks and inhibitors to 

the expansion of existing businesses and securing inward investment. Thirdly, 

Crawley has significant locational strengths including proximity to Gatwick 

Airport, rail connections to London and the M23 and nearby M25. Fourthly, 

whilst there is some variability in the quality of existing employment land and 

premises in Crawley, they are highly utilised, reflected in strong market demand, 

high rents and limited vacant properties31. Underpinning this, it is evident that 

Crawley is not immune from wider re-structuring in the economy that is seeing 

increasing demand for industrial and logistics floorspace, typically through large 

hub buildings that can facilitate strategic storage.  Accordingly, and as a starting 

point, we are satisfied that submitted Policy EC1, as the strategic policy on 

 
31 The exception is the trend of office space lost to residential under recent PD rights. 
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sustainable economic growth, is consistent with economic priorities for the LEP 

and Gatwick Diamond.  

116. Plan preparation has been informed, amongst other things, by the Northern 

West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) (NWSEGA) which 

considered employment and economic development needs over the period to 

2036 across a wider FEMA. Whilst this evidence has provided a consistent 

baseline for plan preparation in this part of Sussex, it is nonetheless justified 

that various supplementary updates of the Economic Growth Assessment 

(EGA) specific to Crawley were prepared in September 2020 and January 2023 

[EGSM/EG/05]. This approach has ensured that the submitted Plan is 

accompanied by up-to-date evidence, not least in respect of circumstances 

which have had a particular bearing on the local economy including the impact 

of the Covid-19 pandemic and the degree of recovery32. The updates, including 

the estimates of floorspace requirements, are in broad conformity with the initial 

wider NWSEGA methodology, allowing for the plan period to 2040. As part of 

the examination further submissions have been provided by the NWSEGA 

authors on market signals for industrial and warehousing needs. 

117. In headline terms the EGA process has considered a range of economic growth 

forecasts for the Borough. This approach is in accordance with the PPG at 

paragraph 2a-027-20190220. These forecasts produce a broad range of net 

employment land requirements extending from 21.4 hectares (ha) to 69ha.  

118. The advised forecast in the EGA is the Experian baseline labour demand 

projections in terms of meeting labour demand, which derives a minimum 

employment land requirement of 26.2ha over the period to 2040. The Experian 

outlook, particularly with regards to transportation and storage more closely 

reflects recent circumstances in the Borough and so it is appropriate that this 

has been used to inform a labour demand figure.  

119. These outputs are closely aligned to the labour supply approach utilising the 

supply-led housing growth in the Plan (modelled at 314dpa) which generates a 

requirement of 26.1ha. The labour demand forecast generates a minimum 

requirement for 113,390sqm new floorspace for business purposes over the 

period to 2040. This is predominantly in the warehouse and distribution and 

manufacturing sectors. At least 26.2ha of land would be required to deliver the 

minimum floorspace. This is supported by market feedback and analysis33, 

including within the wider FEMA, which indicates a strong demand being 

experienced in the industrial and logistics sectors to locate in Crawley, but this 

is being frustrated by a lack of land supply particularly for larger footplates. 

Whilst the Council’s monitoring evidence reveals a supply of mid-size 

 
32 Not least the significance of Gatwick Airport, both directly and indirectly, on the Borough’s economy 
33 NWSEGA [EGSM/EG/07] and Manor Royal Economic Impact Study 2018 [EGSM/EG/09] 
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warehouse units are coming forward in Manor Royal, it is evident that typical 

plot sizes at this location will constrain the ability to deliver larger units on the 

estate. As such existing employment areas will not meet the needs for modern 

warehousing and logistics developments.  

120. The EGA identifies a modest need for additional office and research and 

development uses at 3.3ha. There is an existing quantitative land supply to 

meet this need although it is recognised that new development may seek 

qualitative alternatives to Crawley’s existing offer. In this regard, the sub-

regional Horley Strategic Business Park site in adjacent RBBC would assist in 

accommodating Class E(g)(i) and (ii) development within this part of the FEMA 

close to Crawley and Gatwick. As such Crawley’s employment land 

requirements fundamentally relate to accommodating “industrial” space, in 

particular storage and distribution uses. This is consistently reflected in the 

labour demand, labour supply and past development rate scenarios.  

121. The 26.2ha broadly aligns with historic take-up trends34 and projections on this 

basis (32ha). We recognise past take up in the Borough has been influenced by 

the extent of land safeguarded for Gatwick Airport and to a degree by the 

impact of Covid-19 towards the end of the assessment period. As such there 

may have been some suppression such that past take-up rates, whilst useful, 

should be treated with some caution in Crawley. Nonetheless, the PPG confirms 

that past development rates (amongst other things) are reflective of market 

signals. In our view, the past trends evidence for Crawley, reaffirms that the 

26.2ha to accommodate labour demand should be firmly treated as a minimum 

figure.  

122. The historically constrained employment land supply in the Borough is reflected 

in the market signals evidence which indicates that there is a significant unmet 

demand for logistics floorspace at Crawley. Whilst some sites have been 

reconfigured on the Manor Royal estate to provide for storage and distribution 

uses, we share the Council’s concern that without a new strategic employment 

site for warehouse and distribution uses, there is a risk that the mixed-use 

nature of Manor Royal, as a reasonably high density employment area, could be 

detrimentally unbalanced by further churn and redevelopment of sites.  

123. The market signals for warehouse and distribution uses clearly exceeds the 

scale identified under the labour demand scenario in the EGA. Submissions to 

the examination seek to quantify the figure for these uses over the plan period 

as being somewhere between 48ha to 118ha. To assist matters the Council 

commissioned a separate Market Signals Assessment (MSA) for Industrial and 

Warehousing Needs (November 2023)35. The methodology has looked at net 

 
34 In the period 2011-2021 
35 Prepared by Lichfields [PS/EGSM/EG/12] 
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take-up over time (floorspace occupied and vacated) and latent demand 

(factoring in a vacancy rate) to generate a market signals requirement for 

Crawley. Such a methodology is not embedded within national policy or 

guidance, albeit PPG paragraph 2a-031-20190722 deals separately with the 

need for space for logistics and this can be informed by, amongst other things, 

an analysis of market signals, including trends in take up and the availability of 

logistics land and floorspace across the relevant market areas. As such we 

have treated the MSA as a further sensitivity test of the EGA work. The MSA 

identifies a total land requirement for industrial/warehousing uses of 48.7ha. 

This is within the range of the outputs in the EGA.  In our assessment it 

reaffirms that the 26.2ha figure would be sound subject to being presented as a 

minimum figure. Additionally, land releases moderately above this figure are 

likely to align with market signals whilst remaining reasonably related to the 

likely workforce arising from the planned scale of housing growth at Crawley.  

124. In broad terms, across the wider sub-region, the Coast to Capital LEP Strategic 

Economic Plan identifies that demand for new business land outstrips available 

supply. Whilst new employment sites are planned within the Gatwick Diamond, 

these are primarily aimed at office, research and development and 

incubation/starter premises36. These sites would not meet the identified need for 

additional storage and distribution uses in Crawley.  

125. We recognise that the economy in Crawley was particularly affected by the 

Covid-19 pandemic, due to the significance of the aviation sector.  However, 

that was 3 years ago such that there has been a period for stabilisation and the 

start of recalibrating the local economy on a more diverse footing.  In support of 

this the Council has produced an Economic Recovery Plan 2022-2037, which 

seeks, amongst other things, to renew Crawley as a diverse and resilient 

economic centre.  As set out elsewhere in this report, market signals evidence 

points to a strong, latent demand for new floorspaces for growing sectors such 

as logistics and warehousing, in part due to the past constrained land supply. 

As such we are not persuaded that a more cautious approach, applying the 

more restrained Oxford Econometrics forecast, which anticipates a slower 

recovery from Covid and more modest economic growth thereafter (61 jobs per 

annum), would be an appropriate strategy for employment needs over the plan 

period.  Such an approach would, in our view, harmfully suppress the economic 

potential of both the Borough and the wider Gatwick Diamond area over the 15 

year plan period.  It would also be contrary to the need for a clear economic 

vision and strategy at NPPF paragraphs 81 and 82a as well as the flexibility 

advocated in the NPPF at paragraph 82d. The identified employment land 

requirement would be consistent with the need to create conditions in which 

businesses can invest, expand and adapt, in particular, allowing areas to build 

on their strengths. Given the proximity to Gatwick and the strategic road 

 
36 Horley, Burgess Hill & North Horsham/Novartis [SA Report, page 440] 
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network37, there is a clear demand and attractiveness for storage and 

distribution at Crawley. 

126. Positively planning for storage and distribution uses at Crawley would also be 

consistent with NPPF paragraph 83 in terms of recognising and addressing 

specific locational requirements of different sectors, including specifically for 

storage and distribution operations at a variety of scales and in suitably 

accessible locations. It would also reflect the One Town Crawley Economic 

Recovery Plan 2021 which seeks to diversify the Borough’s economy and curb 

its reliance on the aviation sectors. Failing to provide sufficient land for industrial 

and logistics uses would, in our view, result in dispersal of provision, potentially 

to sub-optimal locations.  

127. Overall, we find applying a labour demand scenario would comprise part of an 

appropriate strategy for the Borough. The 26.2ha factors in a modest allowance 

at 10% buffer, based on a general lag period between any permission and 

implementation. There is little before us on the scale of lost (non-replaced stock) 

as a trend and projecting this forward to provide sufficient flexibility in the land 

requirement. The evidence is generally mixed (high demand for existing 

employment areas versus loss of office floorspace to other uses, including 

residential). For this Plan we accept the 10% allowance as providing a 

reasonable degree of headroom within a minimum land requirement in 

accordance with NPPF paragraph 82d), but future monitoring may inform an 

alternative figure. 

128. In adopting the labour demand forecasts we are satisfied that the existing 

pipeline of supply (principally within the Manor Royal Estate) is likely to meet 

most needs for manufacturing and light industrial uses over the plan period. 

Additionally, a combination of Manor Royal, opportunity sites within the town 

centre and at the Horley Strategic Business Park allocation in RBBC would 

meet quantitative needs for additional office floorspace to support Crawley’s 

economy. As such, we find that when the existing supply of available 

employment land is accounted for, the need for new land release would be 

principally for warehouse and distribution uses.  

129. Whilst opportunities within Manor Royal may enable some additional warehouse 

and distribution floorspace to come forward this would not in itself be sufficient 

to meet the minimum quantitative need or provide the qualitative offer for larger 

footplate demands. As such plan preparation was justified in considering 

options for new strategic employment locations. When subtracting the available 

land supply for industrial/storage and distribution uses, there remains a net 

need for a minimum additional supply of 17.93ha over the plan period.  

 
37 Described in the “One Town” Economic Recovery Plan as being “hyper-connected” 
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130. In contrast to the previous Local Plan, the submitted Plan seeks to meet 

employment needs in full. These would be met in part by the protection and 

positive policy framework for existing main employment areas. This is 

particularly the case for Manor Royal where policies (supported by the Manor 

Royal SPD) will allow for investment and flexibility at this location without 

harmfully diluting its core mixed used business function. However, Manor Royal, 

including any minor peripheral areas not covered by safeguarding for Gatwick 

will not be sufficient to meet employment land needs over the plan period.  

131. In using the labour demand scenario to forecast employment land, this is in the 

context of the Plan only meeting 42% of its housing need and therefore 

suppressing population growth within the Borough that would otherwise occur 

and generate demand for employment. The EGA has considered a higher 

labour supply figure factoring in wider ‘At Crawley’ housing growth at 544dpa for 

potential urban extensions to the town in Horsham and Mid Sussex. This 

scenario generates a significantly higher employment land requirement for 

69ha. Whilst it remains to be seen whether urban extensions would be allocated 

and found sound ‘At Crawley’ (including potentially some employment related 

land/uses), we do not consider it necessary for soundness that this Plan 

contains an employment land requirement above that needed for the labour 

demand scenario associated with the Plan’s housing growth. There remains 

appreciable uncertainty around wider growth ‘At Crawley’.  Through the DtC 

process neither Horsham nor Mid Sussex are confirming that any planned 

growth adjacent to Crawley would be meeting Crawley’s unmet housing need. 

Nonetheless, the higher labour supply figure reaffirms in our minds that the 

26.2ha employment land requirement in the submitted Plan should be treated 

as a firm minimum, so as to potentially provide some flexibility to meet 

employment needs which may arise and to do so as part of a wider pattern of 

sustainable growth ‘At Crawley’. We return to this matter when considering the 

extent to which the 44ha allocated at the proposed Gatwick Green site is 

available in this plan period to meet employment needs.   

132. Furthermore, the DtC process has established that other than the Horley 

Business Park site, there are limited signals that unmet employment land 

associated with Crawley’s full local housing need of 755dpa (potentially up to 

113ha) could be accommodated in adjoining authority areas. As such, were the 

Plan not to release new strategic employment land, we consider there would be 

a significant risk of employment needs not being met, with significant harm to 

the sub-regional economy and Crawley’s vital role within it. 

133. In addition to the EGA and ELAA evidence, matters relating to employment land 

provision have been appropriately considered as part of the SA process. This 

includes three alternatives for Policy EC138: (1) do nothing and rely on the 

NPPF; (2) seek to accommodate growth in existing employment areas and in 

 
38 Submission SA May 2023 [KD/SA/01] pages 230-233 
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neighbouring authority areas; and (3) plan positively for growth through a 

combination of existing employment areas and a new strategic allocation to 

meet industrial and warehouse requirements. The assessment and rationale 

contained in the SA for selecting the preferred approach to employment land as 

an appropriate strategy for the Borough is cogently set out.  

134. The SA has also specifically assessed the option of a strategy that does not 

allocate new strategic employment land in the Borough (effectively the ‘do 

nothing option’ for SEA purposes (and a continuation of the 2015 Local Plan))39. 

We concur with the analysis in the SA that not releasing additional land for 

storage and distribution uses as part of this Plan would have a significant 

negative impact on the economies of Crawley and the wider Gatwick Diamond 

for the reasons given above.  

135. On the issue of the employment land requirement, we find the proposed 

minimum net requirement of 26.2ha, principally for storage and distribution 

uses, and the objective of seeking to positively accommodate this within the 

Borough, as set out in submitted Policy EC1, to be an appropriate strategy.  

136. As submitted the Plan would not appropriately reflect the employment land 

trajectory as of 31 March 2023.  As a consequence of further monitoring, the 

available employment land supply is less than as identified in the submitted 

Plan and so the minimum residual need for employment land over the plan 

period would need to be increased from 13.73ha to 17.93ha. MM3, MM13 and 

MM14 would do this in respect of the spatial strategy, the relevant parts of the 

economic growth section of the Plan and Policy EC1 respectively. As such we 

recommend them so that the Plan would be justified and positively prepared.  

Main Employment Areas 

137. As submitted the Plan identifies 11 main employment areas of varying scale and 

character.  However, this broad-brush approach would not appropriately make a 

necessary distinction between four employment areas of strategic significance 

and the other areas. These four areas including Manor Royal, Gatwick Airport, 

the town centre and the proposed strategic employment site at Gatwick Green 

would provide for a variety of employment and land uses which are recognised 

in location-specific policies elsewhere in the Plan. As such Policy EC2 as 

submitted could result in undesirable internal tensions in decision-making and 

so be ineffective. Accordingly, we recommend that the Policy makes an 

appropriate distinction between the four strategic employment locations and 

other main employment areas. MM15 would do this, and we recommend it for 

effectiveness.  

 
39 Submission SA/SEA May 2023 pages 439-441 
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Location  Whom Roles 

To inform the WBC EOC of 
requests made to the local 
authorities for support or action 

To provide local authority 
support and information to the 
Emergency Services. 

Emergency Media 
Briefing Centre 
(MBC) 

PR Officer LALO at MBC. 

 
Initial Wokingham Borough Council considerations include: 

Staff Deployment:  Deploy staff to the relevant command locations 
as necessary. 

Open EOC: In accordance with the 
WBC Major Incident Plan 

Establish the Emergency Operations Centre at 
the WBC offices REDACTED ON BASIS OF 
SECTION 38and open all necessary 
communication links, including links to West 
Berkshire District Council, Reading Borough 
Council, Hampshire County Council and 
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council, as 
appropriate. 

Assist Establishment of Media 
Briefing Centre:  

 

Place Services on Stand-by: 
including: 

EHOs with respect to water pollution to drinking 
supplies, contaminated land, food supply chain 
etc. 

Trading Standards  with respect to animal 
health and welfare matters 

Countryside Rangers and Rights of ways staff 
with respect to closure of footpaths etc.  

LA Highways officers with respect to road 
closures and diversions 

Rest Centre Staff 

Voluntary agencies to assist with rest centres.  

Adult Social Care for vulnerable adults 

Education Services in relation to vulnerable 
children and schools 

Consider the need for one or more 
Rest Centres 

On basis of need and guidance from SCG rep 
open suitable rest centres 

Consider the support required for a 
Radiation Monitoring Unit 

The provision of a Radiation Monitoring Unit 
(RMU) may be requested at the SCG level, 
perhaps as a result of a number of worried well 
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presenting themselves at hospitals or as a 
result of genuine concern regarding 
contaminants 

The provision of the RMU is the responsibility 
of health agencies however it is likely that there 
will be a request for a suitable location/building 
to be used. As a result a number of locations 
have been identified and considered suitable. 

Section 7.2 details the locations and the key 
information relating to this plan and the 
radiation monitoring unit plan. 

Consider the need for Mutual Aid. Due to the nature of the incident, the potential 
scale and as a result press and Government 
interest plus the potential for a long term 
response and recovery consideration at an 
early stage should be given to mutual aid 
support from other LA’s and Voluntary 
Agencies. 

Consider the Initial, Medium and 
Long Term Recovery Process 

Recovery is led by the local authorities but it is 
still a multi-agency process. 

More details on recovery are in Section 9. 
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11K BASINGSTOKE AND DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
Role 
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council (BDBC) (with assistance from neighbouring 
local authorities if necessary) would be responsible, in conjunction with West Berkshire 
District Council, for providing assistance to the Emergency Services in the event of an 
incident at AWE Aldermaston with actual or potential off-site consequences. 
 
Alerting Procedure 
In the event of an offsite incident at AWE Aldermaston, BDBC would be informed by 
West Berkshire District Council, the Emergency Services or the HCC Duty Officer in 
accordance with the procedure in the Emergency Plan. 
 
Actions  
 
The local authority’s Duty Emergency Manager will: 

(a) Record full details of the incident, immediately open a log and call back to West 
Berkshire District Council in order to verify the message.  

(b) Activate as necessary BDBC emergency response in accordance with the 
Borough Emergency Plan. 

In the event of an incident at AWE Aldermaston Basingstoke & Deane BC will consider 
deploying officers to the following locations: 

Location  Whom Roles 

ECC As per MIP AS per MIP 

TVP SCC - 
SCG 

Local Authority Liaison Officer 
(LALO) to SCC to be the SCG 
representative.  

The SCG rep will normally be the 
SCG rep for West Berkshire 
District Council but when an 
incident at AWE is affecting 
communities in BDBC area then 
a rep will be sent to the SCG. 
Liaison between HCC and BDBC 
will take place to establish which 
authority will deploy personnel to 
the locations below to avoid over-
representation 

To inform the ECC Controller of 
requests made to the local 
authorities for support or action 

To provide local authority support 
and information to the Emergency 
Services. 

To authorise expenditure on 
behalf of the LA as necessary 

TVP SCC Senior Officer To support the LALO This is a 
competent officer who 
understands emergencies, in 
particular AWE and the role of the 
LA. They shall be able to stand in 
for the LALO as necessary. Their 
main role is to support and to link 
in with the LALO at TCG Location 
and the BDBC ECC. 
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Location  Whom Roles 

TVPSCC – 
Media Team 

PR Officer  To work with the SCG media 
team 

TVP SCC – 
RCG 

Snr Officer Rep on RCG 

TCG DEM/HoS/Third Tier Manager LALO at the TCG 

To inform the BDBC ECC of 
requests made to the local 
authorities for support or action 

To provide local authority support 
and information to the Emergency 
Services. 

Emergency 
Media 
Briefing 
Centre (MBC) 

PR Officer LALO at MBC 

 
Initial Basingstoke & Deane BC considerations include: 

Staff Deployment:  Deploy staff to the relevant command locations as necessary 

Open ECC: In 
accordance with the 
WBC Major Incident 
Plan 

Establish the Emergency Operations Centre and open all 
necessary communication links, including links to 
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council, 
Reading/Wokingham and West Berkshire District Councils as 
appropriate. 

Assist Establishment 
of Media Briefing 
Centre:  

 

Place Services on 
Stand-by: including: 

EHOs with respect to water pollution to drinking supplies, 
contaminated land, food supply chain etc. 

Consider the support 
required for a 
Radiation Monitoring 
Unit 

The provision of the RMU is the responsibility of health 
agencies however it is likely that there will be a request for a 
suitable location/building to be used. As a result a number of 
locations have been identified and considered suitable. 

Section 7.2 details the locations and the key information 
relating to this plan and the radiation monitoring unit plan. 

Consider the need for 
Mutual Aid. 

Due to the nature of the incident, the potential scale and as a 
result press and Government interest plus the potential for a 
long term response and recovery consideration at an early 
stage should be given to mutual aid support from other LA’s 
and Voluntary Agencies. 

Consider the Initial, 
Medium and Long 
Term Recovery 
Process 

Recovery is led by the Local Authorities but it is still a Multi-
agency process. 

More details on recovery are in Section 9. 
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11L HAMPSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL (HCC) 
Role 
Hampshire County Council (with assistance from neighbouring local authorities if 
necessary) would be responsible, in conjunction with West Berkshire District Council, 
for providing assistance to the Emergency Services in the event of an incident at AWE 
Aldermaston with actual or potential off-site consequences. 
 
Alerting Procedure 
In the event of an offsite incident at AWE Aldermaston Hampshire County Council may 
be informed by West Berkshire District Council, the Emergency Services or BDBC, in 
accordance with the procedure in the County Emergency Plan. 
Hampshire County Council will notify Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council.  
 
Actions  
 
The HCC Emergency Planning & Resilience Team or Duty Emergency Planning Officer 
will: 

(a) Record full details of the incident, immediately open a log  

(b) Activate as necessary the Council emergency response  

(c) Provide support and assistance to Basingstoke and Deane BC as required 
Provide for an incident at AWE Aldermaston including: 

Location  Whom Roles 

ECC activated  As per MIP AS per MIP 

TVP SCC  - SCG Local Authority Liaison 
Officer (LALO) to SCC to 
be the SCG 
representative. This 
person is normally a 
Director or other senior 
officer as nominated by the 
Chief Executive 

To inform the HCC & BDBC 
ECC of requests made to the 
local authorities for support or 
action 

To provide local authority 
support and information to the 
Emergency Services. 

To authorise expenditure on 
behalf of the LA as necessary 

TVP SCC Senior Officer To support the LALO. This is a 
competent officer who 
understands emergencies, in 
particular AWE and the role of 
the LA. They shall be able to 
stand in for the LALO as 
necessary. Their main role is 
to support and to link in with 
the LALO at TCG Location and 
HCC ECC. 

TVPSCC – Media 
Team 

Corporate 
Communications Officer to 

To work with the SCG media 
team. 
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Location  Whom Roles 

liaise with HCC on all 
public information issues. 

TVPSCC – STAC Public Health Consultant To attend the STAC 

TVP SCC – RCG Snr Officer  

TCG DEM/HoS/Third Tier 
Manager 

LALO at the TCG 

To inform the HCC ECC 
Controller of requests made to 
the local authorities for support 
or action 

To provide local authority 
support and information to the 
Emergency Services. 

Emergency Media 
Briefing Centre (MBC) 

Corporate 
Communications Officer 

LALO at MBC. 

Other LALO Locations   

West Berkshire ECC LALO To inform the HCC ECC of 
requests made to the local 
authorities for support or action 

To ensure cross border 
consistency.  

 
Initial HCC considerations include: 

Staff Deployment Deploy staff to the relevant command 
locations as necessary 

Open ECC: In accordance with the HCC 
Major Incident Plan 

Establish the Emergency Operations 
Centre and open all necessary 
communication links, including links to 
WBDC, BDBC, RBC and WBC as 
appropriate. 

Road Closures Initiate relevant Road Closures, as 
indicated in AWE Transport Plan in 
conjunction with the police in Thames 
Valley and Hampshire. These road 
closures may move closer or further out 
from the incident as necessary. 

Assist Establishment of Media Briefing 
Centre 

 

Place Services on Stand-by: including Trading Standards with respect to animal 
health and welfare matters. 

LA Highways officers with respect to road 
closures and diversions. 
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Countryside Rangers and Rights of ways 
staff with respect to closure of footpaths 
etc. 

Rest Centre Staff 

Voluntary agencies to assist with rest 
centres.  

Adult Social Care for vulnerable adults 

Education Services in relation to vulnerable 
children and schools. 

Consider the need for one or more Rest 
Centres 

On basis of need and guidance from SCG 
rep open suitable rest centres. 

Consider the support required for a 
Radiation Monitoring Unit 

The provision of a Radiation Monitoring 
Unit (RMU) may be requested at the SCG 
level, perhaps as a result of a number of 
worried well presenting themselves at 
hospitals or as a result of genuine concern 
regarding contaminants. 

The provision of the RMU is the 
responsibility of health agencies however it 
is likely that there will be a request for a 
suitable location/building to be used. As a 
result a number of locations have been 
identified and considered suitable. 

Section 7.2 details the locations and the 
key information relating to this plan and the 
radiation monitoring unit plan. 

Consider the need for Mutual Aid Due to the nature of the incident, the 
potential scale and as a result press and 
Government interest plus the potential for a 
long term response and recovery 
consideration at an early stage should be 
given to mutual aid support from other LA’s 
and Voluntary Agencies. 

Consider the Initial, Medium and Long 
Term Recovery Process 

Recovery is led by the Local Authorities but 
it is still a Multi-agency process. 

More details on recovery are in Section 9. 
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11M Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) 
Role 
To provide advice to Central Government, the PHE CRCE, and the Government 
Technical Advisor at the SCG.   
 
Alerting Procedure 
ONR will be alerted via AWE Plc. 
 
Actions  
 
In order to fulfil its role and function following confirmation that the site has been 
involved in an off-site emergency then the ONRs approved emergency plan will be 
activated this will include the ONR initiating the following actions: 

(a) Activate the Redgrave Court Incident Suite (RCIS) REDACTED ON BASIS OF 
SECTION 38 

(b) Attending the EOCC (A) at AWE (A) 

(c) Attend Strategic Coordinating Centre 

(d) Monitoring events on-site and the actions taken to restore the site to a safe 
condition 
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11N MHCLG RESILIENCE & EMERGENCY DIVISION (RED) 
Role 
The role of MHCLG RED is to: 

(a) Provide accurate and timely information on the incident and response to central 
government departments and COBR if activated 

(b) Provide a single point of contact to central government for local responders 

(c) Represent the interests of central government departments to local responders 

(d) Provide appropriate information, advice and support as required by local responders 
or central government departments 

(e) Provide a point of contact for neighbouring areas 

(f) Arrange visits to affected areas by Ministers and other government officials. 
 

Alerting Procedure 
RED will be formally alerted by TVP and West Berkshire District Council that an Off-Site 
Emergency has been declared at an AWE site and that the “Off-Site Plan” is being 
implemented. 
 
Actions  
 
Once an off-site incident has been confirmed, RED will activate its own Emergency 
Response Plan.  The Regional Resilience Team (RRT) will always lead the RED 
response, but it may be necessary to call upon staff from other teams to support the 
response. RED will send a Government Liaison Officer to the Strategic Coordinating 
Group (SCG) to support the MOD Coodinating Authority (MCA) and Government 
Liaison Team (GLT). Their main duties are:  

1. In the Emergency Phase: 
a) To support the MCA and GLT in the delivery of their duties. 
b) To assist in the co-ordination and provision of information on local 

consequence management to Central Government, ensuring MHCLG and 
Cabinet Office are fully briefed.  

c) To assist in recovery planning from the outset of preparation; this might be 
expected to start in the emergency phase.  For this, the MHCLG 
Representative will attend meetings of the Recovery Co-ordinating Group in a 
supporting and continuity role with other representatives of the MCA/GLT.  

d) Where necessary, MHCLG will activate an operations centre to facilitate 
national co-ordination and assurance for situation reporting on national 
consequence management; support MHCLG staff in discharging their role; 
engage other necessary bodies; and communicate Top Line Briefs to Local 
Resilience Forums. 

e) Where local responders are overwhelmed, or cross boundary or border co-
ordination is necessary, the MHCLG Representative will facilitate preparation 
for and implementation of a response. 
 

2. In the Recovery Phase: 
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a) To support the MCA/GLT and ensure the handover of the GLT function to 
recovery at an appropriate stage as agreed with MOD. 

b) MHCLG RED will undertake the transition from response to recovery by 
ensuring an effective handover from the MHCLG RED Government Liaison 
Officers (GLOs) to LGD Officers (GLOs) to LGD Officials taking up 
responsibility for support local responders and the Recovery Coordinating 
Group 
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11O THE DEPARTMENT FOR BUSINESS, ENERGY AND 
INDUSTRIAL STRATEGY (BEIS)   

Nuclear energy is a reserved matter. BEIS is Lead Government Department (LGD) in 
the event of an emergency at a civil nuclear site in England, Wales or Scotland. BEIS is 
the policy lead for civil nuclear, which includes onsite aspects of any response. 
Emergency plans and exercises are required for all REPPIR civil nuclear sites. Policy 
implications of an emergency and regulatory response will fall to BEIS.  
 
BEIS 
BEIS’ main function is to provide strategic national direction on policy impacts, oversee 
national response and manage international liaison.  
 
During a civil nuclear emergency, the Department for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy (BEIS) will:  

 Act as the Lead Government Department (LGD) for a civil nuclear emergency in 
England, Scotland or Wales.  

 Activate its Emergency Operations Centre (EOC) in London.  

 Provide accurate, timely briefing and situational awareness for UK Government 
Ministers and manage UK parliamentary interest.  

 Coordinate national public messaging.  

 Mange the Radiological Response Emergency Management System (RREMS)1 
and monitor the delivery of the Joint Agency Modelling (JAM)2 process and 
products.  

 Send BEIS personnel to the Strategic Co-ordination Centre (England and Wales) 
as part of the MHCLG led Government Liaison Team (GLT) to provide a 
communications link between central government and the local response, 
including requests for national support. The GLT, along with the MOD Joint 
Regional Liaison Officer if military assistance is required, will act as an escalation 
route for additional assistance needed to support the local response.  

 Liaise with international organisations (International Atomic Energy Agency, the 
European Commission and countries with bilateral arrangements) on notification, 
information sharing and any offers of aid.  

 Coordinate the deployment of national-level assets.  

                                            
 
1 When this system goes live 
2 Planned to be operationally live on 1 September 
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11P OTHER GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 
Overview 
This Annex should be read in conjunction with Annex N referring to MHCLG RED. 
There are a number of Government Departments other than the MOD that would be 
involved in the response to a nuclear emergency at AWE. The Departments most likely 
to be involved include: 
Cabinet Office 
Home Office  
Department of Health and Social Care  
Department for Transport  
Department for Education 
Department for Business, Emergency and Industrial Strategy  
Department for Work and Pensions   
Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 
Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 
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11Q MOD including MOD Coordinating Authority (MCA) 
The Ministry of Defence (MOD) owns the Atomic Weapon Establishment (AWE) sites 
and facilities at Aldermaston & Burghfield.  The day-to-day management operations and 
maintenance of Britain’s nuclear stockpile are the responsibility of AWE Management 
Limited’s wholly owned subsidiary, AWE plc.  AWE work under contract and in close 
collaboration with the MOD’s Defence Nuclear Organisation (DNO).  In addition to its 
statutory and operational responsibilities, MOD is appointed as the Lead Government 
Department (LGD) in the event of Defence nuclear incident or emergency.   
 
The MOD maintains a Defence Nuclear Emergency Organisation (DNEO) to respond to 
an incident or emergency, involving Defence nuclear assets.  The MOD’s Joint Service 
Publication (JSP 471) – Defence Nuclear Emergency Response (available on the 
Gov.uk website sets MOD policy and context for planning and response requirements in 
the event of nuclear incidents and emergencies arising from Defence Nuclear 
Enterprise activities and sites.   
 

(g) In the event of an emergency with potential off-site consequences at AWE 
Aldermaston or Burghfield, the DNO will arrange for a MOD Senior Civil Servant, or 
suitably delegated person known as the MOD Coordinating Authority (MCA) to go to the 
Strategic Co-ordinating Centre (SCC) at Thames Valley Police Headquarters, and attend 
the Strategic Coordinating Group (SCG). The MCA will be supported by a team of MOD 
personnel. REDACTED ON BASIS OF SECTION 38 

The MCA is the appointed Nuclear Suitably Qualified and Experienced Personnel 
(NSQEP) Executive Director of the MOD’s operational response in the incident area.     
 
In the event of a nuclear Emergency, the MCA is responsible for: 

(a) Providing authoritative and timely advice concerning the progress or 
development of the emergency and the potential implications, including 
mitigation, of operations to make safe and recover the asset. 

(b) Providing the Department’s LGD input to the SCG, liaising with the Joint Military 
Commander (JMC) as required;  

(c) Liaising with MOD HQ Defence Nuclear Emergency Organisation (HQ DNEO), 
London, to ensure they are kept informed on the status of the emergency and the 
operational response. 

(d) Acting on strategic direction from MOD HQ DNEO and seek any additional 
Military Force Elements (FE) required through the MOD Security, Policy and 
Operations Directorate (SPO), through the MOD Joint Regional Liaison Officer 
(JRLO), Regional Point of Command (JRLO/RPoC Brigade Commander) and the 
MOD’s HQ Standing Joint Commander (UK (SJC UK). 

 
Alerting Procedure 
The AWE Duty Site Manager or Emergency Manager are responsible for alerting MOD 
in the event of a Defence nuclear incident or emergency at AWE Aldermaston or 
Burghfield. They will contact the MOD First Point of Contact (FPOC), who will alert the 
MOD Co-ordinating Authority and Chief of Defence Staff Duty Officer (CDSDO).    
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11R ENVIRONMENT AGENCY 
Role 
The Environment Agency (EA) has a broad role to protect and enhance the environment 
in England. In the case of an emergency at a nuclear site, these responsibilities 
comprise some that are statutory, where there may be a breach of a law which the EA is 
responsible for enforcing, and others that are operational, where the EA effectively acts 
on behalf of or in support of DEFRA in providing a response and advice to multi-agency 
partners.  
 
Alerting Procedure 
EA will be alerted by RBFRS and AWE via the Radiation Incident Hotline number. 
The EA Radiation Duty Officer (RDO) will then be informed for immediate assessment 
and response. 
 
Actions 
 
The EA’s roles and responsibilities, in the event of an emergency at a nuclear site, 
include the following: 

(a) Ensure health, safety and wellbeing of Environment Agency staff who may be 
involved 

(b) Provide advice to internal and external colleagues on the impact of the incident on: 

i. water in the environment; 
ii. radioactive and conventional waste;  
iii. the natural and built environment;  

(c) Provide advice to multi-agency partners on the protective and remedial measures 
which can be taken to reduce the impact on the environment  

(d) Provide Environment Agency representatives with specialist knowledge of 
radioactive substances at relevant multi-agency centres, such as the Strategic 
Coordination Centre (SCC), DEFRA Emergency Operations Centre (EOC), BEIS 
EOC or MOD HQ Defence Nuclear Emergency Organisation (HQ DNEO);  

(e) Activate internal incident management structures to support the response, such as 
the Radiation Assessment Cell (RAC), Area Incident Room (AIR), National Incident 
Room (NIR) and Strategic Support Team (SST)  

(f) Advise DEFRA on technical and regulatory aspects of the response and recovery;   

(g) Provide information to the public and the media, in consultation with the Lead 
Government Department and the SCG associated with the affected site;    

(h) Manage flows of regulated waters if appropriate, to minimise impact;    

(i) Check for breach of site operator’s environmental permit, where relevant;  

(j) Pursue relevant regulatory investigations in accordance with the Environment 
Agency’s statutory duties; 
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(k) Arrange for contractors to carry out environmental monitoring and sampling as part 
of the multi-agency monitoring strategy 

The Agency’s broader responsibilities, including fisheries, conservation, water 
resources, waste regulation and water quality, could come into play at some stage 
during the early response or during the short to long-term remediation. More extensive 
statutory powers could be involved if an incident also involved significant chemical 
contamination. 
 
The EA does not have a specific statutory duty to monitor controlled waters for 
radioactive contamination. But in the event of an environmental incident involving a 
release of radioactive substances to controlled waters, the EA would arrange sampling 
and radiochemical analysis with a view to protecting the environment and advising 
downstream users and abstractors.  
 
During the Recovery Phase, the Environment Agency will specifically:  
a) Ensure health, safety and wellbeing of Environment Agency staff who may be 

involved 

b) Provide advice to internal and external colleagues on the impact of the incident on: 

i. water in the environment 
ii. radioactive and conventional waste 
iii. the natural and built environment 

c) Provide advice to multi-agency partners on the protective and remedial measures 
which can be taken to reduce the impact on the environment  

d) Provide Environment Agency representatives with specialist knowledge of 
radioactive substances at relevant multi-agency centres, such as the Strategic 
Coordination Centre (SCC), DEFRA Emergency Operations Centre (EOC), BEIS 
EOC or MOD HQ Defence Nuclear Emergency Organisation (HQ DNEO) 

e) Activate internal incident management structures to support the response, such as 
the Radiation Assessment Cell (RAC), Area Incident Room (AIR), National Incident 
Room (NIR) and Strategic Support Team (SST)  

f) Advise DEFRA on technical and regulatory aspects of the response and recovery 

g) Provide information to the public and the media, in consultation with the Lead 
Government Department and the SCG associated with the affected site 

h) Manage flows of regulated waters if appropriate, to minimise impact1  

i) Check for breach of site operator’s environmental permit, where relevant 

j) Pursue relevant regulatory investigations in accordance with the Environment 
Agency’s statutory duties. 
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11S FOOD STANDARDS AGENCY  
Roles  
The Food Standards Agency (FSA) is responsible for ensuring food and animal feed 
safety in the event of a radiation emergency or chemical incident and does this through 
providing precautionary food safety advice and by implementing food restriction orders if 
necessary. This advice may cover different geographical areas and different time 
periods to other countermeasures 
Specific responsibilities are: 

(a) Food Standards Agency HQ, London to provide point of contact with the SCG   

(b) To determine the level of any contamination of the food chain. Thereafter, as 
necessary, take legal measures to prevent unacceptably contaminated food 
entering the food chain by the implementation of emergency restriction orders 
under the Food and Environment Protection Act 1985.  Such orders are 
commonly referred to as FEPA Orders and restrict the supply, movement or sale 
of produce from an affected area 

(c) To take action to ensure that food contaminated to unacceptable levels does not 
enter the food or feed chain 

(d) To provide advice and information to the public 

(e) To ensure, in conjunction with the Environment Agency, the safe disposal of 
contaminated food 

(f) To ensure that subsequent remediation takes account of food safety issues. 

(g) To assist with the enforcement of emergency restriction orders 

(h) To disseminate food safety advice, as requested 
 
The FSA Incidents Team coordinates the Agency’s response to all incidents with 
potential to affect the food or feed chain. This includes environmental contamination 
incidents (such as fires, toxic discharges, waterways contamination and accidents at 
industrial sites) and food contamination incidents (physical, chemical, microbiological or 
malicious tampering) where the food is in the distribution chain or available for sale. 
 
Alerting System 
The FSA Incidents Team will be alerted by West Berkshire District Council. 
The FSA Incidents Team if applicable, will invoke the FSA Non-Routine Incident 
Management Plan. 
 
During such an emergency, in the first instance the FSA will always attend relevant 
meetings remotely via video/teleconference. If deemed necessary and safe to do so 
staff would be deployed to the following locations.  
REDACTED ON BASIS OF SECTION 38 
 

Location Food Standards Agency 

Food Standards Agency 
HQ, London  

The Incident Management Co-Ordination Group will set the 
operational response to the incident this will include  
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Location Food Standards Agency 

formulating risk  assessments, issuing  food/feed  safety 
advice and statutory food orders as appropriate 

Thames Valley Police 
SCG  

Radiological expert to inform Strategic Commander on 
food/feed safety issues and Agency actions via STAC. 

Media Briefing Centre Spokesperson to issue advice and information on FSA’s 
response 

Government 
Coordination Centre, 
London 

Representative to liaise with other Government 
Departments 
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11T RADIOACTIVE INCIDENT MONITORING NETWORK  
Role 
A key component of the Government’s response arrangements to the occurrence of an 
overseas nuclear accident with consequences for the UK is a national Radioactive 
Incident Monitoring Network and information management system (RIMNET).  

The Met Office is responsible for maintaining, on behalf of Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy (BEIS) the operational capability of the RIMNET system. RIMNET 
facilities including: 

(a) Maintaining the operational capability of the RIMNET system 

(b) Ensuring the RIMNET facilities in emergency centres are properly maintained; 

(c) Providing briefing and training on the use of the system 

(d) Planning exercises to test the UK response systems, facilities and procedures 

(e) RIMNET is a UK-wide emergency management system, which was first 
established in 1988 following a review of the UK response to the Chernobyl 
accident.  It consists of: 

i. A network of 96 fixed gamma dose rate monitoring stations across the UK 

ii. A network of 105 R3M Mobile monitors around coastal locations and 
nuclear facilities REDACTED ON BASIS OF SECTION 23 & 24 

iii. A central database accessible by all Government Departments, Agencies 
and Devolved Administrations 

iv. A Geographic Information System 

v. Statistical and analysis tools 

vi. A robust network of links to other emergency response systems operated 
by Government Departments, the UK nuclear industry and international 
organisations 

vii. Document management and desktop publishing facilities; and 

viii. Diverse communications systems. 
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11U MET OFFICE 
Role  
The Met Office is responsible for providing weather and plume dispersion information as 
part of (PACRAM) Procedures and Communications in the event of a Release of 
Radioactive Material. 
 
The 24 hour EMARC (Environment Monitoring and Response Centre) at Exeter will 
provide weather forecasts following the release of radioactive materials into the 
environment. On notification of an accident the EMARC staff will run the NAME 
(Numerical Atmospheric Modelling Environment) simulation having input all given 
information about the release. Output from the Model is in a graphical map based form, 
as an animation to show plume behaviour. 
 
There is a 24 hour emergency contact point for the EMARC desk at Exeter. In addition, 
the Met Office Advisor (Civil Contingencies) (MOACC) for SE England can provide 
additional help with interpretation of the data provided by Exeter. The MOACC can also 
attend Strategic Coordinating Centre meetings either in person or remotely.  
Contact details for the MOACC: via Met Office Advisor – see AWE MA Activation Plan 
 
Alerting Procedure 
The Met Office will normally be activated by TVP and Royal Berkshire Fire and Rescue 
Service as required.  
 
Actions  
 
Provide advice, if required, through the MOACC or Met Office Exeter on the plume 
direction during any release and post a release in order to support response 
requirements. 
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11V DEFRA CBRN EMERGENCIES TEAM  
Role  
The CBRN Emergencies Team, is part of the Department for Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs (DEFRA), and can provide advice and guidance on decontamination 
processes and providers to support those responsible for decontamination and/or 
remediation following an incident which can involve Chemical, Biological, Radioactive or 
Nuclear materials (CBRN) and from major accidental releases of hazardous materials 
(HAZMAT). 
 
The CBRN Emergencies Team services are available on request (can be requested by 
Central Government, Emergency Services or Responsible Authorities who may be 
specified by statute or, in the case of a private body or company, may be the 
owner/agent of a building, location or asset). 
 
Specifically the CBRN Emergencies Team can provide advice on: 

(a) Remediation options (including whether or not to decontaminate and what 
alternative options are available) 

(b) Capability, capacity and availability of specialist CBRN decontamination 
contractors in terms of decontamination of buildings, infrastructure and open 
environment, and transport. They may, if invited to do so, be able to offer other 
resources to assist in the site clearance process e.g. monitoring and sampling 

(c) Support (and facilitate where necessary) the contractual relationship between the 
Responsible Authority (or Agent) and specialist CBRN decontamination 
contractor(s) through a Framework where agreed terms, conditions and pricing 
schedules are already in place.  
 

Alerting Procedure 
Via DEFRA as detailed in figure below. 
 
Actions  
 
The actions of the CBRN Emergencies Team include:  

(a) Attend SCG with at least one representative in the STAC and the RCG 

(b) Advise the STAC and RCG of decontamination options, issues and costs  

(c) Liaise with private companies to prepare for a possible deployment for 
decontamination 

(d) Provide options to the RCG for clear up/decontamination 

(e) Support the decontamination process 

(f) Work with the specialist companies on specific aspects of decontamination as 
they might impact on their operations 

(g) Work with the RCG to develop strategies 
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In order for the CBRN Emergencies Team to provide the advice etc. then the following 
information would be requested: 

(a) The specifics and extent of contamination (What, where, how much, fixed or 
mobile?) 

(b) Site plans (both street and buildings – with services where possible) and 
rendezvous/strategic holding areas for Framework Suppliers to bring kit/staff 
forward to 

(c) Details of who is responsible for managing the remediation process will they 
accept responsibility for the cost of a specialist CBRN decontamination 
contractor – if not, who will? 

(d) Details as to whether the contamination been contained to prevent further 
spread? 

(e) Have forensic investigations been completed by the police and specialist teams 
(CBRN Emergencies Team specialist suppliers can assist in this process if 
requested) and the site handed over for remediation? 

 
Details of the Recovery Coordination Group (RCG) and whether a decision to 
decontaminate has been taken? – Prioritisation of work and resources may be required. 
(CBRN Emergencies Team Science Team may assist with technical remediation 
options and can feed information into the remediation / decontamination strategy / 
Science and Technical Advice Cell (STAC) / Strategic Coordination Group) 
 
In order that the decontamination process can continue then the following would be 
considered in the Decontamination Process: 

(a) Specific sampling and monitoring would be carried out to inform the 
decontamination strategy 

(b) RCG and STAC agree decontamination and waste strategy (includes agreed end 
point, planning to prioritise workloads, cost estimation, decisions on 
decontamination technology, disposal routes and monitoring processes) 

(c) Once engaged, the specialist Defra CBRN Emergencies Team contractor(s) will, 
in accordance with decontamination strategy, provide a plan which will include 
method statements and risk assessments 

(d) Decontamination carried out (various methods may apply) 

(e) Post decontamination (clearance) sampling carried out 

(f) Final clearance given by RCG / Clearance Committee 

(g) Completion report provided. 
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11W  UTILITIES 
During any major incident the utilities have a role to play in order to support the 
emergency response make sure the situation does not get worse for the community in 
the long term. The following details the main responsibilities of the utilities. 
 

WATER COMPANIES 

Role 
Thames Water and South East Water are the main water utility companies covering 
both areas around the sites. Their main responsibilities are to ensure that the public 
water supply meets the legal requirements and as a result is fit for human consumption.  
 
Alerting Procedure 
The Environment Agency will alert the Water Company (ies) in the affected area.  
The Water Companies will then alert through their own internal systems.  
 
Actions REDACTED ON BASIS OF SECTION 38 
 
The main responsibilities of the water company would be to:  
 

a. Assess the risk of contamination of the public water supply  

b. Sample surface and, in certain cases, underground water sources used for public 
supply in an area extending up to or beyond 40km from the site.  The samples would 
be sent for analysis for radioactive materials. This would be in conjunction with the 
EA and PHE CRCE 

c. Consider the results obtained and any advice received from the Environment 
Agency in determining appropriate action  

d. Provide advice to customers on public water supplies in accordance with the Public 
Health guidelines 

e. Support the delivery of alternative drinking water to the affected areas as necessary  

f. Attend the SCG, STAC and/or the RCG at SCC as necessary 

g. Consider water water impacts and provide guidance to customers if alternative 
actions are required.  

 

COMMUNICATION COMPANIES 

Role 
The main communications provider, British Telecom, operates a monitoring system for 
999 calls and may be alerted to an AWE Off-Site Radiation Emergency in its early 
stages. 
Other communication providers will also monitor their networks to ensure 
communications are maintained. 
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Alerting Procedure 
Any alert to the communications company would normally be via the SCG or via the 
responding agencies directly.  
 
Actions  
 
The main actions of all the communications companies are to monitor their networks to 
ensure communications is maintained 

a) They may be invited to attend the SCG if there is a particular issue to be 
resolved.  

b) Mobile Communications network operators may be requested to activate the 
Mobile Telephone Preferential Access Service (MTPAS) 

c) BT on notification of an incident will specifically: 

i. Maintain a log of all incoming and outgoing messages and a diary of 
events, times, dates etc. 

ii. Establish their Emergency Control Group and nominate a BT incident 
control manager. 

iii. Establish their Emergency Communications Centre and appropriate local 
emergency Control Point.  

 

ELECTRICITY COMPANIES 

Role 
The role and actions of the electricity companies are to: 

(a) To maintain /restore the supply of electricity 

(b) To isolate and make safe electrical apparatus as necessary. 

(c) Liaison with local authorities and other organisations as appropriate  

(d) To manage and operate electricity distribution to the conditions prevailing 
throughout the emergency 

(e) To respond to requests to connect and disconnect 

(f) To attend SCG as requested. 
 
Alerting Procedure 
Any alert to the electricity companies would normally be via the SCG or via the 
responding agencies directly.  
 

GAS COMPANIES 

Role 
The role and actions of the gas companies are to: 

(a) To maintain as necessary the gas supply 
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(b) To connect or disconnect gas supplies as requested  

(c) To attend SCG as requested. 

(d) Alerting Procedure 

(e) Any alert to the gas companies would normally be via the SCG or via the 
responding agencies directly. 

 
Alerting Procedure 
Any alert to the gas companies would normally be via the SCG or via the responding 
agencies directly.  
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11X NETWORK RAIL 
Role  
Network Rail’s role is to control the rail network in an emergency. As a result within the 
DEPZs of the AWE sites there may be a requirement for Network Rail to be involved 
should the wind direction etc. result in the plume affecting or likely to affect the main 
London-Newbury or Reading-Basingstoke rail lines.  
 
Alerting Procedure 
Depending on the sectors affected and the distances involved of potential contamination 
then Network Rail will be notified by the British Transport Police or West Berkshire 
District Council.  
 
Actions  
 
Network Rail will: 

(a) Ensure that the users of the lines affected are informed of the incident, including 
Train Operating Companies (GWR, South West Trains etc.) and Freight 
Operating Companies. 

(b) Inform their National Operations Centre, other affected Routes, and controlling 
signal boxes for the area. 

(c) Work with other agencies at the most appropriate command level to ensure the 
most appropriate action is taken to secure the safety of all staff, passengers, 
freight and trains on the affected lines.   

(d) Ensure that any affected trains are properly identified and cleaned in conjunction 
with advice and guidance provided by STAC and the SCG/RCG. 

 
Follow advice from STAC and the SCG/RCG in terms of closing and re-opening lines. 
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11Y HIGHWAYS ENGLAND 
Role 
Highways England manages the strategic road network in England, comprising 
motorways and some A roads. This is performed by the TOS (Traffic Officer Service) 
and Service Provider contracted to maintain. 
 
Highways England Traffic Officers and their Service Provider would be responsible, for 
providing assistance to the Emergency Services in the event of an incident at AWE 
Aldermaston with actual or potential off-site consequences where the need for closures 
on the SRN would be required. 
 
Alerting Procedure 
In the event of an offsite incident at AWE, Highways England East Regional Operations 
Centre (ROC) would be informed by West Berkshire District Council, the Emergency 
Services (Police for AWE Burghfield only) in accordance with the procedure in the 
Emergency Plan. 
 
Actions  
 
The East Duty Regional Control Centre (RCC) Manager will: 

(a) Record full details of the incident, immediately open a log and call back to 
West Berkshire District Council in order to verify the message.  

(b) Inform the Duty Operations Manager 

(c) Inform the South-East Emergency Planning Team 

(d) Inform Service Provider and place on standby in case any closures are to be 
implemented on the SRN 
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11Z  OTHER ORGANISATIONS 
Other individual organisations may be involved as and when required. It may be none or 
only one or two are involved. However it may be that in a significantly large incident 
then more organisations will be called upon to assist.  
Other organisations that may be asked to assist include: 
 
The Military - Military Aid to the Civil Authorities (MACA) 
Joint Doctrine Publication (JDP) 02 (Third edition) 2017 – Operations in the UK – The 
Defence Contribution to Resilience (available on GOV.uk) defines the policy for 
operations in the UK in support of civil authorities.  Following a Defence nuclear 
emergency, in addition to the pre-planned military support required by the MCA to deal 
with their tasks, the civil authorities may also require additional military aid which would 
be requested under MACA arrangements. 
 
Voluntary Agencies 
Would assist with Rest Centres etc. and would be coordinated by the relevant Local 
Authority 
 
Road Transport organisations 
To provide transport required of essential plan and machinery. 
 
Passenger Transport Organisations 
To provide transport for people in the event of any necessary temporary re-location of 
affected people 
 
Other Local Authorities  
To provide manpower and specialist equipment etc. under MOU agreements.  
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11AA SCIENTIFIC & TECHNICAL ADVICE CELL (STAC) 
Role 
STAC will provide timely and effective technical and health advice to the SCG in order 
key decisions can be made. Its remit is to: 

(a) Take advice on the scientific and health aspects of the incident from a range of 
experts; 

(b) Provide advice to the SCG on the health consequences of the incident  including 
the consequences of any evacuation or sheltering polices; 

(c) Confirm with the SCG the advice to be given to the public on the health aspects 
of the incident;   

 

If necessary, the STAC will: 

(a) Liaise with Department of Health and Social Care, DEFRA and other 
governmental bodies 

(b) Formulate advice to health professionals involved in the incident, such as 
hospitals, ambulance services, general practices and NHS Direct formulate 
advice on strategic management of the health service response to the incident. 

 
For an AWE incident with off-site radiological consequences, a STAC should be set up 
automatically. In non-radiological incidents, a STAC may be requested by the Police 
Incident Commander but may be recommended by a senior public health professional 
due to the potential impact on health and the local population from an actual or evolving 
incident.  
 
The composition and function of the STAC will be incident specific and tailored to local 
requirements and to provide the best advice to the SCG for decisions to be made. 
 
Alerting Procedure 
In the event of an off-site incident at AWE, STAC would be established by PHE SE in 
accordance with the procedure in the STAC Plan. 
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STAC Membership 
The likely membership of the group for an AWE incident will include: 

(a) Public Health England 

(b) Public Health England  – CRCE 

(c) West Berkshire District Council – Environmental Health  

(d) Berks LA Shared DPH Consultant 

(e) Other LA - Environmental Health - dependant on area affected. 

(f) MOD 

(g) Environment Agency  

(h) Food Standards Agency 

(i) Thames Water 

(j) AWE 

(k) ONR 

(l) Met Office 

(m)  and others as deemed necessary at the time.  

(n) STAC Chair and Support 
 
The STAC if called will be chaired by PHE as per the PHE South East STAC Plan. 
In order to support the STAC chair often a non STAC member is included to support the 
coordination. A TVP member of staff will support the STAC at the SCC 
 
STAC Considerations re: AWE Incident 
Due to the nature of the site some of the initial considerations will be: 

(a) What agents are we are dealing with? Radiation? Chemical? Both? 

(b) How much is there of it? 

(c) Where is it? 

(d) What are the likely health effects? 

(e) What is the monitoring strategy? 
 
STAC Quick Guide to AWE Incident Considerations 
In considering items in the DEPZ the following table provides some guidance: 

(a) The main types of radioactive materials used at AWE are: 

 Plutonium 

 Uranium 

 Tritium. 

There are other sources of radioactivity used for safety checks and normal 
industrial purposes (e.g. sources for radiography). These are well controlled, 
pose no threat to the public and have no potential for any off-site emergency 
response action 

See Section 2.5 & Section 2.6 
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(b) A release of radioactive material off-site from either the Aldermaston or 
Burghfield licensed sites is unlikely to lead to a significant dose to a member 
of the public.  

A release of radioactive material would not lead to acute (deterministic) 
radiation effects. 

(c) Atmospheric releases may be accompanied by a visible plume of smoke. 

However, given the properties of the radioactive material, the association of 
any visible smoke plume with the deposition of radioactive material may not 
be accurate.  

(d) In the event of a major release of radioactive material, the dose to the general 
public would be minimised by the appropriate imposition of off-site protective 
actions, as implemented by Local Authorities and their support services. 
These include the issue of instructions for the public: 

 to shelter, which reduces the inhalation and irradiation doses, and   

 to evacuate (short term relocation may be a better term), which 
prevents further exposure by moving the public from the affected area. 

The closer to the site boundary the greater the risk for the need for urgent 
evacuation particularly out to approx 150m with subsequent evacuation 
needed out to 600m.  

Vulnerable sites are more likely to need evacuation. 

(e) There will be no acute effects amongst the public outside the site boundary as 
a result of exposure to radioactive material.  

(f) Contaminants may be detectable outside the Detailed Emergency Planning 
Zone (DEPZ) for each site following an incident. 

(g) Key to the decisions is monitoring data and a monitoring strategy. Section 7.1 

 
Link to other Groups 
During the response phase the STAC would be in place in order to support the SCG. 
The STAC would also share information with SAGE (Scientific Advisory Group for 
Emergencies), which is the national advisory group advising the Cabinet Office Briefing 
Room (COBR) in an emergency. More information in relation to the procedures is found 
on ResilienceDirect. 
 
The STAC would also provide advice to support the Recovery Coordinating Group 
(RCG). 
 
Once the response phase had been completed and hand over from the Police to the 
Local Authority to lead on the recovery has been achieved it may be necessary for the 
STAC in full or elements of it to continue to exist in order to support the RCG.  If this is 
the case the chair of the RCG should raise this with the chair of the STAC and agree a 
way forward.  
 
It may be that elements of the STAC become part of the RCG main group or as part of a 
sub group as necessary.
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Annexes REDACTED ON BASIS OF SECTION 38 

 

Annex A: Communications Directory 
This is stored on RD  

Annex B: AWE Warning and Informing Plan 
This is stored on RD  

Annex C: AWE Transport Plan 
This is stored on RD  
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Sources of Supporting Information 
There are a number of sources of information which provides other background 
information relation the legislation and the sites including: 

AWE 
www.westberks.gov.uk 
HSE 
Office for Nuclear Regulation 
National Nuclear Emergency Planning and Response Guidance 
Public Health Protection in Radiation Emergencies  
 
  



FOI Version   238 

FOI Version  

Glossary of Terms 

This document uses the terms and acronyms described in the UK Civil Protection 
Lexicon issued by the Civil Contingencies Secretariat: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/emergency-responder-interoperability-
lexicon 

Acronym/ 
Term 

Meaning 

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable 

AWE Atomic Weapons Establishment 

AWE(A) AWE Aldermaston 

AWE(B) AWE Burghfield 

BC Borough Council 

BDBC Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council 

BEIS Department for  Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 

CAA Civil Aviation Authority 

CBRN Chemical Biological Radiation and Nuclear 

CCG Clinical Commissioning Group 

CCS Civil Contingencies Secretariat 

CMC Crisis Management Centre 

COBR Cabinet Office Briefing Room 

COI Central Office of Information 

COMAH Control of Major Accident Hazards Regulations 2015 

COP Common Operating Picture 

CRIP Commonly Recognised Information Picture 

DEFRA Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

DEM Duty Emergency Manager 

DEPZ Detailed Emergency Planning Zone – a defined area set by WBDC 
where detailed and immediate off-site emergency arrangements are 
required to protect the public from the effects of a radiation 
emergency.  

DERP Defence Environmental Restoration Program 

‘dose’ The amount of radiation energy imparted to the human body 

DNO Defence Nuclear Organisation 

DPH Director of Public Health 

EA Environment Agency 

ECC Emergency Control Centre 

EELs Emergency Exposure Levels 

EHO Environmental Health Officer 

ERL Emergency Reference Levels - used to plan which protective actions 
would be most suitable in particular circumstances by means of an 
upper and lower level of avertable dose  

EM (A) Emergency Manager (Aldermaston) 

EM (B) Emergency Manager (Burghfield) 

EMARC Environmental Monitoring and Response Centre 

‘emergency 
exposure’ 

An exposure of an employee engaged in an activity of or associated 
with the response to a radiation emergency or potential radiation 
emergency in order to bring help to endangered persons, prevent 
exposure of other persons or save a valuable installation or goods, 
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Acronym/ 
Term 

Meaning 

whereby one of the individual dose limits referred to in paragraphs 1 
and 2 of Part 1 of Schedule 3 to the 2017 Regulations could be 
exceeded 

‘emergency 
worker’  

Any person who has a defined responding role in this plan, and who 
might be exposed to radiation as a result of a potential or actual 
radiation emergency 

EOC Emergency Operations Centre 

EOCC (A) Emergency Operations and Control Centre (Aldermaston) 

EOCC (B) Emergency Operations and Control Centre (Burghfield) 

EP Emergency Planning 

EPO Emergency Planning Officer 

FCP Forward Control Point 

FEPA Food & Environmental Protection Act 1985 

FPOC Team First Point of Contact (MOD) 

FRS Fire and Rescue Service 

FSA Food Standards Agency 

GLO Government Liaison Officer 

GLT Government Liaison Team 

HART Hazardous Area Response Team 

HCC Hampshire County Council 

HECA Hazard Evaluation & Consequence Assessment 

HMEPA Hazardous Material Environmental Protection Advisor 

HoS Head of Service 

HQ Headquarters 

HQ DNEO 
Headquarters Defence Nuclear Emergency Organisation (MOD 
London) 

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency 

INES International Nuclear Events Scale 

IRR Ionising Radiation Regulations 2017 

JRLO Joint Regional Liaison Officer 

LA Local Authority 

LALO Local Authority Liaison Officer 

‘lead local 
authority’ 

Where more than one local authority is involved the ‘lead local 
authority’ are the local authority in which the premises are situated 

LGD Lead Government Department 

LLC Local Liaison Committee 

LO Liaison Officer 

LRF Local Resilience Forum 

MAC Media Advisory Centre 

MACA Military Aid to the Civil Authorities 

MAIC Multi-Agency Information Cell 

MBC Media Briefing Centre 

MCA MOD Coordinating Authority 

MDP Ministry of Defence Police  

MHCLG Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government 

MHCLG RED MHCLG Resilience & Emergency Division 

MICR Major Incident Control Room 

MIP Major Incident Plan 
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Meaning 

MOACC Met Office Advisor Civil Contingencies 

MOD Ministry of Defence 

mSv milliSieverts 

NAME Numerical Atmospheric Modelling Environment 

NERO Nuclear Emergency Response Organisation 

NHS National Health Service 

OOH Out of Hours 

OiC Officer in Charge 

ONR Office for Nuclear Regulation 

ONR RCIS Office for Nuclear Regulation Redgrave Court Incident Suite  

OPZ Outline Planning Zone - A zone beyond the DEPZ building on the 
existing arrangements and capabilities to provide commensurate 
planning for low probability events of extremely unlikely but more 
severe 

PACRAM 
Procedures and Communications in the event of a Release of 
Radioactive Material 

PHE Public Health England 

PHE CRCE Public Health England Centre for Radiation, Chemical and 
Environmental Hazards 

PIC Public Information Centre 

PIO Press and Information Officer 

PPE Personal Protective Equipment 

PR Public Relations 

‘protective 
action’ 

An action or actions taken in order to prevent or reduce the exposure 
of emergency workers, members of the public, the environment or the 
contamination of property from ionising radiation in the event of a 
radiation emergency 

PROW Public Rights of Way 

‘radiation 
emergency’ 

A non-routine situation or event arising from work with ionising 
radiation that necessitates prompt action to mitigate the serious 
consequences. 

RBC Reading Borough Council 

RBFRS Royal Berkshire Fire & Rescue Service 

RCC Regional Control Centre 

RCG   Recovery Coordinating Group 

RCIS Redgrave Court Incident Suite 

RD ResilienceDirect 

RED Resilience & Emergency Division (MHCLG) 

REL Rear Echelon Link 

REPPIR Radiation Emergency Preparedness and Public Information 
Regulations 2019 

RF BDE CDR Regional Force Brigade Commander 

RIMNET Radiological Incident Monitoring Network 

RMU Radiation Monitoring Unit 

RPA Radiation Protection Advisor 

RRT Regional Resilience Team 

RVP Rendezvous Point 

SAGE Scientific Advisory Group for Emergencies 
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SBC Slough Borough Council  

SCAS South Central Ambulance Service 

SCC Strategic Coordinating Centre 

SCG Strategic Coordinating Group 

SITREP Situation Report 

SSA Senior Scientific Adviser 

STAC Scientific & Technical Advice Cell 

TVP Thames Valley Police 

UPA Urgent Protective Action 

WBC Wokingham Borough Council 

WBDC West Berkshire District Council 
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Item 
No.

Application No. 
and Parish

Statutory Target 
Date

Proposal, Location, Applicant

(1) 19/01063/COMIND 

Aldermaston 

6TH August 2019 Construction of class A1 foodstore, car 
parking and access and landscaping. 

Land south of Ravenswing Farm, 
Adjoining Aldermaston Road and 
Silchester Road, Tadley

Lidl GB Limited

1 Extension of time agreed with applicant until 13th December 2019. 

To view the plans and drawings relating to this application click the following link:
http://planning.westberks.gov.uk/rpp/index.asp?caseref=19/01063/COMIND

Recommendation Summary: The Head of Development and Planning be authorised 
to Refuse planning permission.

Ward Member(s): Councillor Dominic Boeck.

Reason for Committee 
Determination:

The application is called to Committee by the 
Development Control Manager as the application has 
attracted much public interest – objection and support.

Committee Site Visit: 27th November 2019. 

Contact Officer Details

Name: Michael Butler 

Job Title: Principal Planning Officer  

Tel No: 01635 519111

Email: michael.butler@westberks.gov.uk  
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1. Introduction

1.1 This application seeks planning permission for the erection of a food store [for Lidl] of
2177m2 gross floor space with a net sales area of 1,411m2. Associated with the store 
will be 128 parking spaces for cars, [including 8 disabled spaces and 8 for parent and 
child] 2 motorcycle spaces and 10 “Sheffield”  stands which will accommodate up to 20 
cycles. Vehicular access will be derived off the Aldermaston Road to the west of the 
site, with a right turning lane for northbound traffic. The application is a full application 
with no subsequent matters reserved for planning approval i.e. at this stage the applicant 
is seeking approval of access, layout, appearance, landscaping and scale.    

1.2 The application site is about 0.9ha in extent and is located at the junction of the 
Aldermaston Road with Silchester Road, immediately to the north of the built up area of 
Tadley—which lies in Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council jurisdiction. It is 
presently an open grass field forming part of a wider agricultural land holding.  The site 
currently has mature hedge rows facing both principal roads as mentioned: if the 
development were to proceed, those to the north would be cut back considerably in 
order to obtain the road widening required in the highway to accommodate the right turn 
lane, whilst still retaining the footway. Just for clarity the site is green field and lies 
outside any defined settlement boundary in the Local Plan. 

1.3 The proposed store will be single storey, 32m in width and 73m in length. Its height will 
be just over 7m. The external facing materials are to be of traditional style, with red 
facing brick, [two proposed varieties of red/brown] timber effect cladding, white 
panelling, and a monopitch roof with a solar panel array: this will assist the BREEAM 
rating of the proposed store. In addition, on the south elevation there will be full height 
glazing, with the standard LIDL advertisement logo [subject to separate advertisement 
consent should this application be approved]. For clarity the original submitted plans 
included a far more modern style of materials, but these have since been amended to 
create a less contemporary approach.

1.4 Surrounding the building [via the amended plans] will now be a new landscaping strip, 
which will serve to reduce the future visual impact of the building. This strip of land on 
the north and east facing boundaries is not within the original red line of the application 
plans, but understood to be within the control of the applicant, via contract with the 
existing landowner. Should permission be granted, the landscaped area will then be 
required to be delivered via a s106 planning obligation. It cannot be delivered via a 
condition. On the proposed plans the western and southern boundaries [facing the two 
highways] are within the red line and there is to be a minimum 5m wide buffer strip here. 

1.5 To assist public access to the site other than by the private car, a new footpath is 
proposed on the south western corner which will provide direct access to Tadley town 
centre.   

1.6 The applicants have made much play of the fact that if planning permission is granted, 
they will be the food retailer to occupy the store. Whilst the case officer has no reason 
to doubt this point, the Committee will need to be aware that if they elect to approve the
application tonight, it will be a store for any food retailer, not the discount retailer 
identified. That is to grant a “personal” permission to the Company would not comply 
with the NPPF tests on conditions.  

2. Planning History

2.1 The table below outlines the relevant planning history of the application site.
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Application Proposal Decision / 
Date

154650/OUT Construction of indoor sports hall, and outdoor 
playing fields, MUGA, and changing facilities.  

Approved 2000.

2.2 Just for clarity the siting of the above permission lies considerably to the east of the 
present application site.

3. Procedural Matters

3.1 The site notice was originally displayed on the site on the 21st of May 2019, expiring on 
the 12th June. An amended plans site notice has been displayed on the 8th November 
with an expiry of the 29th November 2019. In addition the application was advertised as 
a formal departure from the Development Plan on the 21st May.   

3.2 The application, being A1 space, will be CIL liable. The present CIL rate is just under 
£154/m2 GIA so if the application were approved and built the CIL figure would be 
approximately £335,000.    

3.3 The case officer has examined whether the application is required to be screened under 
the 2017 Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations. The application type is an 
urban development project under Schedule 2, part 10[b] of those Regulations: but it 
does not meet the scale thresholds identified and similarly, does not lie in a sensitive 
area as defined in the Regulations/DMPO. Accordingly, no environmental statement is 
required to be submitted with the proposal. 

4. Consultation

Statutory and non-statutory consultation

4.1 The table below summarises the consultation responses received during the 
consideration of the application.  The full responses may be viewed with the application 
documents on the Council’s website, using the link at the start of this report.

Aldermaston 
Parish Council:

Resolved to raise no objections, but subject to the following 
observations –traffic concerns, reservations about building on a 
greenfield site, and precedent set, limited parking on the site, and 
if scheme does proceed, will need to re assess bus stop location 
on the A340. 

Amended plans—views awaited. 

Tadley Town 
Council. 

Do not object or support—however welcome the addition of a 
new food store bringing more choice and competition to local 
residents. However worried about the access particularly at peak 
periods, and the location of the bus stop.   

Silchester 
Parish Council. 

No objections, but remain worried about additional traffic 
movements attracted along the Silchester Road to the site—seek 
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contributions towards traffic calming measures accordingly in the 
village.  

Baughurst 
Parish Council.

Not invited to comment, but wish to raise concerns about local 
traffic increase at an already very busy road junction. Do not 
object to the store per se however. 

WBC Highways: Original plans –objection.

Amended plans. No objections on the basis that the right turning 
lane is provided adjacent the site.  Car parking is adequate in 
addition. Traffic generation is on balance acceptable, No s 106 
sought.  Conditional permission is recommended.

WBC Planning 
Policy. 

Do not object per se, but it is clear that the application scheme 
does not comply with Development Plan policy as it lies on a 
greenfield site outside any defined settlement boundary. No need 
for new convenience store in the District, but the store will serve 
Tadley. Query re the sequential test in addition. Policy ADPP6 in 
the Core Strategy is not satisfied.

WBC Economic 
Development 
officer 

Supports the application. It will provide up to 40 new jobs on the 
site, many of which will be part time and lower paid, which is the 
job profile of the employment created. In addition, the creation of 
more choice and cheaper food will be of economic benefit to the 
local population.

HCC Highways Originally objected in terms of concerns on impact on the A340 
corridor at peak periods for the AWE. However after subsequent 
modelling undertaken, the provision of the right turn lane for 
northbound traffic will alleviate the situation, so removing the 
objection. No s 106 sought. 

Basingstoke and 
Deane BC.

Originally objected to the application. Concerned about retail 
impact upon the District centre of Tadley. Further details about 
future catchment, trade draw and turnover assumptions of nearby 
stores need to be addressed. Details supplied—objection 
formally removed. If approved should condition nature of the food 
sales to restrict the range so that it remains a discount store.    

WBC 
Emergency 
Planning 

The application should be rejected. This is on the basis that the 
site location is within the inner protection zone of the AWE, it is 
greenfield so will bring additional population into the zone, it will 
require evacuation in the event of an incident, and the ability of 
store staff to respond adequately is questioned. Updated 
Emergency Plan submitted. Not satisfactory. Further report to be 
submitted; views awaited-see the update sheet.  

Archaeology  No objections. Site may be of interest. Written scheme of 
investigation required.

Minerals officer. The site is of known interest for gravel extraction. This should be 
conserved according to extant policy. However given the 
proximity of built form and the small scale of the application site, 
no objections are raised.   
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SUDS Further additional detail is required in order that flows from the 
site do not cause problems outside the site. Matter can be 
technically resolved .Conditional permission should approval be 
forthcoming. 

Thames Water The application site lies within 5m of a strategic water main—the
wayleave must be protected. Conditional permission –controls 
the issue identified. No objections otherwise. 

Natural England No objections raised. No protected species impacted, and no 
sites of ecological importance.  

Transport policy The site location is sustainable, being close to bus services and 
large areas of population. Seek electric vehicle charging points 
on site plus the implementation of the travel plan. Conditions 
recommended. 

Environmental 
Health.

No objections –conditional permission. Dust suppression during 
construction, working hours, and noise from on site plant, 
including air conditioning.   

Public representations

4.2 At the time of writing the report there are a total of 911 contributors, 849 of which support, 
and 55 of which object to the proposal. 7 representations are ambiguous. 

4.3 The full responses may be viewed with the application documents on the Council’s 
website, using the link at the start of this report.  In summary, the following issues/points 
have been raised in the objections.

 Building on a greenfield site.
 Outside settlement boundary.
 Traffic impact.
 Disruption to pedestrian and cycling flows through the area.
 Compromise air quality.
 Loss of agricultural land.
 Site used for the historic treacle fair.
 Impact upon ecology will be detrimental.  
 Do not need another food store.
 Why not choose a brown field site? 
 Visual impact –too much built up area.
 Significant effects on local noise and pollution.
 Wrong in principle for a Company to purchase land and then obtain permission.  

4.4 The letters in support are as follows.

 The introduction of the new store will provide good competition for the existing 
Sainsbury’s store. Food prices will fall. 

 The store will provide additional jobs.
 With new housing being built in the area more food shopping choice is needed.
 Will mean fewer trips to other stores outside the Tadley area so saving time and 

money and fewer cars on the wider road network as a result. It will reduce costs 
for hard working families in the area.
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4.5 The 7 letters of ambiguity.

 On the one hand want to see a Lidl store in Tadley, but concerned about the 
location in regards to taking up a greenfield site and traffic worries. 

5. Planning Policy

5.1 Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in 
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise.  The following policies of the statutory development plan are relevant to the 
consideration of this application.

 Policies ADPP1 [Spatial Strategy] ADPP6 [Kennet Valley] and CS8 [Nuclear 
Installations], CS11 [Hierarchy of Centres], CS13 [Transport] CS14 [Design 
Principles], CS18 [Green Infrastructure] and CS19 [Landscape Character] of 
the West Berkshire Core Strategy 2006-2026 (WBCS).

 Policy OVS6 [Noise] of the West Berkshire District Local Plan 1991-2006 (Saved 
Policies 2007).

5.2 The following material considerations are relevant to the consideration of this 
application:

 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019. 
 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
 WBC Quality Design SPD (2006)
 WBDC Landscape Character Assessment of 2019. 
 West Berkshire Retail and Leisure Capacity Assessment of 2017.   

6. Appraisal

6.1 The main issues for consideration in this application are:

 The principle of permitting or rejecting the development.
 The visual impact on the surrounding area in landscape terms 
 The retail issues surrounding the application.
 The highways issues
 Nuclear safety issues

Principle of development

6.2 Policy ADPP1 in the WBCS sets out the overall spatial strategy behind the Local Plan 
for new development. It sets out a hierarchy of settlements in the District, accordingly. 
Aldermaston is the “lowest” in this range, being [inter alia] a Service Village: this is where 
there is to be a limited range of services and some limited development potential. 
Accordingly, by definition to permit a large food store clearly runs contrary to this policy. 
Having said that, to be “fair” to the applicants, the principal purpose of the application 
will be to serve another settlement outside the District i.e. Tadley which is effectively a 
small town. So, whilst the Committee will need to take into account these Council
policies, they should also take into account the needs of adjoining residents nearby. In 
policy ADPP1, in addition, most development will be directed towards land within or 
adjacent to settlements. The application site does lie adjacent the boundary of Tadley 
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in the Basingstoke and Deane BC Plan and the site is greenfield as noted and forms no 
part of an allocation, in the West Berkshire Core Strategy.   

6.3 Policy ADPP6 corresponds specifically to the East Kennet Valley in which the site is 
located. In terms of the environment section, the first bullet point identifies the fact that 
the character of settlements will be conserved and enhanced, by ensuring that any 
development corresponds positively to its local context. In this case officers consider 
that the introduction of a 2177m2 food store on a green field site, with much associated 
hardstanding, will certainly detract from the attractive and soft landscape context to the 
north of Tadley—and so will run contrary to this part of the policy. In the Community 
Infrastructure and Services section, it is noted that the boundaries of retail and other 
services will be defined via the Site Allocations and Delivery DPD. It is apparent that no 
such allocation or boundary has been made in this document to allow for the new food 
store.

6.4 Policy CS8 in the WBCS corresponds to nuclear safety. This issue is considered in more 
detail later on in the agenda report. 

6.5 Policy CS11 identifies the hierarchy of centres in the District. This notes that 
Aldermaston is a local and village centre. It would not normally be appropriate to permit 
such a major new retail store therefore in the parish, but as mentioned above, this store 
is to primarily serve Tadley. This policy can be “discounted” to that extent, without 
prejudice to the final officer recommendation for refusal. Policy CS13 considers 
transport issues which will be examined later. 

6.6 Policy CS18 identifies green infrastructure across the District. This includes grasslands, 
of which the application site is comprised. The policy notes that the loss of green 
infrastructure will not be permitted. Accordingly this application would be contrary to the 
policy in hand. Secondly policy CS19 relates to Historic Environment and Landscape 
Character. This notes that the diversity and local distinctiveness of the landscape should 
be conserved and enhanced. Settlement patterns, and in particular how natural 
boundaries relate to the setting of built up areas, are important to protect. In this case 
there is little doubt in officer’s view that the incursion of such a major built form on this 
setting to the north of Tadley and to the south of Aldermaston parish will harm that local 
distinctiveness to its overall detriment: the proposal is thus taken to be contrary to policy 
CS19. 

6.7 To conclude on the policy issues in the WBCS it is apparent that the application does 
not conform. Hence its advertisement as a departure from the Plan. Even if the 
Committee considered all other planning matters were acceptable on the application, it 
is considered that the application still remains unacceptable on this sole basis. 

6.8 The Committee will also need to be aware of saved policy OVS6 in the WBDLP of 1991 
to 2006 .This relates to noise control. It is noted that dwellings lie in fairly close proximity 
to the application site so it is important to take any noise issues into consideration, which 
might impact upon adjoining amenity, in this respect. 

Landscape character

6.9 The Council has very recently published on its website the District Wide Landscape 
Character Assessment [LCA] of 2019. This is a detailed and comprehensive document 
which brings all the past three assessments together and updates then in regard to most 
recent policy in the   WBCS and the NPPF of 2019. The LCA divides the whole of the 
District into a number of sub character areas which it then goes onto describe in some 
detail and to promote development management tools to conserve and enhance that 
landscape type in the face of ongoing pressures—such as from this application.
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6.10 The application falls into LCA type WH5 which comprises the Burghfield Woodland and 
Heath land mosaic , which is largely but not wholly a plateau feature, south of the Kennet 
Valley .It is compromised by the significant MOD sites such as the AWE and substantial 
built up areas—which include Aldermaston in part and Tadley. Accordingly the 
landscape is not of the highest value, but remains valuable in its own right, as espoused 
by the NPPF. In paragraph 170 of the latter, in section b] it notes that all countryside 
should be recognised for its intrinsic character and beauty, whether formally designated 
or not. The WH5 type has no formal designation as such. 

6.11 Section 3 of the LCA policies focusses on how to protect the open areas in WH5, and 
notes that the settlement fringes should be carefully managed, in order to prevent the 
suburbanisation of that fringe and in addition to prevent the coalescence of settlements.
Officer’s view is that whilst the pasture land in question may not be “high value” per se, 
it performs an important function in providing a soft visual backdrop to all the buildings 
in the vicinity as the site visit will indicate. This is helped by the strong hedgerows which 
will be inevitably impacted seriously by the new development, opening up the past rural 
views to one of built form. Notwithstanding the proposed additional landscaping 
proposed by the applicant in the amended plans [which is helpful to a degree in 
mitigating the overall visual harm caused by the new store], it is clear that the scheme 
will still damage the surrounding area, to its detriment, so being contrary not only to the 
advice in the evidence base of the LCA, but also the advice in the NPPF and policy 
CS19 in the WBCS. 

6.12 The Committee should also be aware that to the north of the application site runs a 
public right of way [prow] which is well used by the local population: it is inevitable that 
the rural and tranquil experience formed by using this public right of way will be harmed 
by the introduction of significant new built form to the south i.e. the new store. There will 
be a degree of new noise and disturbance caused by the vehicle traffic movements and 
deliveries in addition, plus the necessary security lighting which will create cumulative 
harm. The LCA notes in particular the significance of tranquillity—it is accepted that the 
presence of the AWE and the housing near the site means tranquillity is compromised, 
but this is an argument to preserve what open areas remain all the more important. In 
addition, whilst precedent can be a circular debate, it is quite conceivable that once this 
development boundary is breached, pressure in the future will mount for more incursions 
into the green fields around the site, which will clearly be more harmful. 

6.13 The applicants have submitted an updated LVIA on the proposed scheme. This has 
carefully examined the proposal in the light of the existing physical surroundings of 
Tadley and Aldermaston, plus the existing policy base. A total of 22 viewpoints have 
been examined to see if and where the new store will have a detrimental impact. It is 
telling to note that on a number of points the consultants conclude that the impact on 
views will be moderately adverse, although the wider impact on the local landscape will 
be less so. Your officers concur with this point. These viewpoints are primarily from the 
main highways which are in the public domain.     

6.14 In conclusion it is  officer’s view that the presence of this major new store on the 
greenfield site to the north of Silchester Road “in” the Tadley area will be harmful and 
should not be permitted on the grounds of visual and landscape impact, contrary to 
policy. This will accordingly be a specific reason for refusal in the recommendation.  

Retail policies 

6.15 The Committee need to be aware, in the planning balance, in examining this application 
the retail issues surrounding the proposal. These are varied but basically comprise the 
following, in summary: whether the store is appropriately located, in terms of 
sustainability and the sequential test as advocated in the NPPF. Whether there is an 
“exceptional” need for the new store, which would override any other negative policy 
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views and finally whether the introduction of the store will have a harmful impact on the 
future viability and vitality of the centres around the site, including Tadley, albeit outside 
the District. 

6.16 The NPPF in chapter 7, seeks to ensure the continuing vitality of town centres, which is 
becoming increasingly important in the light of far more consumer expenditure via the 
internet, which may now comprise circa 20% of all such retail spending. One of the 
methods of achieving this aim, is to apply what is known as a sequential test to any 
application for main town centre uses [para 86] which are neither in an existing centre, 
nor are in accord with an up to date plan. This is reiterated in the WBCS in the supporting 
text to policy CS11 in para 5.69. Basically, town centre uses should first be directed 
towards a centre, then edge of centre [within 300m] then out of centre, then elsewhere. 
Effectively the current application site is the latter. The site is certainly not allocated for 
new retail space in the District Local Plan. If the judgement on the sequential test was 
to be applied only to centres in West Berkshire, the application would certainly fail as 
the closest settlement would be Aldermaston to the north, and Brimpton to the west. 
However it is clear that it would be nonsensical to apply this strict approach in this 
instance, since Tadley lies immediately adjacent to the site with the centre being only 
some 200m to the south. Taking this into account means that having examined any 
future available sites sufficient to meet the space needs of this store in the immediate 
surrounding area, none are available. Without prejudice it is regrettable that no suitable 
brownfield site is available since in purely locational terms, such a site so close to the 
Tadley centre would be normally  encouraged on the grounds of sustainability alone. 
Be that as it may, officers are satisfied that the sequential test is met in this proposal so 
no retail reason for refusal is recommended on this basis. 

6.17 The next principal issue which the Committee will need to take into account is retail 
impact. This is an important matter since, if an existing centre is affected badly in retail 
draw terms by the introduction of a new store, this will be detrimental to its future vitality 
and ability to attract future investment: this in turn will affect the centres continuing 
attractiveness and viability, so having a negative impact on future community cohesion. 
Again , in this instance since the immediate catchment of the proposed store will be very 
largely Tadley , the impact on stores a greater distance away , such as discount stores 
in Newbury [e.g. Aldi], and others in West Reading, and Theale will be minimal. The 
most serious impact will be upon the present Sainsbury’s store in Tadley town centre 
which is predicted   to be a loss of circa 9.8% of turnover i.e. £3.8million in the projected 
year of 2024. A number of points to consider here: firstly it is recognised that the 
Sainsbury’s store is “overtrading” in terms of increased turnover well above Company 
averages, given the lack of competition in the locality. Secondly it is pertinent to note 
that no objection has been received from that Company to the application. Thirdly it is 
germane that Basingstoke and Deane BC have not formally objected to the application 
on retail impact grounds, which would affect Tadley, a District centre in their Local Plan. 
It is also relevant that in para 89 of the NPPF where there is no locally set threshold , 
local planning authorities may only request an impact assessment if an application is in 
excess of 2500m2 .The Council has no locally set threshold so the figure of 2500m2
applies. The Lidl application is 2177m2. Notwithstanding, the applicant has submitted 
an impact assessment which has been helpful .To conclude on the retail impact issue 
this will accordingly not form any part of a reason to refuse the application. It is expected 
that the application will simply serve to improve Lidl’s market share in the area and 
indeed improve price competition, whilst reducing the leakage of retail household 
expenditure on discount food stores outside the Tadley area. This is of substantial retail
benefit. 

6.18 The final retail issue to take into account is retail need. It is of note that retail need is 
now not a test in the NPPF which can be applied to such applications. However , your 
officers believe this is still of relevance as a] the applicants have prayed this in aid in 
support of the application, and b] if an exceptional need were to be demonstrated [ 
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similar in principle to e.g. agricultural workers dwellings which then permits new 
development in the countryside] then on balance the application could be capable of 
approval. The Council has recently published in 2017 a West Berkshire Retail and 
leisure needs assessment. This has been on the website for some time. This report 
makes it very clear that no specific need for additional convenience goods is identified 
in this part of the District up to 2036. In fact in some areas such as Newbury there is 
almost “too much “space. The applicants however say this is of little relevance since it 
is the local needs of Tadley which must be borne in mind—which is accepted in principle. 
At no point however have the adjacent Borough Council actively supported the 
application, noting that a specific need is required to be met—they merely have not 
objected to the application. It is accepted that should this store be approved it would 
receive much local support for additional discount food shopping in the area, which is 
evidenced by the many hundreds of letters of support. But this level of support would 
presumably be for a Lidl store anywhere in the Tadley vicinity, not specifically on this 
greenfield site .It is the latter point which is fundamental to officers view on the 
application. As there are already   a number of food retailers in the town, such as 
Budgens, the Co-op and of course Sainsbury’s, it is not as if no other food stores are 
available. Accordingly, to conclude on this issue, in the absence of any special 
justification to overrule well established and extant up to date development plan policies 
for the continuing protection of the countryside, the application is not supported on the 
basis of exceptional retail need.

6.19 For clarity in the reasons for refusal, no specific retail reasons are included: the lack of 
retail need cannot be added in, since this in now no longer a test in the NPPF so would 
not be upheld at any potential appeal. The application satisfies the impact and 
sequential tests as identified above.

Highway issues

6.20 It was proposed to access the site via the A340 Aldermaston Road by a turn right lane 
and ghost island with a 9.0 metre wide access road. A pedestrian access is provided 
further to the south near the A340 Aldermaston Road / Mulfords Hill / Silchester Road 
traffic signal junction. Sight lines of 2.4 x 43.0 metres are provided which comply with 
standards set in the governments Manual for Streets. Some ‘Keep Clear’ markings will 
be required on the A340 southbound to ensure that traffic potentially queueing at the 
traffic signal junction will not prevent vehicles from turning into and from the site. Also 
with the traffic signal junction immediately to the south, there should be sufficient pauses 
in traffic flows on the A340 northbound to assist traffic turning right from the site. 
Highway Officers have been liaising with counterparts in Hampshire County Council. 
Highway Officers from both authorities are content with the proposed access. The 
access will need to be provided via Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980. The West 
Berkshire Council Parking Standards from Appendix 5 of the Local Plan Saved Policies 
2007 require one space per 14 sq m gross floor equating to 156 car parking spaces. A 
lesser provision of 129 spaces is provided equating to one space per 17 sq m. Therefore 
the car parking provision does not meet the current standards. However these standards 
are somewhat outdated and are “maximum” provisions. Data has also been submitted 
from surveys of other Lidl stores submitted in the south. All show a lesser parking 
demand than what is proposed. While highway officers still have concerns from the 
above, it would be difficult to argue that there is insufficient car parking proposed for the 
store. Parking for cycles seems to be provided in line with the cycle and Motorcycle 
Advice and Standards for New Development Guidance Note (2014). 

6.21 Highway Officers are also content with the site layout including facilities for deliveries. 
To project traffic levels, the Trip Rate Information Computer System (TRICS) has been 
used. TRICS is a UK and Ireland wide database of traffic surveys including retail stores. 
Highway Officers have also referred to the data accepted for the new Lidl store at the 
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A4 Bath Road in Calcot. This was approved with planning application 
15/02794/COMIND. 

6.22 The following traffic projection is therefore made: 

Arrivals Departures Two way
Weekday 17.00 to 18.00
Saturday  12.00 to 13.00

74
126

72
147

146
273

Projected total traffic generation from the proposal 

6.23 It is then common practice when assessing retail stores to consider: Linked and pass-
by (non-diverted) trips that are already present on the road network fronting the site, 
which will turn into the site; Primary transferred trips which are trips which would 
otherwise choose another store. Instead, they choose to visit the proposed store. New 
trips that do not appear anywhere on the network prior to the opening of the 
development; from population data it is projected that traffic to and from the access is 
distributed circa 2:1 A340 south: A340 north at the proposed site access. This would 
seem reasonable considering that circa two thirds of Tadley is situated to the south.
With the above trip type and distribution, there will be an additional 37 vehicle 
movements along the A340 (7 from the north, 30 from the south) during the PM peak, 
with an additional 60 during the Saturday peak (12 from north, 48 from the south). 
Therefore very little additional traffic is passing along the A340 into West Berkshire and 
the A340 Falcon Gyratory. Traffic surveys were undertaken at the following junctions 
over three days in January and March 2019:

a. A340 / Silchester Road / Franklyn Avenue
b. The A340 Falcon Gyratory
c. A340 / Sainsbury    

  
6.24 From these surveys, the above junctions have been modelled using LinSig, which   is a 

reputable software package used for modelling the capacity of traffic signal junctions. 
The following scenarios have been modelled for weekday AM and weekday PM and a 
Saturday peak.

 2019 Base - From observed traffic flows;
 2024 Base - 2019, plus traffic growth to 2024 
 2024 Development - as 2024 Base, plus the development.

6.25 From the traffic modelling results, highway officers along with counterparts in Hampshire 
County Council have no concerns regarding traffic impact on the A340 Falcon gyratory. 
However there is a concern that during the Friday PM peak by 2024, the southbound 
traffic queue from the A340 / Sainsbury traffic signal junction will be on average 21 cars 
in length. This will result in an increased frequency of traffic tailing through the A340 / 
Silchester Road / Franklyn Avenue junction to the front of the proposed store. This 
added to the expected traffic queue at the A340 / Silchester Road / Franklyn Avenue   
junction could result with more frequent traffic queues extending towards the A340 
Falcon Gyratory. Despite this there is no possible scheme to improve the A340 / 
Sainsbury junction. On this basis along with the proposed store projected to marginally 
increase the southbound traffic queue from 21 to 24 cars, it is considered difficult to 
raise objection on traffic grounds. Accordingly in conclusion, while some concerns 
remain from highway officers regarding car parking level and traffic impact on the A340 
southbound, it is considered that the concerns are not sufficient to raise objection. This 
is having regard to the advice on these matters in the NPPF which states that planning 
applications should only be refused if the impact on the local network is severe. 
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Nuclear safety issues

6.26 The application site lies within the Inner Consultation zone in relation to the AWE site at 
Aldermaston, which lies some 600m to the north of the site. This inner zone , under 
policy CS8 in the Core Strategy , mandates consultation with the Office for Nuclear 
Regulation [ONR] for all planning applications which are either residential or “where one 
or more additional person may  live, work or shop “. Clearly the current application falls 
within the latter remit. The policy states that in the interests of public safety, development 
in the inner zones is likely to be refused planning permission where the ONR has 
objected. At the time of writing this report, the ONR have a holding objection to the 
proposal, in the absence of a bespoke Emergency Action Plan being agreed for the site, 
should an emergency occur at the AWE. The Council Emergency Planning Officer has 
sought to agree such a document, which if the application were to be approved, would 
be accordingly conditioned in any permission. Again at the time of writing this has not 
been clarified but the update report will note the conclusions. If the officer still objects 
then there will be an additional reason for refusal recommended. 

6.27 The Action Plan submitted by the applicants, in summary, seeks to achieve the following 
safety procedures on site, should a major incident occur at the AWE site. Firstly, the 
principal aim of the report is to enable a successful “lockdown” of all staff and shoppers 
on the site should an emergency happen. Such a lockdown should specifically not 
impinge upon the successful ability of all the various blue light services to effectively 
carry out their necessary operations during an incident: accordingly Lidl staff [or the 
retailer who builds out the scheme] will be trained in the required emergency 
procedures, how an incident will be notified, actions following that notification, and 
actions for continuing shelter of people during an event. Clearly the provision of both 
food and liquids in the store will be easy to obtain, but other matters such as ventilation 
and waste disposal over perhaps a 24 hour period has to be taken into account. The 
actions of staff in keeping shoppers calm as well is important as are any evacuation 
plans. 

6.28 The applicants have prayed in aid the fact that many of the shoppers in the store would 
have been in the vicinity of the AWE site in any event as the catchment of the store is 
“local” by definition—see the retail section above. This is to an extent true, but the LPA 
must not resile from its public responsibilities in taking full account of public safety, 
having regard to the advice in policy CS8 in the WBCS. Accordingly, any planning 
decision to approve the application must not compromise future public security and 
health, in accord with the advice in para 95 of the NPPF. This states that [inter alia] “local 
planning authorities should ensure that operational sites are not adversely affected by 
the impact of other development proposed in the area”.

7. Planning Balance and Conclusion.

7.1 The application must be determined in accord with the Development Plan, unless 
material factors indicate that the benefits [or negative impacts/harm] caused by the 
development indicate otherwise. This is enshrined in planning policy advice and 
guidance. In this instance it is clear that the Council has an up to date plan, so an 
exception would need to be weighed in the planning balance if the application were to 
be approved—having regard to the fact that the application is clearly a departure from 
the Development Plan, being proposed on a green field site outside any defined 
settlement boundary.

7.2 In this instance, on the one hand, account needs to be taken of the apparent local retail
need for the store in the Tadley/ Aldermaston retail catchment. On the other hand, the 
acceptance of this application would not only  be contrary to extant policy, for protecting 
the countryside, but the proposal will also have a visual / landscape character impact, 
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in addition to a degree of highways impact. What the Committee may also wish to take 
into account is that having regard to overall sustainability issues and the need to reduce 
CO2 production where possible, if the application were approved it would reduce car 
travel to other discount stores in the three main surrounding towns of Reading , 
Basingstoke and of course Newbury. In addition, should the Council Emergency 
Planning Officer [via the ONR] continue to object to the application [see the update 
sheet] this would be a significant negative factor against the application to be taken into 
account.  

7.3 So, in economic terms the application is of certain benefit, providing shoppers with the 
better choice than is presently the case, plus the advent of additional employment in the 
Town. In social terms an advantage is also gained, by a new meeting place being 
provided in Tadley. In environmental terms the application fails however, since it will 
entail the incursion of a greenfield site upon which no exceptional need has been 
justified. The officer advice is that the scheme, on balance, should be rejected for the 
reasons below.        

8. Full Recommendation

8.1 To delegate to the Head of Development and Planning to REFUSE PLANNING 
PERMISSION for the reasons listed below.

1. The application site is located on a green field site outside any defined settlement 
boundary as identified in the West Berkshire Core Strategy of 2006 to 2026. 
Accordingly, having regard to the advice in policies ADPP1, and ADPP6 in the 
WBCS, the application is unacceptable having regard to the overriding need to 
protect the open countryside from urban growth. This is reflected in the advice 
contained in para 170 of the NPPF of 2019.

2. The development of this substantial retail store, at this prominent location in terms of 
public visibility close to main thoroughfares, with the associated access, hard 
surfacing, car parking and external lighting, will be harmful to both local visual 
amenity and be harmful to the wider landscape character /setting of the urban built 
form of Tadley. This in turn will be contrary to the advice in para 170 of the NPPF of 
2019, policy CS18 in the WBCS [due to the loss of green infrastructure] and policy 
CS19 [Landscape harm]. The application is accordingly unacceptable, 
notwithstanding the proposed additional landscaping around the application site.

3. Potential nuclear safety reason - subject to confirmation. 
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Item (1)

Application: 19/01063/COMIND

Site Address: Land to south of Ravenswing Farm, Tadley.

Proposal: Erection of Class A1 foodstore, car parking and access and landscaping.

Applicant: Lidl UK Limited

Report to be 
considered by:

District Planning Committee

Date of Meeting: 8th July 2020

Forward Plan Ref: N/A

To view the plans and drawings relating to this application click the following link:
http://planning.westberks.gov.uk/rpp/index.asp?caseref=19/01063/COMIND

Purpose of Report:              For the District Planning Committee to determine the planning 
application.

Recommended Action: The Eastern Area Planning Committee resolved that the 
application be approved.

Reason for decision to be 
taken:

The application is contrary to the statutory development plan, 
and is of high public interest.

Key background 
documentation:

Eastern Area Planning Committee Agenda Report of 4th

December 2019, the update report, and the minutes of that 
meeting, plus officer recommended conditions should the 
application be approved. 

Key aims N/A

Portfolio Member Details

Name & Telephone No.: Councillor Hilary Cole

E-mail Address: Hilary.Cole@westberks.gov.uk

Date Portfolio Member 
agreed report:

30th June 2020

Contact Officer Details

Name: Michael Butler 

Job Title: Principal Planning Officer (East)

Tel. No.: 01635 519111

E-mail Address: Michael.Butler@westberks.gov.uk

Implications

Policy: The proposal conflicts with Policies ADPP1, ADPP6, CS18, and CS19 
of the West Berkshire Core Strategy 2006-2026.

Financial: If the application were approved and implemented,  it would be liable to 
a CIL charge of just under £355,000. 

Personnel: N/A
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Legal/Procurement: N/A

Property: N/A

Risk Management: N/A

Equalities Impact 
Assessment:

N/A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 On 4th December 2019, the Eastern Area Planning Committee (EAPC) considered the 
agenda and update reports for this application, which seeks full planning permission for the 
erection of a new freestanding discount food store.  The store is proposed on a greenfield 
site, outside of any defined settlement boundary, on land immediately adjacent to the 
district administrative boundary, adjacent to the urban area of Tadley. The applicant is Lidl 
UK. The officer recommendation was to refuse planning permission on the grounds that it 
would be clearly contrary to adopted policy to protect the wider countryside in the district, it 
would have a harmful visual impact , and the emergency plan prepared by the applicant 
was not acceptable, in the light of the proximity of the application site to the licenced 
nuclear facility at AWE Aldermaston. 

1.2 However, the Members of the EAPC were impressed by the extremely high local levels of 
support for such a new discount food store in the Tadley/Aldermaston area, which in their 
view was a clear indication of the significant local retail need for such a store. They also 
considered that if the application were to be approved and trade, it would, in the light of the 
continuing need to reduce levels of carbon dioxide production, reduce many private vehicle 
trips from local residents to discount food stores in Newbury, Reading and Basingstoke. 
They also considered that, whilst inevitably the store would have some localised visual 
impact, this would not be harmful in the wider context of the urban area of Tadley and 
indeed the AWE itself. In addition, regard was had to the additional employment created by 
the store and other economic benefits. They also agreed with officers that any harmful retail 
impact (if any) would be contained only to the local Sainsbury store, but that the scheme 
would not harm the future vitality or viability of Tadley itself.

1.3 The Committee were, however, concerned about the apparent lack of a satisfactory 
emergency lockdown plan at the store, should a radiation emergency occur at AWE 
Aldermaston, in the light of the requirements of Policy CS8 of the West Berkshire Core 
Strategy 2006 in relation to impacts of development on off-site emergency planning around 
AWE.  The applicant was requested by the committee to improve this emergency plan prior 
to the DPC meeting.  Officers have succeeded in achieving this, in liaison with the 
applicants agents. The applicants have now produced nine revised versions of the 
emergency plan, and it is much improved upon the original one presented to EAPC on the 
4th December 2019.  

1.4 Whilst there remain some outstanding detailed points within the latest revision of the plan 
which have been raised by the AWE Off-Site Emergency Planning Group, officers are now 
content that that there is a high degree of certainty that they could be resolved under the 
remit of a planning condition before any development takes place.  As such, it can now be 
concluded that the development is capable of complying with Policy CS8 subject to a 
condition to secure the final approval and implementation of the emergency plan.  It is 
important for the Committee to also be aware that any permission, if granted, would not be 
personal to Lidl, so in the event that another retailer were to occupy the store the 
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emergency plan requirements would apply to any other operator, and the condition allows 
for necessary revisions to be agreed.

1.5 Since the last application was heard by EAPC the Council has received an additional 64
representations to the proposal. An additional 55 are in support and so the total at the time
of writing is 904 in support. The matters raised are similar to those raised before, although 
a number do note that in their opinion the need for an emergency plan is not well based. An 
additional nine objections have been received making the total 64 in objection. Again most 
of these are based upon points that have previously been raised, including the traffic 
implications, the view that there is no need for a new store, and the loss of a greenfield site.

1.6 Since the EAPC meeting, the applicants have submitted further revised plans which show 
an emergency only access from the site onto the Silchester Road.  This forms part of the 
updated emergency plan and seeks to ensure that in the event of an incident at the AWE, 
the main A340 route to the west of the site will not be unduly congested by traffic exiting the 
store, which could impede any responding blue light service vehicles. Consultation has 
been undertaken on these plans.  No objections have been raised on the introduction of 
this access from any parties including Hampshire County Council Highways (Silchester
Road is within their administrative responsibility). Aldermaston Parish Council have not 
objected either. No further specific public comments have been received specifically 
regarding this new access. The Committee needs to be aware that this access would only
be used in the case of an emergency and not for general use, or indeed any routine 
servicing.

2. CONCLUSION

2.1 Members of the EAPC resolved to approve the application contrary to the recommendation 
of Officers.  Owing to the conflict with the development plan, the implications for the 
determination of similar future applications across the district, and the high public interest, 
the Development Control Manager referred the application to be determined by the DPC.

3. OFFICER RECOMMENDATION 

3.1 To DELEGATE to the Head of Development and Planning to REFUSE PLANNING 
PERMISSION on the grounds of the following grounds:

1. The application site is located on a greenfield site outside of any defined settlement 
boundary as identified in the statutory development plan.  Accordingly, to the proposal 
conflicts with Policies ADPP1 and ADPP6 of the West Berkshire Core Strategy 2006-
2026, and is unacceptable having regard to the overriding need to protect the open 
countryside from urban growth. This is consistent with paragraph 170 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework

2. The development of this substantial retail store, at this prominent location in terms of 
public visibility close to main thoroughfares, with the associated access, hard surfacing, 
car parking and external lighting, will be harmful to both local visual amenity and be 
harmful to the wider landscape character and setting of the urban built form of Tadley. 
The application conflicts with paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, Policy CS18 (in terms of the loss of green infrastructure) and Policy CS19 
(in terms of landscape and visual harm) of the West Berkshire Core Strategy 2006-
2026. The application is accordingly unacceptable, notwithstanding the proposed 
additional landscaping around the application site.
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4. APPENDICES

1. Committee agenda report for the EAPC meeting held on 4th December 2019
2. Committee update report for the EAPC meeting held on 4th December 2019
3. Approved minutes for the EAPC meeting held on 4th December 2019
4. List of recommended conditions should the application be approved



TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

 
RPS Planning and Development 
Chris Tookey  
Park House 
Greyfriars Road 
Cardiff 
CF10 3AF  

 

Applicant:  
Lidl Great Britain Ltd 
 

 
  

PART I - DETAILS OF APPLICATION  

Date of Application Application No. 

12th April 2019 19/01063/COMIND  
 
THE PROPOSAL AND LOCATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT: 
 

Construction of Class A1 foodstore with associated car parking, access and landscaping. 

Land South Of Ravenswing Farm , Adjoining Aldermaston Road and Silchester Road, 
Tadley,     

 

PART II - DECISION 

 

In pursuance of its powers under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, West 

Berkshire District Council REFUSES planning permission for the development 

referred to in Part I in accordance with the submitted application form and plans, for 

the following reason(s):- 

 
 1. The application site is located on a greenfield site outside of any defined 

settlement boundary as identified in the statutory development plan. Accordingly, 
to the proposal conflicts with Policies ADPP1 and ADPP6 of the West Berkshire 
Core Strategy 2006-2026, and is unacceptable having regard to the overriding 
need to protect the open countryside from urban growth. This is consistent with 
paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 2. The development of this substantial retail store, at this prominent location in terms 

of public visibility close to main thoroughfares, with the associated access, hard 
surfacing, car parking and external lighting, will be harmful to both local visual 
amenity and be harmful to the wider landscape character and setting of the urban 
built form of Tadley. The application conflicts with paragraph 170 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, Policy CS18 (in terms of the loss of green 
infrastructure) and Policy CS19 (in terms of landscape and visual harm) of the 
West Berkshire Core Strategy 2006-2026. The application is accordingly 
unacceptable, notwithstanding the proposed additional landscaping around the 
application site. 

 

 



   
 

  

If you require further information on this decision please contact the Council via the 
Customer Call Centre on 01635 519111. 
 
INFORMATIVE: 

 
 
1 This application has been considered by West Berkshire Council, and 

REFUSED. Should the application be granted on appeal there will be a liability 
to pay Community Infrastructure Levy to West Berkshire Council on 
commencement of the development.  This charge would be levied in 
accordance with the West Berkshire Council CIL Charging Schedule and 
Section 211 of the Planning Act 2008. 

 
2 In attempting to determine the application in a way that can foster the delivery 

of sustainable development, the local planning authority has approached this 
decision in a positive way having regard to Development Plan policies and 
available guidance to try to secure high quality appropriate development.  In 
this application whilst there has been a need to balance conflicting 
considerations, the local planning authority has also been unable to find an 
acceptable solution to the problems with the development so that the 
development can be said to improve the economic, social and environmental 
conditions of the area. 

 
Decision Date :- 10th July 2020 
 

 
Gary Lugg 
Head of Development and Planning 



   
 

  

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
 

Notification to be sent to an applicant when a local planning authority refuse planning 
permission or grant it subject to conditions 

 
Appeals to the Secretary of State 
 

 If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to refuse permission for the 
proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the Secretary of 
State under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 

 If you want to appeal against the local planning authority’s decision then you must do so within 6 
months of the date of this notice. 
 

 Appeals must be made using a form which you can get from the Planning Inspectorate at Temple 
Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1 6PN or online using the Planning Portal at 
www.planningportal.co.uk. 

. 
 

 The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but he will not 
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the 
delay in giving notice of appeal. 
 

 The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the local planning 
authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed development or could not 
have granted it without the conditions they imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, 
to the provisions of any development order and to any directions given under a development 
order. 
 

 In practice, the Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely because the local 
planning authority based their decision on a direction given by him. 
 
 

Purchase Notices 
 

 If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State refuses permission to develop land 
or grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that he can neither put the land to a 
reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor render the land capable of a reasonably 
beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted. 
 

 In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the Council in whose area the 
land is situated. This notice will require the Council to purchase his interest in the land in 
accordance with the provisions of Part VI of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



  

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Hearing Held on 7 July 2021 

Site visit made on 8 July 2021 

by J P Longmuir BA (Hons) DipUD MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 23 August 2021 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W0340/W/20/3265942 

Land off Aldermaston Road, Tadley, RG26 3XJ 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Lidl Great Britain Ltd against the decision of West Berkshire 
Council. 

• The application Ref 19/01063/COMIND, dated 5 April 2019, was refused by notice dated 
10 July 2020. 

• The development proposed is construction of Class A1 foodstore with associated car 
parking, access and landscaping. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for construction of 

Class A1 foodstore with associated car parking, access and landscaping at land 

off Aldermaston Road, Tadley, RG26 3XJ in accordance with the terms of the 

application, Ref 19/01063/COMIND, dated 5 April 2019, and the plans 

submitted with it, subject to the conditions in the annexe at the end of this 
decision.  

Procedural Matters 

2. During the hearing a revised landscaping plan was submitted showing various 

changes including a higher frontage hedge and additional trees within the site. 

The Council had time to consider the plan during the hearing. The plan 

indicates additional landscaping could be incorporated in the formal submission 
of a detailed scheme, as would be required by condition if permission was 

granted. I accepted the submission of the plan on this basis.  

3. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was 

published on 20 July 2021 following the close of the hearing. Both parties were 

given the opportunity to make submissions in writing of any implications.   

4. The appeal site lies within the remit of West Berkshire District Council, whereas   

Tadley, the adjacent town, is within Basingstoke and Deane Council’s 
jurisdiction.   

Main Issues 

5. The main issues are: 
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• the effect of the proposal in terms of the building, lighting, accesses, car 

parking, boundary fences and landscaping, on the character and appearance 

of the area; 

• the effect of the proposal on Green Infrastructure and;  

• the need for the foodstore.   

Reasons 

The effect on character and appearance: the site and surroundings as existing.  

6. The appeal site lies on the edge of Tadley, a town with extensive residential 
areas. The site is close to the Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE) 

Aldermaston which occupies a substantial area surrounded by security fencing.  

7. The site is not identified within any particular national or local landscape 

designations. It is within the National Character Area 129: Thames Basin 

Heaths, which is typically 25% woodland, low-grade agricultural land often 
rough pasture, with semi-natural habitats including wet and dry heathland and 

acid grassland as well as veteran trees. The West Berkshire Landscape 

Character Assessment identifies the site as within Burghfield Woodland and 

Heathland Mosaic, which notes a complex pattern of land use, including 
woodland, pasture and remnant heathland. The AWE and the expansion of 

nearby settlements are described as detracting from the landscape.   

8. The appeal site fronts Silchester Road to the south and Aldermaston Road to 

the west, the latter of which is particularly busy as I observed at the mid-

morning time of my site visit when there were few instances of no traffic.  
These roads cross at an extensive traffic junction by the south west corner of 

the site.    

9. Opposite the appeal site, on the western side of the Aldermaston Road, there is 

an extensive residential area, including three storey flats under construction. 

Also, just off Aldermaston Road and close to the north of the appeal site, are 
Kestrel Meads and Falcon Fields, both of which are also modern developments. 

Similarly, to the south, the other side of Silchester Road, is a mix of residential 

and commercial uses, including Tadley Engineering, a partly metal clad building 
with a very functional appearance.  

10. The appeal site’s frontage along Aldermaston Road is defined by a tall and wide 

hedgerow. It was evident on my site visit that this is predominately hawthorn 

and much of the growth is at the sides and top. The hedge obscures the site 

from view so that the eye is drawn along the straight Aldermaston Road, 
particularly as the opposite side is lined with some large oak trees; these also 

soften the residential development behind.       

11. The appeal site is more conspicuous from Silchester Road as the hedgerow 

here is sparse and not continuous, although this frontage is more notable for 

tall oak trees. The other appeal site boundaries are less defined to the east and 
north as the site appears part of larger fields.   

12. To the north of the site off Falcon Fields, there is a bridleway where there are 

gaps in the intervening vegetation which allow visibility of the site.   

13. The appeal site itself is part of a grass field, which is used for grazing. It 

adjoins several other fields. These fields are flat and featureless although they 
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do allow views to the edge of the town, surrounding residential buildings and 

the distinctive oaks and Tadley Engineering workshop on Silchester Road.  

The effect on character and appearance from Aldermaston Road.  

14. The proposed car park and building would lead to the loss of the grassland. The 

site itself is featureless, but it does allow a sense of openness and the 

perception of green space on the Aldermaston Road, on the approaches to the 

town centre.  However, the appeal building would be set back into the site, and 
therefore to one side of the main view corridor, created by the boundary hedge 

and the line of trees on the western side of the road. Thus, the siting of the 

building would limit its visibility.   

15.  At the hearing the appellant stated that the boundary hedge would be 

maintained at 1.5m height which both parties agreed would partially screen the 
7m high building and car parking. The hedge would be behind the visibility 

splay and so the height would be achievable. The top element of the building 

would be visible, particularly from the far side of Aldermaston Road. However, 
the multi-stock brick and timber effect walling would give a muted appearance. 

The roofing material and photovoltaic panels would be more discernible but due 

to the pitch of the roof, they would be a very small component of the view.  

16. The service bay would be visible from Aldermaston Road but only from the 

point of the access. It would be set back into the site and therefore not 
prominent. The car parking would be largely screened by the boundary hedge. 

There would be potential for landscaping to break up its expanse which would 

soften the view through the access.     

17. There would be some intrusion, but this viewpoint is not perceived as wholly 

countryside due to the residential development along the western side of 
Aldermaston Road. 

18. The hedge would be reduced in width as detailed on the submitted landscape 

proposal. However, much would remain and indeed most of the growth is on 

the top and sides, and no evidence was produced to indicate it would not 

continue to flourish. 

19. The proposed access on Aldermaston Road would involve the removal of the 

hedge to form a splay line. This would allow visibility of the building and car 
parking. The access would also undermine the continuity of the frontage hedge, 

which is a discernible feature.  However, that view would be narrow being 

limited to the gap by the access. Additionally, being towards a corner of the 
site, only part of the development would be visible and largely from the north 

direction only, hence its impact would only be fleeting to a passing viewer.   

20. The proposal would lead to traffic movements in/out of the site for much of the 

day. However, the tranquillity would not be impaired as Aldermaston Road is 

busy. 

21. I therefore conclude that the proposal would lead to limited harm from this 

aspect. 

The effect on character and appearance from Silchester Road 

22. From the Silchester Road, the car parking and its hard surface would extend 

almost up to the edge of the site and close to the boundary of the road. The 
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two sides of the building would be visible. However, the hedge would be 

reinforced which would give some screening particularly to the cars, although 

this would take approximately 10-15 years to mature. The submitted 
landscaping plan shows potential new planting within the car park itself.  

23. The proposed planting once mature would also obscure some of the building so 

that only the upper part of the wall and roof would be visible. The existing oak 

trees would filter some of the view, so that the eye would remain focussed 

along Silchester Road.  

24. The proposal would result in the loss of the grass field, and the loss of its 

openness. However, Tadley Engineering and the built up road frontage and the 
extensive Silchester Road/Aldermaston Road junction, give the viewpoint an 

urban context and so the presence of development would be accepted. 

25. An emergency access is proposed cutting through the hedgerow, but this would 

be narrow and being towards one corner would constrain the view of the car 

parking and the building. Therefore, this impact would be very limited.    

26. The movement of cars around the car park would be perceptible, as well as 

pedestrian movements accessing the site. However, Silchester Road has a 
significant amount of traffic and as noted above the immediate environs are 

not a rural context. There is an emergency access on to Silchester Road but 

that would only be used for such an event. Consequently, tranquillity would not 
be impaired. 

27. I therefore conclude that from this aspect the proposal would lead to limited 

harm which would become very limited once the landscaping matured.   

The effect on character and appearance from the bridleway 

28. From the bridleway, I noted on my site visit, that there would be several 
viewpoints where the building, lighting columns and boundary fence would be 

visible, but they would be reasonably distanced which would limit their impact. 

The proposal includes landscaping along the north and east boundaries. It was 

confirmed at the hearing that the depth of actual planting would be 4.8m and 
an allowance was made for a maintenance strip, which accounted for the 

annotation of 6m depth on the submitted plans. This planting would be 

substantial and includes trees for much of that length; it would obscure much 
of the building, although that would take 10-15 years. As discussed earlier, the 

walling would be muted and the roofing would be a very small component of 

the view.      

29. The submitted LVIA includes photographs of the potential viewpoints during the 

winter. It is evident that the visibility of the store would be more apparent, but 
only appreciably so whilst the planting would be maturing. There would be a 

considerable depth of planting and the woody stems of the specimens would 

collectively merge to form screening. Moreover, there is potential for some 
evergreen species. The planting would also soften the visible element of the 

building.       

30. A 2.1m high close boarded timber boundary fence is proposed along the north 

and east boundaries, facing towards the bridleway viewpoints. This would be 

set behind the 4.8m new planting and so would only be prominent in the initial 
years following planting. In any event, such a fence would weather and become 
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muted, whereupon it would merge with the shades of the planting and so 

would help the overall appearance and screening.    

31. A 1.1m high post and wire fence is shown on the boundary treatment plan. 

This would be in front of the landscaping however from the bridleway such a 

structure would not be discernible once the hedge was well established.   

32. The building would be perceptible from the bridleway and would look out of 

place. However, this impact would be localised and would ease as landscaping 
matures. Consequently, I find that the proposal would cause limited harm from 

this aspect.  

The effect on character and appearance: historic wider landscape   

33. The Council considered that the site is part of a landscape which is distinctive 

being subject to the Parliamentary Enclosures. They consider that the site is 

part of the wider landscape and as such is a ꞌvalued landscapeꞌ as included in 
paragraph 174 of the Framework.      

34. The appellant submitted maps of the historic field pattern. These show that the 

boundaries around the site itself and the adjoining fields have not changed 

over time. But beyond the bridleway, are the Falcon Fields and Kestrels Mead 

developments as well as the extensive new development on the west side of 

Aldermaston Road and the vast expanse of the AWE. There is no intervisibility 
with the pre-18th century field pattern around the neighbouring Ravenswing 

Farm and the north of the bridleway. Consequently, the site and the remaining 

fields are only a small fragment of the wider landscape and are disjointed. 

35. The appeal site was the Poor’s Allotment, and then enclosed and sub-divided. 

There is no evidence of an historic connection with the appeal site. Indeed, 
Tadley has grown considerably in the twentieth century, around and towards 

the appeal site. Visually the site and surroundings do not appear as any historic 

landscape in terms of the nature of the fields, the field boundaries or the 
surrounding trees.  I therefore conclude that there is nothing which takes the 

appeal site out from the ordinary and it would not constitute a valued 

landscape.   

The effect on character and appearance: lighting   

36. The proposal includes various lights around the site to illuminate the access, 

parking areas, pedestrian walkways and provide security.  The submitted 

lighting assessment plots the luminance contours and shows that light spillage 
would be very limited beyond the site boundaries. At Aldermaston Road and 

Silchester Road there are tall streetlights orientated along the roads, so the 

spillage would not be obtrusive. There would be some spillage onto the 
adjoining fields, but this would be very limited in terms of brightness and 

extent.  

37. The luminance of the appeal site would be perceptible. From Aldermaston Road 

and Silchester Road, these are edge of the town contexts so that the lighting 

would not be perceived as out of keeping. From the bridleway the lighting 
would be perceptible, but in such dusk/dark conditions it would be only 

apparent to a few observers.  
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38. Lighting columns are distributed around the access and car park. These would 

be visible above the boundary landscaping. Both the adjacent roads have 

streetlights so that intrusion would be very limited.   

39. I therefore find that in this regard the proposal would have very limited impact.  

The effect on character and appearance: overview conclusion 

40. The Council minutes indicate that councillors were concerned that the proposal 

could set a precedent. However, this proposal is self-contained and has a 

definitive application boundary which would be clearly demarcated by new 
landscaping. Moreover, the access would be orientated for the foodstore which 

would not leave space for its continuation into neighbouring land.  Additionally, 

there is no evidence to assume that this would lead to other development, 

particularly as this is a foodstore aimed at local need.  

41. In consideration of the various aspects of the development and its implications, 
I therefore conclude that the proposal would be harmful, but that impact would 

be limited.   

42. Policies ADPP1 and ADPP6 of the West Berkshire Core Strategy (CS) seek to 

contain growth and prevent urban growth in the countryside. Policy CS19 of 

the CS seeks to protect the diversity and local distinctiveness of landscape 

character and requires consideration of the sensitivity to change. 

43. Paragraph 110 of the Framework highlights car parking should be sympathetic 
as reflected in the National Design Guide.  Paragraph 126 states that the 

creation of high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places is 

fundamental to what the planning and development process should achieve. 

There is also a similar reference to beautiful and sustainable places in the 
preceding paragraph.  Paragraph 130 requires developments are sympathetic 

to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 

landscape setting. Paragraph 174 of the Framework requires planning decisions 
should contribute to and enhance the natural beauty of the local environment 

by recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. Reference 

is also made to valued landscapes but as I have found that is not applicable 
here. Paragraph 185 of the Framework seeks to limit the impact of light 

pollution from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and 

nature conservation. The proposal would be in conflict with the above policies. 

44. The Council did make reference to paragraph 134 in their final comments. This 

requires development to be well designed. However, the design of the building 
was amended during the application to be sensitive to the surroundings and I 

find that the above impact relates to the principle of the building.    

The effect of the proposal on Green Infrastructure  

45. The glossary of the revised Framework includes a wider explanation of Green 

Infrastructure (GI). There is some overlap with the proposed landscaping 

discussed in the preceding section.  

46. The existing green field would be lost which would harm the Green 

Infrastructure (GI) of the area. However, the field’s GI value as discussed 

above lies in its perception of providing a sense of openness. It has very 
limited contribution to the views and historic and social context of the town and 

the surrounding countryside. It is well grazed grassland and thus aside from 
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the boundaries limited in terms of species, habitat and foraging value to the 

wider ecosystem.      

47. Whilst the proposed landscaping details have not been finalised, the basis has 

been detailed. The proposal would be likely to result in 38 new indigenous trees 

which in dedicated space and under a required maintenance regime should 
flourish. The landscaping plans also indicate a wide selection of 1,688 shrubs, 

which would diversify the vegetation. One tree would be removed but that is 

small and in poor condition.  

48. The proposal does result in the loss of hedgerow for the Aldermaston Road 

access, a small emergency access and pedestrian gap on the Silchester Road. 
However, the hedgerow on the latter is very sparse and would be reinforced by 

the proposal. Moreover, the other side of the appeal site would be planted with 

4.8m wide hedges, which would face the countryside, presenting new 
opportunity for wildlife in terms of habitat, foraging and movement.      

49. Bat and bird boxes as well as reptile refugia are also envisaged in the 

appellant’s ecology and biodiversity note. Provision for insects would also be 

possible and submission and approval of detailed management could be the 

subject of a condition, if the appeal was allowed. 

50. The proposal would be an improvement in terms of the extent of new 

vegetation which would help biodiversity. Once fully established the tree and 
hedge planting would provide an attractive outlook for residents and visitors to 

the town. Whilst the loss of the grassland would be harmful but overall, I 

conclude that the proposal would be a marginal improvement in GI.     

51. Policy CS18 of the CS requires the protection and enhancement of GI in terms 

of its extent and diversity. The proposal would not conflict with the policy in 
terms of the extent of GI because of the amount of new planting. The planting 

would also diversify the existing vegetation and thereby meet the other 

criterion in the policy.  Paragraph 130 of the Framework states developments 

need appropriate and effective landscaping. Moreover, the newly added 
paragraph 131 emphasises that trees make an important contribution to the 

character and quality of urban environments and can also help mitigate and 

adapt to climate change.  Paragraph 174 emphasises the wider benefits from 
natural capital and ecosystems including trees. The proposal would not be in 

conflict.    

Need for the foodstore 

52. Tadley is a town with most essential everyday facilities including banks, library, 

a Sainsbury’s foodstore, smaller shops and health centre. The Sainsbury’s 

supermarket appears adequate for a weekly shop and includes a café. It is 

broadly in the geographical centre of Tadley. There are Tesco and Co-op stores 
within more outlying residential areas but their limited size means they 

generally can only provide more everyday supplementary needs rather than 

wholescale shopping. The Council reasonably accepted the need for this 
proposed foodstore but did not find it outweighed the impact.    

53. A 2017 retail study was undertaken by consultants GVA for the Council. Whilst 

this is slightly dated, after more population growth and now 2 Lidl stores at 

Newbury, it provides broad assessment of the patterns of retail demand. The 

findings show that Tadley and its environs only account for 35.3% of 



Appeal Decision APP/W0340/W/20/3265942 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          8 

expenditure from its residents.  Without doubt, there are substantial shopping 

trips outside Tadley by its residents. Indeed, many of the comments from the 

public on this appeal confirm their shopping elsewhere.      

54. Such outward traveling for facilities will be degrading the vitality and viability of 

Tadley: it undermines the sense of a self-sustaining community. Indeed, I find 
that Tadley could become a backwater. The store would also give an 

opportunity for shoppers to meet other local people. 

55. The traveling for foodshopping as evident from responses, takes time and 

creates difficult domestic arrangements, whereas this facility would be 

accessible to a wider section of the population including the elderly, those 
physically challenged and those who lack cars.  

56. Moreover, the traveling to foodstores elsewhere is leading to carbon emissions 

from private cars. Whilst some trips may be connected with other activities 

such as traveling to work, many would be single purpose.  Such a regular, 

routine activity as foodshopping will lead to carbon emissions on a frequent 
basis, and accumulatively will be significant for climate change and health.      

57. A discount foodstore is intended which is a niche market and absent from the 

town. The store should also encourage shoppers into Tadley and use of other 

shops/services. Indeed, the proposed layout shows a pedestrian pavement in 

the nearest position to the town centre.  

58. Policy CS13 of the CS seeks to reduce the need to travel. Similarly, the 

Framework in paragraphs 86-88 has an emphasis for the provision of facilities 
in the most accessible locations.  Paragraph 152 of the Framework states the 

planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a 

changing climate. The proposal would accord with the above policies.   

59. Policy CS11 of the CS defines a list of hierarchy towns, for the focus of 

facilities, whilst that can only cover West Berkshire and Tadley is in the 
adjoining local authority area, nonetheless the foodstore’s location accords with 

the aims of that strategy. 

Other matters 

60. If the foodstore was operated by Lidl, this would involve 40 jobs as suggested 

in the appellants’ statement; it is reasonable to assume that another operator 

would not be wholly different. This would be significant and would help 

diversify the employment base which is likely to be otherwise dominated by 
AWE.  

61. The submitted sustainability report and the application plans show that this 

would be an energy efficient store, including a substantial array of photovoltaic 

panels on the roof. An excellent BREEAM rating would be achievable. This 

would add to the merits of the proposal. 

62. I note the objection from Aldermaston Parish Council about the traffic impact. 
However, such a store would be serviced by only 3 lorries a day, so the 

resulting increase would be minimal. In terms of car traffic, the proposal would 

save outward traveling to facilities elsewhere.  
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63. I note that some of the public responses were concerned about the adequacy of 

the parking. However, I find that the proposed 127 spaces would be 

proportionate for the 2,177sqm store, especially in such an accessible location. 

Planning Balance  

64. The site is not identified in a Local Plan settlement policy area boundary and 

the proposal is contrary to that accompanying policy. Nonetheless I have 

considered the accessibility of the site and the nature of the surroundings, and 
these material considerations indicate otherwise. The proposal would provide 

an appropriate local facility in a location which is accessible to a large number 

of people.    

65. Paragraph 8 of the Framework sets out that achieving sustainable development 

involves three overarching objectives. The economic objective would be met by 
the construction benefits of the new store and the jobs, the social objective is 

met by the ability of local residents to use community facilities and the 

environmental objective would be satisfied by providing a necessary 
community facility in an accessible location (and thereby saving carbon 

emissions from substantial outward travelling) and the benefit to biodiversity. 

66. I have found that the proposal would cause limited harm to the landscape, 

accordingly there is conflict with that Local Plan Policy. However, there is a 

need for the facility both for Tadley and the prevention of outward travelling to 
such stores elsewhere, which are supported by particular policies. Having 

considered the Development Plan as a whole and the Framework, the merits of 

the development materially outweigh the conflict with the Development Plan 

policy. 

Conditions 

67. Paragraph 56 of the Framework and the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 

provide the tests for the imposition of conditions. The Council has suggested 
conditions and the appellants have confirmed their agreement. There was only 

one disagreement, whereby the Council sought to limit the Bank Holiday 

opening hours. However, as I have found above the area lacks tranquillity and 
I do not find the living standards would be so impaired.   

68. Some of the conditions are pre-commencement and are agreed as such by the 

parties, because that is the necessity of their purpose.    

69. The Council emphasised the importance of the conditions on the precise nature 

of the retail operation and the need to confirm its role as a discount store 

particularly as the planning system cannot guarantee that the operator would 

be Lidl. This is justified to complement and not duplicate the role of Sainsbury’s 
and discourage outward travel to discount stores. The Council also emphasised 

the importance of the submission and updating of an emergency plan in the 

event of an incident at AWE. This is indeed justified bearing in mind its 
proximity.   

70. Conditions on the timing and approved plans provide certainty. Conditions on 

the archaeology are necessary to ensure that any remains can be appreciated. 

The construction arrangements, water, drainage, refuse, parking and highway 

works conditions ensure that basic infrastructure is in place. The tree 
conditions ensure their retention which as I have found above is important. The 

landscaping, materials and external lighting details are similarly necessary to 
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aid the appearance. A condition on biodiversity improvements is imposed to 

ensure a net gain in ecology and together with the landscaping will provide 

green infrastructure. The BREEAM rating, travel plan, electric charging and 
cycle parking all help sustainability. The restrictions on store opening and 

deliveries would limit some illumination and I have added the timing of the 

lighting to the details to be approved.    

Conclusion 

71. I therefore conclude that the appeal should be allowed subject to the conditions 

in the conditions annexe below. 

John Longmuir 

INSPECTOR    

 

CONDITIONS ANNEXE    

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years from 

the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans/documents: • Site location plan ref. AD100 Revision E; • 

Proposed site layout plan ref. AD110 Revision N; • Proposed building plan ref. 
AD111 Revision A; • Proposed site finishes ref. AD114 Revision L; • Proposed 

boundary treatments ref. AD115 Revision L; • Proposed layout with topo overlay 

ref. AD117 Revision C; • Elevations plan ref. 18004-054 Revision A. 

3) No development (including any demolition or other site works) shall take place 

until a written scheme of investigation for a programme of archaeological work has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Thereafter, the development shall not take place unless the programme of 

archaeological work has been undertaken and/or has been incorporated into the 

demolition/construction phase, in accordance with the approved details. 

4) No development shall take place until a Construction Method Statement (CMS) 
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 

CMS shall include measures for: (a) Parking of vehicles of site operatives and 

visitors; (b) Loading and unloading of plant and materials; (c) Storage of plant and 

materials used in constructing the development; (d) Erection and maintenance of 
security hoarding including any decorative displays and/or facilities for public 

viewing; (e) Temporary access arrangements to the site, and any temporary 

hardstanding; (f) Provision and use of wheel washing facilities; (g) Measures to 
control dust, dirt, noise, vibrations, odours, surface water run- off, and 

pests/vermin during construction; (h) A scheme for recycling/disposing of waste 

resulting from demolition and construction works; (i) Hours of construction and 

demolition work; (j) Hours of deliveries and preferred haulage routes; (k) An 
emergency plan providing policies and procedures for the preparedness and 

response to a radiation emergency at AWE Aldermaston during demolition and 

construction work. Thereafter the demolition and construction works shall 
incorporate and be undertaken in accordance with the approved statement. 

5) No development shall take place until information detailing how the developer 

intends to divert the water main (Thames Water asset) or align the development, 



Appeal Decision APP/W0340/W/20/3265942 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          11 

so as to prevent the potential for damage to subsurface potable water 

infrastructure, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority (in consultation with Thames Water). No construction shall take place 
within 5 metres of the water main. Any construction must be undertaken in 

accordance with the terms of the approved information. Unrestricted access must 

be available at all times for the maintenance and repair of the asset during and 

after the construction works. 

6) No development shall take place until details of existing and proposed ground 
levels, and finished floor levels of the buildings hereby permitted, have been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter 

the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

7) No development shall take place until details of sustainable drainage measures 

to manage surface water within the site have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details shall: (a) Incorporate the 

implementation of Sustainable Drainage methods (SuDS) in accordance with the 

Non-Statutory Technical Standards for SuDS (March 2015), the SuDS Manual C753 

(2015) and West Berkshire Council local standards; (b) Include construction 
drawings, cross-sections and specifications of all proposed SuDS measures within 

the site; (c) Include detailed run-off calculations, discharge rates, infiltration and 

storage capacity calculations for the proposed SuDS measures based on a 1 in 100 
year storm +40% for climate change at a maximum rate of 4.4l/s; (d) Include a 

management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development. This plan 

shall incorporate arrangements for adoption by an appropriate public body or 

statutory undertaker, management and maintenance by a management company 
or any other arrangements to secure the operation of the sustainable drainage 

scheme throughout its lifetime; (e) Written confirmation is required from Highways 

Authority of their acceptance of the discharge from the site into the existing ditch 
and confirmation that the downstream network has the capacity to take this flow. 

Thereafter the development shall not be first occupied until the approved measures 

have been provided in accordance with the approved details. The measures shall 
be retained, managed and maintained in their approved condition. 

8) No development shall take place until a site-specific Emergency Plan, tailored to 

the first occupants of the premises, has been submitted to and approved in writing 

by the Local Planning Authority. The Emergency Plan shall provide policies and 

procedures for the preparedness and response to an incident at AWE Aldermaston. 
Thereafter, the premises shall be constructed in accordance with the approved 

details. The premises shall not be operated without the implementation of the 

latest approved revision of the Emergency Plan. The plan shall be kept up-to-date, 

and relevant to the current occupant at all times, through regular reviews at 
intervals of no more than 2 years. An amended version of the plan may be 

submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval pursuant to this condition. 

The Local Planning Authority may at any time require the amendment of the plan 
by giving notice pursuant to this condition; in which case the amended plan shall 

be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval within 1 month of notice 

being given. The premises shall not be occupied for the first time by any new 
occupant until a site-specific Emergency Plan tailored to that specific occupant has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

9) No development (including site clearance and any other preparatory works) shall 

take place until an arboricultural watching brief has been secured for the 

development, in accordance with a written scheme of site monitoring, which has 
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been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Site 

monitoring shall thereafter take place in accordance with the approved details. 

10) The development shall not be carried out without implementing in full the 

Arboricultural Method Statement and tree protection measures outlined within the 

Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment by RPS (Revision D dated March 
2019, incorporating drawing 71D – rev B Jan 19). This includes no-dig surfaces 

detailed in RPS drawing 400 Jan 2019. No changes shall be made to the works 

unless amendments have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, whereby the submission shall include details of any changes to 

the implementation, supervision and monitoring of all temporary tree protection 

and any special construction works within any defined tree protection area. 

11) No development above ground/slab level shall take place until a schedule of 

materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
development has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. Samples shall be made available upon request. Thereafter the 

development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved materials. 

12) The development shall achieve an “Excellent” rating under BREEAM (or any 

such equivalent national measure of sustainable building which replaces that 

scheme). No later than three months after the building is operational, a copy of the 
final certificate certifying that this rating has been achieved shall be submitted to 

the Local Planning Authority. 

13) The development shall not be first occupied until all vehicular, pedestrian and 

cycle accesses to the site have been completed in accordance with the approved 

plans. 

14) The development shall not be first occupied until visibility splays of 2.4 metres 
by 43.0 metres have been provided at the new site access onto the A340. The 

visibility splays shall, thereafter, be kept free of all obstructions to visibility above a 

height of 0.6 metres above carriageway level at all times. This condition shall also 

apply to the Silchester Road emergency access. 

15) The development shall not be first occupied until a right-hand turn lane off the 
A340 into the site has been completed in accordance with the approved plans. 

16) The development shall not be first occupied until the parking spaces, internal 

site circulation, and manoeuvring spaces have been provided (including surfacing 

and marking out) in accordance with the approved plans. Thereafter these spaces 

shall be kept available for parking and internal vehicle circulation at all times. 

17) No development above ground/slab level shall take place until details of 

electric vehicle charging points have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The development shall not be first occupied until the 

charging points have been installed and made operational in accordance with the 

approved details. Thereafter the charging points shall be retained and kept 
available for the use of electric vehicles. 

18) No development above ground/slab level shall take place until details of cycle 

parking/storage have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. The development shall not be first occupied until the cycle 

parking/storage facilities have been provided in accordance with the approved 
details. Thereafter the facilities shall be maintained and kept available for that 

purpose at all times. 
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19) No development above ground/slab level shall take place until details of refuse 

storage have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. The development shall not be first occupied until the refuse storage 
areas have been provided in accordance with the approved details. Thereafter the 

facilities shall be maintained and kept available for that purpose at all times. 

20) The development shall not be first occupied until the hard landscaping of the 

site has been completed in accordance with a hard landscaping scheme that has 

first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
The hard landscaping scheme shall include details of any boundary treatments and 

hard surfaced areas to be provided as part of the development. 

21) Prior to the first occupation of any part of the development hereby permitted 

full details of all soft landscaping works shall have been submitted to and 

approved, in writing, by the Local Planning Authority. All soft landscaping works 
shall be completed in accordance with the approved soft landscaping scheme within 

the first planting season following completion of building operations / first 

occupation of the development (whichever occurs first). Any trees, shrubs, plants 

or hedges planted in accordance with the approved scheme which are removed, 
die, or become diseased or become seriously damaged within five years of 

completion of this completion of the approved soft landscaping scheme shall be 

replaced within the next planting season by trees, shrubs or hedges of a similar 
size and species to that originally approved. 

22) No development above ground/slab level shall take place until a schedule for 

biodiversity management and provision of habitats including but not limited to bat 

and bird boxes and reptile refugia have been submitted to and approved in writing 

by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall not be first occupied until 
the measures have been provided in accordance with the approved details. 

Thereafter the agreed management and provisions shall be maintained for that 

purpose. 

23) No external lighting shall be installed until a lighting strategy has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Such details 
shall include the location, height, type and direction of any light sources and the 

intensity and timing of their illumination. Any lighting, which is so installed, shall 

not thereafter be altered without the prior consent in writing of the Local Planning 

Authority other than for routine maintenance that does not change its details. 

24) The development shall not be first occupied until a Travel Plan for 
staff/employees at the premises has been submitted to and approved in writing by 

the Local Planning Authority. The Travel Plan shall be implemented from the date 

that the development is first brought into use in accordance with timescales set out 

in the plan and any subsequent revisions. The Travel Plan shall include provisions 
for it to be reviewed, and if necessary updated within 6 months of first 

implementation, and annually thereafter. 

25) The premises shall be used solely as a foodstore and for no other purpose, 

including any other purpose in Class E of the Schedule to the Town and Country 

Planning (Use Classes) Order 2020 (or in any provision equivalent to that Class in 
any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without 

modification). This restriction shall apply notwithstanding any provisions in the 

Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 
2015 (as amended) (or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory 

instrument revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification). 
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26) At no time shall more than 3500 individual lines of goods be sold at the retail 

premises hereby permitted. Only food and convenience goods sales shall be 

permitted in the store. 

27) The premises shall not be open to customers outside of the following hours: 

Mondays to Saturdays: 07:00 to 22:00, Sundays: 10:00 to 16:00. 

28) No deliveries shall be made to the site outside the following hours: Mondays to 

Fridays: 07:00 to 21:00 Saturdays: 08:00 to 20:00 Sundays and public holidays: 
11:00 to 15:00.    

END OF CONDITIONS ANNEXE    
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From: Emergency Planning

Sent: 19 October 2021 12:51

To: Michael Butler

CC: Douglas Symington; Chris Tookey

Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To

Ravenswing Farm Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading

Attachments: Emergency Action Plan - Lidl Tadley Version 10 (19th October 2021) EP

co....pdf; EAP - customer details form vA - EP comments.pdf

Afternoon Michael, 

Following the changes I’m happy the condition can be discharged. 

Please find attached some minor comments to both attached documents for consideration. One

element missed in the cross over of emails, although I am happy this amendment will be picked up by

Lidl. It was appreciated the customer details form being shared, thank you.

Kind Regards
 
Amy
 
Amy Gower (she/her)
Emergency Planning Officer
Team: 01635 503535 | emergencyplanning@westberks.gov.uk (office hours only)

From: Chris Tookey [mailto:TookeyC@rpsgroup.com] 

Sent: 19 October 2021 11:46

To: Michael Butler <Michael.Butler@westberks.gov.uk>

Cc: Emergency Planning <EmergencyPlanning@westberks.gov.uk>; Douglas Symington

<Douglas.Symington@lidl.co.uk>

Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To Ravenswing Farm

Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading

Importance: High

This is an EXTERNAL EMAIL. STOP. THINK before you CLICK links or OPEN attachments.

Michael,

Your email came just in time as I was about to send an amended version of the EAP to you!

The attached EAP version 10 (19th October) now incorporates all of Amy’s comments/requests; I had

deleted Appendix A at her suggestion but I’ve now reinstated it so it includes the Public Health England

and CDC guidance on self-decontamination. 



In relation to the references to Lidl staff gathering information from sheltering customers, Amy has said

she isn’t sure all the information is necessary.  However the info listed is geared towards giving the store

manager what he needs to manage the situation, rather than for the emergency services (although it

can be provided to them if necessary).  She also said that a form could be created to reassure people as

to why the info is being requested and what will be done with it.  I have therefore drafted the attached

‘customer details form’ that will be provided to the store manager – he will either have copies printed

off in the emergency supplies, or will have it on his computer to print off as needed.  I do not believe this

form needs to be included in the EAP, but I’m providing it for Amy’s information.

Hopefully Amy can look through the attached version 10 and swiftly confirm that her

suggestions/requests have been taken on board, and then respond to you to confirm the EAP is now

satisfactory and you can discharge Condition 8. 

Kind regards.

Chris

Chris Tookey BA(Hons) BTP MRTPI

Technical Director
RPS | Consulting UK & Ireland 
T  +44 2920 668 662
E  tookeyc@rpsgroup.com

From: Michael Butler <Michael.Butler@westberks.gov.uk> 

Sent: 19 October 2021 10:40

To: Chris Tookey <TookeyC@rpsgroup.com>

Subject: FW: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To Ravenswing Farm

Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of RPS.

Fyi Chris. Please accommodate the request as noted. 

Regards 

Michael Butler 

Principal Planning Officer 

East Area Planning Development Management.

West Berkshire Council 

07769 725180 

-----Original Message-----

From: Emergency Planning 

Sent: 19 October 2021 10:28

To: Michael Butler <Michael.Butler@westberks.gov.uk>; Planapps <Planapps@westberks.gov.uk>

Cc: Emergency Planning <EmergencyPlanning@westberks.gov.uk>

Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To Ravenswing Farm

Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading 



Morning Michael, 

I have a received a response from UK Health Security Agency (formally PHE). They are content for the

CDC infographic to be used alongside the attached document. Therefore I've amended some comments

on the pervious document I provided. 

Once we've received the next revision of the plan, following comments in the attached plan being

addressed, I feel we should be in a position to discharge the condition.

Kind Regards

Amy

Amy Gower (she/her)

Emergency Planning Officer

Team: 01635 503535 | emergencyplanning@westberks.gov.uk (office hours only)

-----Original Message-----

From: Emergency Planning 

Sent: 18 October 2021 11:54

To: Planapps <Planapps@westberks.gov.uk>; Michael Butler <Michael.Butler@westberks.gov.uk>

Cc: Emergency Planning <EmergencyPlanning@westberks.gov.uk>

Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To Ravenswing Farm

Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading 

Morning Michael, 

Apologies for the delay in responding with commends. I have been waiting for a response from UK

Health Security Agency (formally PHE) to come back to me and approve the areas regarding

decontamination processes. This is to ensure public health is not placed at risk through conflicting

information provided by the store and UK Health Security Agency during an incident. 

In the interest of progressing the plan and the condition to be signed off I have amended my comments

within the attached to remove specific decontamination actions and guidance to those within the store,

and to take actions upon advice provided by the UK responders. 

Once these comments have been addressed I feel we should be in a position to agree the plan and as a

result sign off the condition. 

Alternatively, if Lidl wish to wait for UK Health Security Agency's response I shall pass this information

on.

Kind Regards

Amy

Amy Gower (she/her)



Emergency Planning Officer

Team: 01635 503535 | emergencyplanning@westberks.gov.uk (office hours only)

-----Original Message-----

From: Planapps 

Sent: 15 September 2021 16:47

To: Emergency Planning <EmergencyPlanning@westberks.gov.uk>

Subject: Consultation on Planning Application 21/02343/COND1 Land Adjacent To Ravenswing Farm

Winkworth Lane Aldermaston Reading 

Please see attached

This email and any attachments to it may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to
whom it is addressed. Any views or opinions expressed may not necessarily represent those of West Berkshire
Council. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you must neither take any action based upon its
contents, nor copy or show it to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this e-mail in
error. All communication sent to or from West Berkshire Council may be subject to recording and or monitoring in
accordance with UK legislation, are subject to the requirements of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and may
therefore be disclosed to a third party on request.

This e-mail message and any attached file is the property of the sender and is sent in confidence to the addressee only.

Internet communications are not secure and RPS is not responsible for their abuse by third parties, any alteration or corruption in
transmission or for any loss or damage caused by a virus or by any other means.

RPS Group Plc, company number: 208 7786 (England). Registered office: 20 Western Avenue Milton Park Abingdon Oxfordshire OX14 4SH.

RPS Group Plc web link: http://www.rpsgroup.com



If this Emergency Action Plan has been activated, refer immediately to the Lidl

Tadley Emergency Action Plan – Actions on Notification in sections 4 & 5.
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Document Control and Distribution 

The Emergency Action Plan (EAP) is currently maintained by Lidl Great Britain Ltd, but

responsibility will devolve to any subsequent occupier of the building should Lidl depart from

the site.  

The Plan is distributed in accordance with West Berkshire Council, AWE Emergency Off-Site

Plan version 1.8 January 2019.  

This Plan is predicated upon the existence and maintenance of the Aldermaston Atomic

Weapons Establishment (AWE) Off-Site Emergency Response Plan. 

Document authors: Lidl Great Britain Ltd

Relevant to: Lidl Store - Tadley

Responsibility for development of this

Emergency Action Plan, which forms part of

the Lidl Store Operating procedures: 

Lidl Great Britain Ltd or any other building

occupier.

Responsibility for monitoring and review of this

Emergency Action Plan:

Lidl Great Britain Ltd or any other building

occupier.

Original effective date: TBC

Date(s) modified: TBC

Next review date: TBC
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Links to other Plans & Information

The plan should be used in conjunction with the following:

• West Berkshire Council - Emergency Planning Community Resilience Guidelines

• Control of Major Accident Hazard Regulations 2015 (COMAH)

• Radiation (Preparedness and Public Information) Regulations 2019 (REPPIR)

• Civil Contingencies Act 2004

• National Counter Terrorism Security Office guidance documents

• Health and Safety at Work Act 1974

• Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999

• Lidl Health & Safety Policy

• Lidl Business Continuity Plan 
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INTRODUCTION

The Atomic Weapons Establishment (AWE), has been central to the defence of the United

Kingdom for more than 50 years. It provides and maintains the warheads for the country’s

nuclear deterrent, Trident. 

The work at AWE covers the entire life cycle of nuclear warheads; from initial concept,

assessment and design, through to component manufacture and assembly, in-service support,

and finally decommissioning and disposal. 

The AWE Aldermaston (A) site is located in Berkshire, between Tadley and Aldermaston on

the Berkshire/Hampshire Border. The AWE Burghfield (B) site is located in Berkshire between

Burghfield Village and Reading.

Purpose & Rationale

This plan is designed to manage the movement, access and egress of people in response to an

identified threat or risk which could impact on the safety of persons and/or assets or the capacity

of the Store to continue to operate. 

If this Emergency Action Plan has been activated, refer immediately to Lidl Tadley

Emergency Action Plan – Action on Notification in sections 4 & 5.

The Emergency Action Plan will be implemented by the Store Manager as part of a major

incident. 

The purpose of this plan is to provide instruction to managers and staff to enable them to manage

an area which is under their jurisdiction.

The plan should be read in conjunction with the following: 

• West Berkshire Council - Emergency Planning Community Resilience Guidelines

• Control of Major Accident Hazard Regulations 2015 (COMAH)

• Radiation (Preparedness and Public Information) Regulations 2019 (REPPIR)

• Civil Contingencies Act 2004

• National Counter Terrorism Security Office guidance documents

• Health and Safety at Work Act 1974

• Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999

• Lidl Health & Safety Policy

• Lidl Business Continuity Plan
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Scope

This plan applies to the building under the control of Lidl employees at Lidl Tadley (or any

other building occupier following Lidl’s departure). This will require collaborative working with

other external agencies or organisations.

Aim of the plan

The aim of the Plan is to articulate an emergency response at its store at Aldermaston Road,

Tadley in order to protect the safety of customers, employees and visitors. 

The objectives of this plan are to: 

A. Protect the safety and wellbeing of customers, employees and visitors.

B. Ensure that the plan supports the emergency services’ emergency plans without placing

additional burden on any services dealing with the emergency.  

C. Confirm roles and responsibilities of employees involved with implementing the plan. 

D. Provide a planning checklist for use in line with national guidance and best practice. 

This plan sets out the emergency arrangements for Lidl and/or any other building occupier’s

employees and customers in response to any on-site emergency with actual or potential off-

site consequences at the AWE Aldermaston. Off-site emergency arrangements are also a

requirement of the Radiation (Emergency Preparedness and Public Information) Regulations

2019 (REPPIR). 
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Overview

Serious failures in plant operation or process conditions and/or physical damage to a research

or production facility at AWE Aldermaston may conceivably lead to a release of radioactive

material or other hazards which could present a local problem within the site. 

Other than radiation hazards, the other significant hazards that may pose a risk to persons on

the AWE site and, in extreme circumstances, members of the public include: 

A. Explosives 

B. Chemicals 

C. Environmental Pollutants 

The hazards identified along with the potential impact of the hazards and emergency

countermeasures that are to be implemented to protect persons on and off the site are detailed

in the West Berkshire Council, AWE Emergency Off-Site Plan version 1.8 January 2019. 

The likelihood that such a scenario could endanger the public outside the site is considered to

be extremely remote. However, due to the potential hazards from the AWE site and the

possibility of a release of radioactive or toxic material, sufficient in severity to necessitate

action to be taken to protect employees and members of the public, this plan has been

developed.
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Training & Exercising the Plan

Employee Training

Lidl will assess the training requirements of all employees who will be responsible for

implementing the EAP and provide the necessary training to be able to implement the plan

effectively. 

Taking into account the staff turnover in terms of shift patterns, holidays etc. Lidl will:

• Train all store managers and deputies in their roles and responsibilities (detailed in

Sections 4 & 5 of this Plan) for taking control for implementing the plan in an emergency

situation (Lidl will make this training a pre-requisite of employment and will include this

in all Employee Induction Training for this store);

• Train all staff on assisting the store managers and deputies for implementing the plan in

an emergency situation (Lidl will make this training a pre-requisite of employment and

will include this in all Employee Induction Training for this store).

• The store manager and deputy manager will have basic first aid training, to ensure a

first aider is present on site at all times.

Employment Induction Training will consist of, but not limited to:

• Risk assessment training so as to ensure employees are able to assess risks and

implement control measures;

• Emergency preparedness training to ensure all employees are suitably trained to

identify emergency situations and follow emergency plans;

• Crowd Management Training to equip employees with the skills to manage a large

crowd in an emergency situation and how to calm an emergency situation to avoid

unnecessary panic;

• Fire marshal training to ensure employees are equipped with the skills to manage an

evacuation of the building in an emergency and accounting for all occupants where

possible;

• Emergency procedures training to ensure employees are familiar with the requirements

of Lidl internal procedures to be followed in an emergency.

Records of training will be maintained for all employees. 

Further training will be provided to new employees upon recruitment and as part of their

induction. Refresher training on all of the above training will be undertaken annually (or every 3

years in the event of first aid training).

Where the ownership of the building changes, the new occupiers must review employees

training requirements to ensure their employees are suitably trained to implement the plan in

the event of an emergency at the AWE.
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Exercising the plan

Prior to opening the store Lidl will conduct a simulated emergency practice run of the action

plan to ensure it works and to implement improvements in the plan where findings dictate. Lidl

will invite any interested parties to the simulation practice run from the AWE and off-site

planning group.

Lidl will conduct periodic practice drills following the opening of the store to ensure the plan

remains effective in the event of an emergency situation. As the store will trade 7 days a week,

the practice drills will be carried out:

• Prior to the store opening in the first instance (as mentioned above).

• Every 3 months within the first year of trading.

• Every 6 months thereafter.

All training will be carried out when the store is closed and in simulation mode only. 

Plan Review

So as to ensure the effectiveness of this plan in the event of an emergency at the AWE sites,

this plan will be reviewed and amended where necessary on an annual basis or when

situations change, such as when a new store manager is appointed or where changes to the

ownership of the building has taken place. 

Where the ownership of the building changes, the new occupiers must review the plan in line

with their own internal procedures and update where necessary and re-submit for review to the

emergency planning officer at West Berkshire Council.

A log of each review will be kept within any store managers office for inspection purposes and

updated following each review.

Formal review and de-briefing of the training will be undertaken following each training session

to ascertain the effectiveness of the plan and to update where required.

Distribution

This plan will be distributed to the following:

• A copy kept on the Lidl Important Information board

• Lidl Store Manager and Store Employees

• Lidl Trading Compliance Department

• Lidl External Health & Safety Advisors

• Lidl Property and Facilities Department

• West Berkshire Council planning department
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• West Berkshire Council emergency planning officer

• AWE Aldermaston

Copies of the plan will be made available to other relevant parties upon request.
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1. DETAILS ABOUT THE SITE

Site location

The Lidl site is located at the junction of the A340 Aldermaston Road and Silchester Road,

Tadley, RG26 4QB, grid reference is easting 459722 and northing 162391. 

Lidl are a discount food retail store selling groceries and goods for retail consumption.

Maglocked Doors Main Entrance Doors Emergency Showers Store Managers Office

Lidl Store Manager Lidl Employees EMP Storage Area Store Egress Route

  Numbers on Site

Maximum Number of Lidl employees / employees per day 5 to 8

Minimum Number of Lidl employees / employees per day – (minimum number of 

employees reflect the expected number of customers at different times of the day)

4

Maximum Number of customers at any one time per day (approximately) 75

** Please Note: In the event of an employee calling in sick, Lidl store manager will immediately call

upon a reserve employee to attend to ensure 4 employees are available in store at all times
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2. PRE-INCIDENT PREPARATIONS

In preparation of an emergency at the AWE site, Lidl will communicate with representatives of

the AWE site in order to obtain relevant contact names and numbers so as to distribute the

plan and to liaise with in the event of an emergency.

In addition, Lidl will liaise with the emergency services, Police, Fire & Ambulance, so as to

obtain necessary names and contact numbers for distribution of the plan and liaison in the

event of an emergency.

All relevant contact names and numbers will be entered into the plan and a copy displayed on

the Lidl notice board, within the store managers office and the staff welfare area.

The Lidl Store Manager will be responsible for ensuring the emergency contact names and

numbers remain up to date. To do this the Lidl Store Manager will review the emergency

contact list every 6 months and update the list accordingly.

The contact list will include:

• Thames Valley Police   101 or 999 (alternatively - 01865 841148)

• Royal Berkshire Fire & Rescue  01189 452888 

• South Central Ambulance Service 999 – (alternatively 01869 365000)

• AWE      0118 981 4111

• West Berkshire Council   01635 551111

• Environment Agency   0370 850 6506

Lidl have discussed various engineering options with our designers, H&S consultants and

contractors to seek out ways in which to engineer solutions to ensure the plan can be

implemented effectively and which gives assistance to the Lidl store staff in an emergency

situation.

 



Emergency Action Plan

Lidl - Tadley

 11

As part of the engineering solutions Lidl will/have installed:

• A system that, on the push of one ‘emergency’ button, will maglock all doors and close

off the ventilation system.

•  A separate button that will allow the store manager to remotely close off the main site

access from Aldermaston Road and open an emergency vehicular access out on to

Silchester Road; and

• A tanoy system within the store managers office that can be used by the store manager

to communicate to anyone inside or outside of the building.

Automatic bollards will be installed across the vehicular access from Aldermaston Road and
the emergency access on to Silchester Road.  To enable emergency services to access the
site Lidl will install a combination-locked box fastened to the wall of the building opposite the
site entrance, within which will be a second set of buttons to control the bollards on the main
access. 
The code to the combination lock will be provided to all emergency services control centers,
who can then pass this code on to emergency response teams attending the site.  

The emergency access will be kept closed off and the bollards only lowered in the event of an

emergency at which time those on the main access will be simultaneously raised.  Any

vehicles on the site that insist on leaving will then be required to exit on to Silchester Road and

directed to turn left, away from Aldermaston Road and Mulfords Hill.

** Please Note: All mag-locked doors can only be opened by resetting the emergency

lockdown button in the store managers office or by activating the fire alarm, such as breaking

the glass on a manual break glass call point**

By installing these engineering solutions, it will enable all employees and customers to be

alerted to the emergency as soon as is practicable following the incident notification to the

store manager and will be built into the design of the store. 

These designed engineering mechanisms for sealing off the ventilations systems and closing

down and locking the store will effectively secure all persons contained within the store with a

view to ensuring minimal or zero exposure to contaminants and remove the burden on

emergency and other services who may be already dealing with the incident.

Please refer to page 10 of this report for a detailed plan indicating store entrance, exits and fire

doors and locations of persons in the event of an emergency.
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CONSULTATION 

The following list of people will be consulted, as required, on any review of this EAP:

• Lidl Property Office & Trading Compliance Department

• West Berkshire Council Planning Department

• West Berkshire Council Emergency Planning Officer

• Lidl External Health & Safety Advisors 

• Lidl Facilities & District Managers 

• AWE

• Lidl M&E Consultants

EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY

An Equality and Diversity assessment has been undertaken of this document. It is

recommended that when implementing this emergency plan that:

• Consideration will be given to the needs of people who may not be able to easily move
around the premises in the event of a lockdown situation e.g. the elderly, disabled
persons and people who may not understand written or verbal information/instructions. 

• Consideration will be given to the needs of people who may not use English as their first
language.

• Consideration will be given to the needs of those who are pregnant, as they may not be

able to easily move around the premises in the event of a lockdown situation.
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3. NOTIFICATION OF AN AWE INCIDENT

Notification to Lidl will be by way of the notification criteria as set out in the West Berkshire

Council, AWE REPPIR (Radiation Emergency Preparedness and Public Information

Regulations) Leaflet (available at https://info.westberks.gov.uk/awe). 

The notification will come via telephone call into the designated Lidl landline and is anticipated

the notification will come from AWE (via an automatic telephone alerting system).

The Lidl Store Manager or their deputy will have access to the Lidl landline telephone at all

times by way of a mobile telephone unit which will be taken onto the shop floor by the Lidl

store manager or deputy when they are not in the office.

The Lidl Store Manager (or Deputy Store Manager) will receive the call in the first instance and

implement the actions set out in this emergency action plan.
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4. ACTIONS ON NOTIFICATION

Upon notification Lidl will implement this Emergency Action Plan (EAP) in the following

manner:

Notification

Notification of
emergency:

Communication from AWE (via their emergency contact system) to
the Lidl store via telephone call to the Lidl landline within the store
managers office or by portable telephone unit carried by store
manager at all times.

Notification for all
clear:

Communication from emergency services/AWE over local radio or
via automated telephone call from the AWE emergency contact
system to the Lidl landline within the store managers office and/or
the portable telephone unit that will be carried by the store manager
at all times.

Store Manager
Actions

The Lidl store manager or deputy manager will notify all staff and
customers of the emergency through the in-store tannoy system.

Any external contractors (which would include delivery drivers) on
site at the time of a lockdown will not be trained on the
implementation of this EAP, therefore they will be treated as
customers and not staff.

In an attempt not to cause panic to customers when alerting
employees to the emergency, the alert via the tannoy system will
read:

“This is the store manager. We have been informed of a situation
outside of the premises which now requires this store to implement
our Emergency Action Plan and close the store for safety reasons.

All customers are required to remain inside the store during this

emergency closure period.

All customers please do not be alarmed. This is a precautionary

measure to be taken for your safety. During this period, no further
transactions will be placed through the tills.

Please bear with us while we obtain further details regarding the
situation.

All staff please move to your designated EAP positions and await
further instructions” .
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Closure Responsible Person(s)

Initial closure on 
notification:

The Lidl store manager or deputy will:

• Receive the initial notification call from
the AWE.

• Proceed to the store managers office
and inform all employees and customers
of the situation (using message above).

• Activate the “emergency closure buttons”
located within the store managers office.

• Liaise back with Lidl employees to
ensure they are in position and remind
them of the procedure & their roles.

• Attempt to gather further information via
external means (i.e. via AWE, local radio
or TV and Thames Valley Police social
media channels).

Lidl Store Manager/Deputy
/Employees

Rooms most
suitable for
gathering:

Lidl store staff will gather all customers
within the store area and inform them of
the emergency and will monitor customer
behavior throughout the emergency period
to ensure everyone remains calm and
informed.

All Lidl staff and customers are to remain
within the main store area at all times
during the emergency closure.

Fire doors are kept electronically locked
unless a fire alarm has been sounded or
the system is overridden by the store
manager, therefore the only egress from
the store will be through the main
customer entrance/exit, which will be
locked automatically and marshalled by a
member of staff.

Lidl Store
Manager/Deputy/Employees
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Entrance points
(e.g. doors and
windows) will be
secured:

The entrance/exit doors and ventilation
ducts will be locked automatically upon
activation of the “emergency button” by
the store manager/deputy upon initial
notification of the emergency. 

**Please note – the doors will close at a
slow pace to ensure customers are not
trapped or segregated during the closure
process.

Fire doors remain closed via a mag-lock
system at all times unless the fire alarm
has been activated (such as breaking the
glass on a manual call point). 

A Lidl employee will man the main
entrance/exit doors via the till aisle to
ensure they remain locked at all times to
prevent access/egress during the
emergency period.

The entrance doors and pods can be
operated manually from a distance by the
store manager or their deputy, which will
negate the requirement for Lidl employees
to decontaminate whenever someone
leaves the building.

Lidl Store
Manager/Deputy/Employees

Mechanical
Shutdown:

The entrance/exit doors and ventilation 
ducts will be locked automatically upon
activation of the “emergency button” by
the store manager/deputy upon initial
notification of the emergency.

An emergency vehicular access out on to
Silchester Road is provided.  On lockdown
bollards can: 

a. Rise to close off the access from
Aldermaston Road; and 

b. Lower to open the emergency access.

To ensure access for emergency services 
onto the site, Lidl will install a
combination-locked box fastened to the
wall at the entrance next to the bollards,

Lidl Store Manager/Deputy
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within which would be a second set of 
buttons to control the bollards on the main
access.  
The code to the combination lock would
be provided to all emergency services
control centers, who can then pass this
code on to emergency response teams
attending the site.  

Vehicles leaving the site will be directed to
turn left and proceed along Silchester
Road.  

This will take them away from the AWE
and avoid any conflict with blue light
services using the A340. 

Staff delegated to the front of the store to
monitor the exit, will immediately inform
the store manager/deputy manager if
anyone is seen outside the building in the
car park. 

**Please note – persons located outside
the store will be permitted entry and
directed immediately into the
decontamination area. 

Once inside the decontamination area
they will be asked to follow the
decontamination process as detailed by
emergency responders. Guidance on self-
decontamination procedures is also
provided at Appendix A of this report.

The decontamination area will be
equipped with emergency, industry
standard decontamination showers, soaps
and towels, plastic bags (for storing
contaminated clothing into) and fresh
clothing and blankets. 

All contaminated clothing will be bagged,
tagged and stored in a suitable container
for disposal after the emergency has
passed.



Emergency Action Plan

Lidl - Tadley

 18

Contaminated waste-water from
decontamination showers will be captured
in a separate tank to that of other waste
water drainage. The tank will not dispense
water to any sewage system and will be
captured in readiness for removal at a
later date by a specialist waste water
carrier, licensed in the removal of
contaminated waste.

Under normal operating conditions, the
stores air handling unit (AHU) provides
fresh air and extract to/from the sales
floor. Local extract fans provide ventilation
to the toilets, bakery and welfare areas.
All these fans are ducted to the
façade/roof.

In an emergency lockdown situation the
ventilation systems will be shut down by
the pressing of a “emergency lockdown”
button within the manager's office. 

All façade connections for the AHU and
ventilation fans will be provided with
motorized dampers which will also shut on
activation of the lockdown button. This will
to help minimise infiltration into the
building.

In an emergency situation, there is a
requirement to allow for 83 people to
remain in the store for up to 48 hours.

Communication
arrangements:

Lidl tannoy system, Internal store landline 
telephone, mobile telephones, internet,
local radio updates, local/national TV
news channels and Thames Valley Police
social media channels. 

Lidl Store Manager

Elderly and
Disabled Persons

All Lidl stores are constructed in line with 
the requirements of the Equality Act and
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as such have suitable access and facilities
for, elderly and disabled persons.

Disabled toilets are installed as part of the
Lidl design requirements specification.

All areas of the store allow for access by
disabled persons.

Lidl store staff will attend to the needs of
the elderly, disabled and others who may
require assistance during the closure
period. 

Where the emergency extends overnight,
sleeping arrangements will be allocated
along shopping aisles 3, 4 & 5. Sleeping
mats and blankets will be provided by Lidl
and where assistance is needed for the
elderly or disabled, additional assistance
will be provided.

Notes: Once the building has been closed, staff,
customers and visitors must not leave the
building until authorised by the emergency
services. 

A Lidl employee will be stationed in the
location of the main entrance to prevent
unauthorized access/egress.

Any customers insisting on being let out of
the store will be asked to sign a disclaimer
before doing so.

The entrance doors and pods can be
operated manually from a distance by the
store manager or their deputy, which will
negate the requirement for Lidl employees
to decontaminate whenever someone
leaves the building.

The store manager and employees will
monitor the effectiveness of the closure to

Lidl Store
Manager/employees
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ensure no one leaves the building until it
is safe to do so.

Updates on the situation will be provided
by the store manager throughout the
closure period to all customers and Lidl
Head Office.

 



Emergency Action Plan

Lidl - Tadley

 21

Initial Response Checklist Responsible
Person

1 

Upon notification of the emergency the Lidl store
manager/deputy will activate the “emergency closure button”
which automatically closes/locks the main entrance/exit doors
and ventilation ducts. This button will be located within the store
managers office. A separate button will control the bollards to
close off the main access and open the emergency one.

The store will be fitted with a tannoy system which will be
operated from the store managers office and will be used by the
store manager/deputy to address all occupants within the store
and informing them of the emergency situation, steps to be
taken for closure and appealing for calm as they seek to obtain
further information.

As staff will have been trained as to what to do if an emergency
is declared, and (assuming the worst case of only 4 staff being
present) the following protocol will be followed:

a) From his/her office, the store manager will assess the
situation and then issue directions to the store staff over the
internal tannoy system, before then moving to assist other staff
on the shop floor.

b) The second member of staff will move to the main store
entrance/exit areas via the till aisle to marshal people away and
explain why, for the moment, no-one can leave the building. 

c) The third/fourth staff members will circulate within the sales
area explaining to customers what is happening and asking for
calm.

Where more employees are on duty at the time of the
emergency, points B&C above will be manned with more
personnel.

Lidl store manager/deputy will inform Lidl head office of the
emergency situation via a telephone call.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees

2

Lidl store manager, via the in-store tannoy system, will direct
Lidl employees to gather all customers/visitors inside the
building within the main shopping area of the store and advise
on the emergency situation.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees
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3

Where there are only 4 Lidl employees on duty at the time of
the emergency, it is expected that there will be fewer customers
to control in an emergency situation. This is generally when the
store is opened in the mornings and just before closing in the
evenings. At all other times the store is manned with 5 to 8
employees.

In this event, the Lidl store manager will direct one employee to
the main store entrance/exit to monitor/control during the
emergency and the other two employees to the main store area
to inform, calm and reassure customers.

In the event that any customer demands to be let out of the
store, then authority to unlock the door and allow them to exit
will rest solely with the store /deputy manager and upon written
consent from the individual(s) wishing to leave.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees 

4

Where persons are observed outside the store during the
closure, the Lidl employee stationed closest to the entrance will
notify the store manager, who in turn will switch the tannoy
system to external use and inform persons externally that the
store is closed due to the emergency and that access is not
permitted due to the risks of contamination and that they should
seek shelter in their car if they have one and leave the site via
the emergency access, turning left along Silchester Road away
from the AWE and the A340.

**Please note – in extremis persons located outside the store
will be permitted entry and directed immediately into the
decontamination holding area. 

If decontamination guidance has not yet been received from
responders, individuals allowed into the building will be asked to
remain within the holding area and away from people within the
store’s main sales area, until such time as guidance is received
from responders that either: a) they may simply proceed into
the sales area; or b) they should first decontaminate
themselves through showering and changing their clothes.

The decontamination area will be equipped with emergency
industry standard decontamination showers, soaps and towels,
plastic bags (for storing contaminated clothing into) and fresh
clothing and blankets.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees 

AGower1
Sticky Note
This can be amended back to original: 

Once inside the decontamination area they will be asked to follow the decontamination process as detailed in the guidance document in Appendix A of this report.   
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All contaminated clothing will be bagged, tagged and stored in a
suitable container for disposal after the emergency has passed.
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5

A key element of training for staff (other than first aid) will be
teaching them how to control/keep calm a crowd of people
some of whom may want to leave the store and go home/flee.

During the closure period, Lidl will provide food and water to all 
staff and customers as and when required. Due to the risk of
potential contamination only tinned or packaged foods will be
consumed; chiller cabinets will be closed off and tarpaulins
used to sheet off all fresh/open produce. 

In addition, Lidl will provide board games and puzzles in an
attempt to occupy all persons inside the store during the closure
period.

After the emergency is over Lidl will consult with external
consultants on the need for, and means of, disposal of any
potentially contaminated items.

Toilet facilities will be available, and chairs, sleeping mats and
sleeping bags will be provided as required for all customers and
staff (estimated to be around 83 maximum). Aisles 3, 4 & 5 will
be allocated sleeping aisles, should the emergency extend
overnight.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees

6

Lidl will avoid using the store landline telephone so that the
external communications can be maintained between the Store
Manager/employees and Lidl Head Office.

All Building
Occupants

7

Once the store is closed down it must remain closed until
clearance to unlock has been given by the emergency services. 

A warning will be given over the tanoy informing all occupants 
of the requirement to maintain the store closure due to the risk
of contamination.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees
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8

If medical attention is required, Lidl first aid persons will assess
and treat the casualty as necessary and they will liaise with the
Lidl store manager/deputy and emergency services by
telephone if further assistance is required.

Lidl Store
Manager/
Deputy/Employees/
First Aiders

9 

During the closure period, Lidl employees will begin to gather
information from customers so as to ascertain:

• The number of customers in the building.

• Their age, gender & addresses.

• Name & Address of GP.

• If they have transport outside in the form of a car.

• If they have any health issues.

• If they require assistance in any way.

This information will be recorded and used to assist in an
evacuation when the all clear is given.

Upon given the all clear, this information will be disposed of by
shredding method.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees

10

After the hazard has passed through the area, the emergency
services will provide an all clear message. Following
instructions from the emergency services Lidl employees will
begin the evacuation procedure.

Lidl Manager /
Deputy /
Employees

11

Following the all clear message from the emergency services
the building is to remain unventilated until further reassurances
have been received that it is safe to do so.

Lidl Store Manager
/ Deputy /
Employees
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On Site Emergency Equipment Checklist Number Location

1 Telephone (Landline & Mobile) 1 Managers Office

2 Television/Radio 1 Managers Office

3 First aid kits 3 Managers Office

4 Microwave oven for heating food 2 Staff Canteen

5 Hot water boiler/kettle 2 Staff Canteen

6 Sleeping mats / sleeping bags 83 Store Warehouse

7 Chairs 83 Store Warehouse

8 Decontamination showers 2 Store Warehouse

9 Towels and soap 83 Store Warehouse

10
Emergency clothing (medical scrubs, overalls & 
blankets)

83 Store Warehouse

11 Tarpaulins 20 Store Warehouse

Please Note: Annual inspections of relevant equipment will be undertaken by Lidl Store
Manager and logged on site.
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5. ACTIONS FOR SHELTER  

It is important to inform all employees and customers of the emergency situation and to

provide continual updates so as to maintain a calm and disciplined environment. The closure

period may be between 24 to 48 hours and thus will need to be adequately managed.

To achieve this the following procedures will be implemented:

Lidl Store Manager/Deputy - The notification of the AWE emergency will be received by the

Store Manager or their deputy. Upon receipt of the notification the Store Manager or his/her

deputy will assume the role of Incident Manager and:

1

Notify all Lidl employees of the emergency using the agreed message format and

instruct staff to take up their positions for immediate implementation of the EAP.

Store manager to issue staff action cards to remind them of their responsibilities in

an emergency situation.

2 

Activate the store closure of ventilation systems doors and windows, ensuring all

customers remain in store during the emergency period, and if judged safe to do so

remotely raise the bollards to close off the main access and lower them on the

emergency access. Closed doors and ventilation systems will be sufficiently airtight

to prevent contamination from entering the building.

3 

Inform all employees and customers of the emergency and inform them of the steps

to be taken to reduce the risks. 

The store manager, or in his/her absence the deputy manager, to take a detailed

headcount of staff and customers within the building and ask for anyone with any

medical conditions to make themselves known.”

4 

Seek to calm the situation down by reassuring them that the steps being taken are

for their own health and safety and the measures are also to reduce the strain on the

emergency services dealing with the emergency situation externally.

5 Liaise with Lidl employees to begin next steps.

6
Monitor local radio and Thames Valley Police social media channels to ascertain the

level of the emergency and its estimated duration.
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7
Liaise with Lidl Head Office to inform them of the emergency situation and keep

them informed at regular intervals.

8 

Record actions taken during the emergency within the store managers office by way

of an action log. In addition there will be an Action Board in the manager’s office to

allow them to keep track of requests made (i.e. medication needs), what has been

done about it (i.e. call to 111 or 999 for advice) and whether the action is open or

closed. 

Employee Responsibilities: The Store Manager will gather all Lidl employees and remind

them of their roles and responsibilities in ensuring the effectiveness of the EAP. Lidl

employees will:

1 

Assist the store manager in ensuring the effective implementation of the EAP and

the store remains locked and station themselves in designated areas (such as the

main entrance/exit) to control access/egress.

2

Inform all customers of the situation, the level of emergency to which we are faced,

how long it is expected to last, communication channels between emergency

services and Lidl, and the implications of leaving the building before advised by

emergency services.

3
Inform all customers of the availability of welfare facilities/toilets within the store

and seek to establish any individuals who may require assistance.

4 

Provide further information to all on where to obtain updates on the emergency

situation unfolding, such as local radio stations and websites and Thames Valley

Police social media channels.

5
Make everyone comfortable during the initial phase of the implementation of the

plan by providing chairs and other essential requirements as required.

6 Provide food and water for employees and customers as and when required.

7 
During the lockdown, Lidl employees will begin to gather information from customers
so as to ascertain:

• Number of customers in the building.
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• Their age, gender & addresses.

• Name and address of GP.

• If they have transport outside in the form of a car.

• If they have any health issues.
• If they require assistance in any way.

This information will be recorded and used to assist in an evacuation and disposed
by shredding when the all clear is given.

Communications

It is important to keep lines of communication open with external services as they are best

placed to offer advice as the situation unfolds.  The Store Manager will ask customers that any

communication with the external services should be through the store manager only to

minimize the number of calls to the blue light services.

In the event of a prolonged emergency or more severe scenario, emergency services, local

authorities and voluntary sector organisations will work together to co-ordinate practical and

emotional support to those affected.  If instructed to do so by the emergency services the store

manager will lower the bollards to open the main vehicular access.

Lidl will have trained first aid persons on site at all times. First aiders will be available to

administer first aid where required during the implementation of the EAP. Where required, first

aiders will liaise with the emergency services to seek further advice on the conditions of

persons requiring such assistance within the store. 

Lidl employees will cooperate with AWE and the emergency services during the closure period

and will take direction as to the next steps.

Lidl will relay all communications to employees and customers as and when available to

ensure all persons within the store are aware of the measures being taken by the emergency

services and AWE to bring the situation under control.

Lidl will make available the store fixed telephone line for employees or customers who may not

have access to a mobile phone to call family or friends to confirm they are safe and well and to

the emergency situation. However, this will be limited to allow the telephone to remain free for

communications with AWE and emergency services.

Lidl will make publicly available a radio which will deliver messages to those in the area as to

the current situation.  Local radio stations to be monitored for information will include:

• Heart Berkshire – 97, 102.9 & 103.4 MHz

• Fox FM – 102.6 MHz

• BBC Radio Berkshire – 94.6, 95.4, 104.1 & 104.4 MHz
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6. ACTIONS FOR EVACUATION

Prior to any evacuation of the store, Lidl will liaise with the emergency services dealing with the

emergency externally and follow any instructions given to ensure a safe evacuation of the

building.

Following advice, Lidl would expect to evacuate in the following order:

1 Vulnerable persons first (injured, disabled or less mobile)

2 Less able-bodied persons

3 More able-bodied persons

The evacuation would depend on the numbers in the store at the time and the hazards faced

when leaving the store.

Lidl will evacuate in accordance with guidance from emergency services and transport would

depend on the hazards faced externally and the individuals to be evacuated.

The following forms of transport may be considered for evacuation:

1 Emergency service vehicles may be required for some evacuees;

2 Customer cars may be used (depending on extent of contamination); 

3 Taxi’s or buses for others.

Lidl will work with the emergency services to identify a safe place to evacuate to and to support

the emergency services in implementing the evacuation.
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Akira 
Last name: Yamanaka 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: H5 Standards for New 
Housing 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Policy H5 4.4.44 -i 'Minimum floor to ceiling height is 2.3m' We consider this too low. The 
recommended minimum height in London is 2.5m. There is no reason Reading should adopt 
a lower standard than London.  
Policy TR5 4.5.22 'Parking Standards and Design Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD). ', 'It will continue to apply until it is superseded by any more up-to-date version.' We 
consider that The SPD is out-of-date. In section 7.0, Car Parking Layout and Dimensions, 
"Parking spaces are recommended to be designed at 5000mm long x 2500mm wide, 
however..." The Council should consider the ‘Manual for Street’ standards of 4800mm long x 
2400mm wide as an alternative to larger standards in their SPD. Larger cars are generally 
less sustainable, and minor differences in standards cause a lot of additional work for 
everyone involved, so we would recommend Reading revise its parking standards to align 
with the national standard described in ‘Manual for Streets’.  
Policy H14 'loss of parking areas or garages' It would be good if this included a definition of 
'loss of garages'. When garages have not been in use for a prolonged period, they should 
not be counted as garages. The lack of clarity on this causes an additional burden to 
designers and developers. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
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